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Abstract

Employers face many dilemmas in effectively implementing work-life flexibility to
support employees' personal lives. A key issue is that some employees hold jobs with
limited opportunities for work-life flexibility, making them susceptible to burnout;
yet most employers believe they can do little to mitigate this dynamic. Furthermore,
even when employees hold jobs with greater access to work-life flexibility, some do
not take advantage of their flexibility to more fully engage in work and/or home
roles. These issues are further exacerbated when supervisors are unsure of their role
in supporting work-life flexibility. We identify work-life supportive context as a key
factor that provides solutions to these dilemmas. Drawing on job demands resources
theory, we posit that, when organizations provide work-life supportive training to
supervisors, it promotes a work-life supportive context (i.e., signaling that the organi-
zation is supportive of employees' managing their work-life interface), which miti-
gates burnout for those with limited work-life flexibility and promotes engagement
in work and home roles for those with greater work-life flexibility. Results from a
year-long randomized field experiment suggest that, in contexts with trained supervi-
sors and lower employee control over work schedules and boundaries (i.e., lower
work-life flexibility), emotional exhaustion is reduced. In contexts with trained super-
visors and higher employee control over work boundaries (i.e., higher work-life flexi-
bility), family engagement increases. Surprisingly, irrespective of job access to work-
life flexibility, supervisor participation in work-life support training did not enhance
employee work engagement. Implications of our findings for fostering work-life sup-

portive contexts are considered.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Work-life flexibility—the ability to manage where (boundaries) and
when (schedules) one works—is considered “a valued resource that
provides employees with the control and autonomy needed to adapt
to simultaneous work and family demands” (p. 349; Allen et al., 2013;
Kossek, Perrigino, & Lautsch, 2023). Despite the recognition of the
importance of work-life flexibility for employee well-being and
engagement, there are key dilemmas that plague the successful imple-
mentation of flexible work arrangements within organizations. First,
employees who occupy jobs with limited work-life flexibility are more
likely to experience stress and burnout (Hill et al., 2008), but since
these jobs are viewed as less suited to offering work-life flexibility,
employers assume they can do little to mitigate exhaustion (Gonza-
les, 2023). Second, there is an assumption that employees who
occupy jobs with greater access to work-life flexibility will take
advantage of such flexibility to effectively manage their work-life
interface and more fully engage in both work and home roles (Rich-
man et al., 2008; Rothbard, 2001). However, employees do not always
take advantage of the flexible work arrangements afforded to them
(Leslie et al., 2012; Perrigino et al., 2018). Thus, even when employees
have access to work-life flexibility, it may not translate into enhanced
engagement.

We argue that each dilemma, one experienced by the work-life
flexibility “have nots” (those with low flexibility) and one experienced
by the work-life flexibility “haves” (those with high flexibility) may be
addressed through a single remedy: organizational interventions that
promote a work-life supportive context. The availability of work-life
flexibility in and of itself is not sufficient for promoting employees'
perceptions of work-life support; a key factor contributing to
employees' use of work-life flexibility is the social context, particularly
their supervisors use and support of work-life flexibility (de Sivatte &
Guadamillas, 2013; Foley et al., 2006; Kossek et al., 1999; Lautsch
et al., 2009). For work-life flexibility to be effective in promoting
employee well-being and engagement, employees (and supervisors)
need to perceive that the organization is supportive of employees
managing the work-life interface (Allen, 2001; Lapierre et al., 2008).
With this in mind, the key purpose of this study is to investigate
whether a supervisor work-life support training intervention—targeted
toward promoting the use and support of work-life flexibility—pro-
motes the well-being (i.e., burnout) and engagement of employees with
varying degrees of access to work-life flexibility.

Drawing from research on work-life flexibility and job demands-
resources (JDR) theory (Bakker et al., 2023), we conceptualize access
to work-life flexibility as a resource that enables one to more effec-
tively manage demands in both work and home roles (Allen
et al., 2013; Kossek, Perrigino, & Lautsch, 2023), which in turn should
promote employee well-being (i.e., reduce burnout, enhance engage-
ment). Yet, we suggest that these linkages are contingent upon a
work-life supportive context (Allen, 2001; de Sivatte & Guadamil-
las, 2013), which is induced by training supervisors in the use and sup-
port of work-life flexibility. Moreover, we posit that the effects of
this training intervention are contingent upon the availability of
work-life flexibility for one's particular job.

On the one hand, lower work-life flexibility availability reduces
one's ability to manage demands across the work-life interface,
resulting in emotional exhaustion, which is a key component of burn-
out. Yet, having a supervisor trained in work-life support serves as a
resource that promotes supportive behaviors such as role modeling,
offering emotional support, and enabling practices for effectively
managing the work-life interface (Hammer, Kossek et al., 2009,
2011). As such, having a supervisor trained in work-life support
“buffers” the increased demands experienced by employees with lim-
ited access to work-life flexibility, mitigating emotional exhaustion
(Bakker et al., 2023; Kossek, Odle-Dusseau, & Hammer, 2018; Kossek,
Petty et al., 2018). On the other hand, higher work-life flexibility
availability provides opportunities to more effectively manage
demands across the work-life interface, and thus to more fully engage
in both work and home roles (i.e., work and family engagement)—yet,
employees are more likely to engage in work and home roles when
they have a supervisor trained in work-life support, as this added sup-
port encourages employees with greater access to use the flexibility
afforded to them (Goh et al., 2015).

We test these ideas using a year-long quasi-experimental field
study of employees who were working in a wide range of staff jobs
across departments and levels at a large public university, which cre-
ated natural variability in their degree of access to work-life flexibility.
We investigate how access to work-life flexibility relates to emotional
exhaustion and work and family engagement 1 year later (controlling
for initial levels of these outcome variables), and whether these rela-
tionships differ for employees of supervisors who received work-life
supportive training as compared to employees of supervisors who did
not receive such training.

This study has several implications for work-life flexibility and
training intervention research. First, we provide evidence that a super-
visor work-life support training intervention has benefits for the
supervised employees, although the effectiveness of the training
intervention—and for which outcomes—is contingent upon the work-
life flexibility afforded to employees. Organizational decision-makers
may assume that work-life training interventions impact employees
uniformly; yet, there is evidence that interventions operate differently
across different types of people and conditions (e.g, Ceci &
Papierno, 2005). As such, social science intervention research is
beginning to adopt a “realist evaluation” perspective, which seeks to
answer “what works for whom in which circumstances” (p. 41; Niel-
sen & Miraglia, 2017). Indeed, research on workplace well-being inter-
ventions has demonstrated that intervention effectiveness is often
contingent upon the personal work-life needs and characteristics of
the beneficiaries of training (Hammer et al,, 2011, 2016; Kossek,
Odle-Dusseau, & Hammer, 2018; Kossek, Thompson, et al., 2019).
Our study continues this line of inquiry and extends it by focusing on
employees who are the distal beneficiaries of supervisor training.
Whereas the HRM literature often focuses on direct trainee benefits,
this study integrates findings from the occupational literature on the
benefits of leader training for other stakeholders in the work environ-
ment (i.e., employees; Kelloway & Barling, 2010). In doing so, our
study provides a rigorous evaluation of and insight into what out-
comes are impacted by supervisor work-life support training (i.e.,
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employee burnout, work and family engagement) and for whom (i.e.,
employees without or with access to work-life flexibility). Our
research provides insight not merely into whether one benefits from a
trained supervisor, but rather who benefits and how they benefit.

Second, our investigation of supervisor work-life support training
also sheds light on how organizations can promote work-life support-
ive contexts, which addresses several challenges within work-life flexi-
bility research. Specifically, we find that having a supervisor trained in
work-life support serves as a resource that mitigates burnout experi-
enced by employees occupying jobs with limited access to work-life
flexibility (Kossek, et al.,, 2018; Kossek, Petty, et al., 2018; Matthews
et al,, 2014; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2016); and having a trained supervi-
sor serves as a resource that promotes (family) engagement for those
who have greater access to work-life flexibility. As such, we
illustrate that work-life supportive contexts can improve outcomes for
both those with limited access and those with greater access to
work-life flexibility, albeit in different ways. Whether and how expos-
ing managers to work-life supportive training can help workers across
jobs that vary in work-life flexibility is a critical issue given growing
occupational disparities in workers' control over schedules and bound-
aries (Golden et al., 2011; Kossek & Lautsch, 2018). Given such dis-
parities often intersect with employees' racial, class, and gender
backgrounds, as lower income employees, and women and people of
color tend to hold jobs afforded lower work-life flexibility (Kossek
et al.,, 2023; Kossek & Lee, 2020), this study addresses an important
job equality policy concern.

We also contribute to work-life research by examining how
work-life supportive supervisor training impacts employee well-being
across two different types of work-life flexibility: Boundary control
and schedule control. Prior research has illustrated that distinguishing
between these two types of work-life flexibility is useful for clarifying
mixed findings from previous studies of worklife support initiatives
(Allen et al., 2013; Kelly et al., 2008; Kossek, Odle-Dusseau, & Ham-
mer, 2018; Kossek, Perrigino, & Lautsch, 2023; Kossek, Petty,
et al., 2018). Our study provides evidence that work-life supportive
supervisor training mitigates employee emotional exhaustion when
employees have low schedule and boundary control; however, super-
visor training only enhances family engagement when employees have
higher boundary control. These findings illustrate that work-life sup-
portive supervisors have a positive impact on employees who have
limited work-life flexibility, but only have a positive impact on family
engagement when their employees have greater access to boundary
control. By examining two types of work-life flexibility—schedule and
boundary control—we provide nuanced insights into the conditions
under which employees are most likely to benefit from having a
supervisor trained in work-life support.

Finally, our study extends JDR by recognizing that resources
stemming from the job—work-life flexibility and a supervisor trained
in work-life support—complement one another to positively impact
the home domain. Currently, JDR recognizes that job and personal
resources interact with one another to enhance engagement (Bakker
et al., 2023), and that job resources can “spillover’ to positively

impact home outcomes (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Building

from these insights, our study recognizes that resources relevant for
the work-life interface can enrich one another to enhance family
engagement (but not work engagement). That is, our study illustrates
how resources relevant to the work-life interface may interact with
one another to enhance family engagement, illustrating that spillover
may not only occur directly, as suggested by current spillover argu-

ments, but also due to the interaction of job resources.

1.1 | Theoretical background

JDR theory suggests that job characteristics can be divided into two
categories, job demands and job resources (see Bakker et al., 2023 for
a review). Job demands instigate an occupational health impairment
process, wherein demands deplete resources, leading to lower well-
being and health; job resources, on the other hand, instigate a motiva-
tional process wherein resources satisfy basic needs, promoting
engagement. Moreover, job resources buffer the impact of job
demands on well-being (i.e., the buffering hypothesis), and (challenge)
job demands boost the impact of job resources on engagement (i.e.,
the boost hypothesis).

We rely on these tenets of JDR to better understand how contex-
tual (work-life) resources interact to enhance employee well-being
and engagement. Our approach represents an extension of JDR the-
ory in that we focus on the combined impact of contextual resources
relevant to the work-life interface and their impact on employee
burnout and engagement. Drawing from the notion that resources
and demands offset (buffering hypothesis) and enhance (boost
hypothesis) one another, we suggest that contextual resources rele-
vant to the work-life interface may also interactively impact
employee well-being (i.e., emotional exhaustion) and engagement.

We focus on two work-life resources: (1) work-life flexibility and
(2) having a supervisor trained in work-life support. We suggest that
work-life flexibility is a contextual resource in that it provides
employees greater latitude in managing the work-life interface, which
in turn likely enhances employee well-being and engagement. How-
ever, we also suggest that this resource alone may be insufficient to
promote these outcomes; employees must also perceive that their
work context is supportive of the work-life interface (Allen, 2001;
Hammer et al., 2013; Kossek, 2005; Lapierre et al., 2008). A work-life
supportive context is more likely when supervisors and managers are
supportive of work-life well-being (de Sivatte & Guadamillas, 2013;
Foley et al., 2006). Thus, a second resource we investigate is having a
supervisor trained in work-life support, as prior research has sug-
gested that supervisors are important for shaping access to resources
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) and for facilitating a work-life supportive
context (de Sivatte & Guadamillas, 2013; Kossek, 2005; Lautsch
et al, 2009). We discuss the conceptual basis for each type of
resource, then we discuss our theoretical rationale for how these
work-life resources interact to promote employee well-being and
engagement.

First, we focus on work-life flexibility as a contextual resource

because it provides opportunities to manage the work-life interface,
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with implications for employee well-being and engagement. Work-life
flexibility has roots in notions of job autonomy (Kossek, Perrigino, &
Lautsch, 2023), but it is distinct from job autonomy in that it specifi-
cally focuses on the control one has over where one works (i.e., the
boundary between work and life domains) and when one works (i.e.,
schedules; Allen et al., 2013; Kossek et al., 2006; Kossek, Perrigino, &
Lautsch, 2023). Two key aspects of work-life flexibility are boundary
control and schedule control. Boundary control refers to the degree
to which an individual has control over whether work boundaries
are flexible, permeable, and integrated or whether work and nonwork
role boundaries are separate (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kossek &
Lautsch, 2012; Kossek et al., 2006). Schedule control, also referred to
as temporal control, pertains to how long and when one works, as well
as the ability to control when to take breaks and be away from work
(Thomas & Ganster, 1995). As such, work-life flexibility serves as a
resource that creates opportunities to effectively manage the work-
life interface (Allen et al., 2013). However, whether employees take
advantage of such opportunities likely depends upon the extent to
which their work context is supportive of work-life (Allen, 2001),
which is impacted by various factors ranging from human resources
policies to supervisor support to cultural backlash for policy use (Kos-
sek, Perrigino, Russo, & Morandin, 2023; Perrigino et al., 2018).

Thus, we also focus on whether the employees' work context is
supportive of managing work and life simultaneously, as indicated by
whether the supervisor is supportive of work-life concerns. Having a
supervisor trained in work-life support is a contextual resource that is
akin to social support, and specifically, social support for effectively
managing the work-life interface. Indeed, supervisors have a key role
in creating work-life supportive cultures (de Sivatte & Guadamil-
las, 2013; Kossek, Perrigino, Russo, & Morandin, 2023). They control
how work is organized, serve as work-life role models and as gate-
keepers for job resources by determining the access and conse-
quences of policies and practices (Eaton, 2003; Lautsch et al., 2009).
Work-life support training is designed to increase awareness and
skills regarding the importance of supervisory family supportive
behaviors (Hammer et al., 2016) and respect of work-life boundaries
(Kossek, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c). Moreover, simply knowing that the
organization has offered work-life supportive training to supervisors
may serve as a signal that the organization is supportive of using
work-life flexibility. In short, having a supervisor trained in work-life
support increases the likelihood that employees perceive their work-
places as work-life supportive (Kossek et al., 2011).

1.2 | Hypotheses

Although work-life flexibility is a resource that creates opportunities
to effectively manage the work-life interface, employees differ with
regard to (1) whether they have access to this work-life resource (the
“have nots”), and (2) if they do have access, whether they take advan-
tage of the flexibility proffered by this work-life resource (the
“haves”). We posit that having a supervisor trained in work-life sup-

port promotes a work-life supportive context, serving as an additional

resource for employees who either lack work-life flexibility or who
may be hesitant to leverage their access to work-life flexibility. Below,
we discuss how having a supervisor trained in work-life support pro-
motes a work-life supportive context that enables employees to cope
with demands stemming from a lack of work-life flexibility (reducing
emotional exhaustion) and to leverage their access to work-life flexi-
bility to engage more fully in their work and life roles (enhancing work
and family engagement).

To begin, we posit that, under conditions where work-life flexibil-
ity is lower, having a trained supervisor will be associated with less
emotional exhaustion. Bakker et al. (2023) and Bakker and Demerouti
(2017) have clarified that lack of resources are not the same as
demands and that resources do not instigate the health impairment
pathway; however, there is some evidence that low levels of job
resources (e.g., autonomy) are associated with burnout (Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004; Shirom et al., 2010). In light of theoretical and empirical
research, we suggest that less access to work-life flexibility
(resources) creates difficulty managing the work-life interface, such as
difficulty coordinating work and household tasks; this difficulty man-
aging such tasks is associated with increased emotional exhaustion
(Hill et al., 2008, 2010). However, having a supervisor trained in
work-life support substitutes for less access to work-life flexibility,
enabling employees to more effectively manage work and life tasks
and responsibilities, resulting in lower emotional exhaustion. Indeed,
employees of trained supervisors are more likely to experienced
increased perceptions of support for their work and nonwork roles,
which will reduce work-nonwork conflict and psychological distress
that are often linked to emotional exhaustion (Hammer et al., 2011;
Kossek et al., 2019). Moreover, trained supervisors are more likely to
care about the “whole person” (i.e., employees' lives on and off the
job; Matthews & Toumbeva, 2015), reducing employee strain and
burnout (O'Driscoll et al., 2003). Thus, we expect that in work con-
texts characterized by lower work-life flexibility, a supervisor trained
in work-life support will be associated with reduced emotional

exhaustion.

Hypothesis 1. Having a supervisor trained in work-life
support moderates the negative relationship between
employees' work-life flexibility [(a) boundary control and
(b) schedule control] and emotional exhaustion. Specifi-
cally, employees who have supervisors trained in work-life
support will report lower levels of emotional exhaustion a
year later (controlling for baseline levels of exhaustion)
when they also have lower baseline levels of work-life
flexibility.

Next, we posit that work-life flexibility and having a supervisor
trained in work-life support interact with one another to promote
employee engagement, both in the work (i.e., work engagement) and
home domains (i.e.,, family engagement). JDR scholarship has sug-
gested that personal and job resources may complement each other
to promote engagement; we extend this idea to contextual resources.

Specifically, we posit that work-life flexibility is a contextual resource
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that promotes engagement in both work and life domains, but this
resource is most likely to be effective in motivating employees when
they also have the contextual resource of having a supervisor trained
in work-life support. Although access to work-life flexibility is valu-
able in and of itself, we suggest that the presence of a supervisor
trained in work-life support supplements the context for work-life
support, such that employees are more likely to feel empowered to
exercise the work-life flexibility afforded to them via their jobs. With-
out having a supervisor trained in work-life support, employees are
less likely to perceive that it is appropriate or acceptable to utilize the
work-life support resources available to them—in this instance, work-
life flexibility (Allen, 2001; de Sivatte & Guadamillas, 2013). Thus, the
combination of work-life flexibility and having a supervisor trained in
work-life support creates a critical mass of resources that enables
one to more effectively engage in multiple life roles (i.e., the work role,
the family role) because an indvidual has more resources to contrib-

ute to each role. Thus:

Hypothesis 2. Having a supervisor trained in work-life
support moderates the positive relationship between
employees' work-life flexibility [(a) boundary control
and (b) schedule control] and work engagement. Specifi-
cally, employees who have supervisors trained in work-
life support will report higher levels of work engage-
ment a year later (controlling for baseline levels of work
engagement) when they also have higher baseline levels
of work-life flexibility.

Hypothesis 3. Having a supervisor trained in work-life
support moderates the positive relationship between
employees' work-life flexibility [(a) boundary control
and (b) schedule control] and family engagement. Spe-
cifically, employees who have supervisors trained in
work-life support will report higher levels of family
engagement a year later (controlling for baseline levels
of family engagement) when they also have higher base-

line levels of work-life flexibility.

2 | METHOD

This field study was conducted at a large public research university in
the United States. The research team worked with the Human
Resource department and an employee advisory group to conduct
focus groups to design theoretically-based training and the pre and
post training survey, a pretest-posttest controlled quasi-experimen-
tal design (Shadish et al., 2002). The training was conducted as part
of a supervisor development initiative designed to improve
employees' engagement and the quality of the work environment.
The study was conducted across 17 departments. Two thirds of the
departments (n = 12) were randomly assigned to the experimental

group, and supervisors working in those departments were invited to

voluntarily participate in work-life support training. Supervisors in
the remaining third of departments (n = 5) were assigned to the con-
trol group.!

In consultation with our partner organization, we conducted two
employee engagement surveys (in late March to early April) 1 year
apart, and began training supervisors in October, which provided suf-
ficient time to deploy training (over a two-month period) before the
holiday season. The first survey (Time 1) was collected 7 months
before the training as a baseline survey. As such, this study took place
over a 12-month time frame, which provided sufficient time for train-
ing to have an effect on employee outcomes; this time frame is similar
to other supervisor work-life support training studies (e.g., Hammer
etal, 2019).

21 | Preand post employee survey sample

The sample consisted of non-faculty university employees who were
emailed a link to the baseline survey with a note from the HR Vice
President. In compliance with the university's leadership preferences,
no financial incentives were offered to participate in the survey or
training, but staff were allowed to voluntarily participate in the survey
or training during paid time.

Our study sample consisted of 241 employees (analyses are
based on sample sizes ranging from 231 to 234 due to missing data);
57 employee survey participants were in the training group (had
supervisors that participated in training) and 184 were in the control
group (had supervisors that did not receive training).? Table 1 reports
demographic information for the sample which shows a wide range
of job groups (administrative, operations, clerical, service, opera-
tions). Table 2 compares levels of the dependent variables for
employee experimental and control groups, which we matched with
the HR database; our sample was similar to the university employee
population with the exception of slightly higher participation by

women.

2.2 | Work-life support supervisor training

The work-life support training consisted of three components:
(1) three web-based online training modules; (2) personal goal-setting
and use of post-training self-monitoring behaviors on the job for
2 weeks after the training; and (3) a face-to-face 2-hour workshop.
The research team developed the training based on previous field-
tested training studies (Hammer et al., 2011; Kossek, 2016b; Kossek,
Odle-Dusseau, & Hammer, 2018; Kossek, Petty, et al., 2018), adapting
the content to the university setting. The training was designed
to increase awareness and understanding of (1) why employee well-
being and work-life issues matter for the workplace and the
importance of the supervisor role in creating a culture of support and
well-being for productivity; (2) the diverse work and nonwork

demands that all employees have; and (3) the importance of work-life
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TABLE 1  Sample demographic information at Time 1.
Overall sample Control group Training group
N N N
Nonwork demographics
Age (M, SD) 48.7 (11.3) 241 49 (11.4) 184 47.7 (10.9) 57
Gender (% Female) 71.0 241 734 184 63.2 57
Married/cohabitating (%) 70.1 233 71.7 179 64.9 54
Children at home (%) 38.2 233 36.4 179 43.9 54
Number of children (M, SD) 2.1(1.1) 92 2.1(1.1) 67 1.9 (1.0) 25
Eldercare (%) 22.0 234 19.6 180 29.8 54
Work-related demographics
Full-time (%) 91.3 241 91.3 184 91.2 57
Supervising (%) 32.8 241 31.0 184 38.6 57
Tenure (M, SD) 13.32(10.7) 241 13.6 (10.9) 184 12.4(9.9) 57
Annual salary (M, SD) 46,474 (19,307) 241 48,199 (18,408) 184 40,904 (21,189) 57
Job types (%)
Administrative 47.7 115 52.7 97 31.6 18
Clerical 21.2 51 19.0 35 28.1 16
Management 7.9 19 9.2 17 3.5 2
Operations/technical 14.5 35 14.1 26 15.8 9
Service 8.3 20 4.3 8 21.1 12
Time 1 Time 2 TABLE 2 Varia.ble meansi S.Ds, and
employee sample sizes by training
Outcome Condition M (SD) N M (SD) N condition.
Emotional exhaustion Control group 2.48 (0.82) 181 2.64 (0.89) 184
Training group 2.71(1.02) 55 2.64 (0.84) 55
Family engagement Control group 3.33(0.66) 180 3.41 (0.68) 183
Training group 3.52(0.72) 54 3.55(0.74) 55
Work engagement Control group 3.70(0.61) 181 3.73(0.58) 184
Training group 3.69 (0.57) 55 3.67 (0.60) 55

Note: Emotional exhaustion (t (234) =1.71, p < 0.10) and family engagement (t (232) = 1.90, p < 0.10)
were higher in the training condition compared with the control condition at Time 1.

boundary control strategies for individuals (both supervisors and sub-
ordinates) and work groups. The first module encouraged supervisors
to increase their use of supportive supervisory behaviors (including
emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling, and creative
work-life management) to support employee well-being on and off
the job and to reduce carryover of stress between work and home
(Hammer et al., 2009; Hammer et al., 2013; Kossek, Odle-Dusseau, &
Hammer, 2018; Kossek, Petty, et al., 2018). The second module
included a validated psychological assessment of the supervisor's
work-life boundary management style (see Kossek et al., 2012) and
emphasized the importance of supporting a diversity of boundary
management styles (Kossek, 2016c). The third module helped trainees
identify personal work-life support goals to support their own and

work groups' needs and track goals on the job for 2 weeks. The goal-

setting and tracking drew on principles of cognitive self-monitoring
previously piloted by Hammer et al. (2011) and replicated (Hammer
et al., 2016; Kossek et al., 2019). After completing the training and
tracking, in order to support transfer of training, a month later super-
visors were invited to participate in a 90-min face-to-face workshop,

where they discussed insights and shared experiences.®

23 | Measures

Unless noted otherwise, participants responded to items on a
1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree) scale. Scale means, standard
deviations, and coefficient alpha reliability estimates are reported in
Table 3.
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TABLE 3 Means, SDs, correlations, and reliability estimates of study variables.

M SD 1 2 3

Time 1

1. Salary (In) 10.70 0.37 -

2. Emotional 253 0.87 0.05 (0.93)
exhaustion

3. Family 337 0.8 -022** -0.12 (0.90)
engagement

4. Work 3.70 0.60 0.04 -0.03 0.07
engagement

5. Boundary 385 079 -0.13* —0.44** 0.14*
control

6. Schedule 3.00 1.02 0.29**  -0.19** -0.03
control

7. Supervisor W-L 024 043 -0.20** 0.11 0.12
support training

Time 2

8. Emotional 2.64 0.88 0.04 0.76** -0.11
exhaustion

9. Family 344 0.69 -0.14* -0.07 0.69**
engagement

10. Work 3.71 0.58 0.08 -0.11 0.14*
engagement

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

(0.89)

0.02 (0.86)

0.14* 0.29** (0.80)

-0.01 —0.05 -0.18** -
0.02 -041* -0.21** 0.00 (0.93)
—0.02 0.08 —0.06 0.14* 0.03  (0.90)
0.65** 0.10 0.11 —0.04 —0.07 004 (0.87)

Note: n = 231-241. Reliability estimates along the diagonal. In refers to the natural logarithm transformation. W-L refers to work-life.

**p < 0.05.*p < 0.01.

2.3.1 | Supervisor work-life support training
We used a dummy variable to indicate whether an employee's super-
visor received work-life support training (=1) or not (=0).

2.3.2 | Emotional exhaustion

Emotional exhaustion was assessed using a nine-item measure from
Maslach and Jackson (1986), which evaluates the extent to which one
feels overextended and exhausted by work. A sample item is “| feel

emotionally drained from work.”

2.3.3 | Family engagement

Family engagement was measured using Rothbard's (2001) nine-item
measure, which assesses an individual's attention and absorption in
one's family or nonwork roles. A sample item is “I focus a great deal of

attention on my family/nonwork life.”

234 | Workengagement

Work engagement was measured using Rothbard's (2001) nine-item

measure, which assesses an individual's attention and absorption in

his or her work role. A sample item is ““I focus a great deal of attention

on my work.”

235 |
control

Work-life flexibility: Boundary and schedule

We assessed individuals' degree of work-life flexibility pertaining to
two common forms of job control pertinent to the work-life interface.
Boundary control was assessed using Kossek et al.'s (2012) three-item
measure, which evaluates the degree to which individuals have con-
trol over the permeability of work roles' degree of integration or the
separation with nonwork role. Sample item: “I control whether | com-
bine my work and personal life activities.” Schedule control was
assessed using three items from Thomas and Ganster's (1995) scale to
evaluate the degree to which individuals have temporal control over
the work role. Sample item is “l control when | begin and end each
work day.” Higher scores on these scales indicate that participants
have greater control over the scheduling or the permeability of the

work role.

2.3.6 | Control variables

Given that work-life flexibility varies by the type of job held and hier-
archical level, we controlled for salary as a proxy for job type and
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level. We also collected job titles. Typical jobs held by lower paid
employees included front line jobs such as janitor or clerical worker.
Typical jobs held by higher paid employees included accounting super-
visor or information technology director.

We also statistically controlled for the baseline measures of our
dependent variables (emotional exhaustion, family engagement, work
engagement) for two reasons. First, we adopted a pre-test/post-test
design, which allows us to evaluate the change in the levels of
employee well-being (exhaustion and engagement) as a function
of work-life flexibility and having a supervisor trained in work-life
support. Therefore, it was important for us to control for initial (base-
line) levels of our outcome variables at Time 1, so we could then eval-
uate whether having a trained supervisor impacted employees' level
of well-being. Second, this design has the advantage of controlling for
initial levels of our outcome variables, accounting for any differences
between employees who had trained supervisors versus those who
did not have trained supervisors at the start of the study, which
strengthens our study design.

24 | Evaluating data discriminant validity and
multilevel nesting assumptions

We conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses to provide evi-
dence of the discriminant validity of study measures. First, we exam-
ined a five-factor model, in which all of our Time 1 variables were
examined as separate factors (i.e., boundary control, schedule control,
emotional exhaustion, work engagement, family engagement). The fit
of the five-factor CFA was (x2(485) = 1906.10, p < 0.01, CFl = 0.76,
TLI = 0.74, RMSEA =0.11, SRMR = 0.09), with all items significantly
loading on their assigned factor. Furthermore, we compared this five-
factor model to four alternative models (four-factor with combined
schedule and boundary control; four-factor with combined work and
family engagement; four-factor with combined emotional exhaustion
and schedule control, and four-factor with combine emotional exhaus-
tion and boundary control). These alternative models demonstrated
less fit to the data (223.94 < Ax?s (Adf = 4) < 1471.9).

Given that employees work in different departments and under
different supervisors, there is the potential for non-independence of
observations. We evaluated whether the data were nested by com-
paring a model with nested effects to a model without nested effects
for each dependent variable (emotional exhaustion, family engage-
ment, work engagement) for (1) department and (2) supervisor (Pin-
heiro & Bates, 2000). Evidence suggested that the data are not nested
by department; the ratio of within department variance to between
department variance was minimal with interclass correlations (ICCs)
ranging from 0.00 to 0.02. We ran models with supervisor nested
effects for family and work engagement and found that the results
were no different than the models without supervisor nested effects
(ICCs < 0.00). For emotional exhaustion, ICC was 0.07, suggesting lit-
tle variance between supervisors. We turned to Muthen (1999), who
suggests for an ICC of 0.07 for this research design (with an average

of three subordinates per supervisor), supervisor clustering does not

need to be taken into consideration during estimation. We used
Muthen's (1999) calculation for design effect, 1 + (average group
size — 1) *intraclass correlation. With a sample size of 241: 241/
81 = average group size of 3, we calculate 1 + (3 — 1) * 0.07 = 1.14.
Since the design effect is not large, these analyses suggest that evalu-
ating our hypotheses using linear regression is appropriate.

3 | RESULTS

Variable means, standard deviations, zero-order correlations, and reli-
ability estimates are reported in Table 3. We tested our hypotheses
using hierarchical linear regression. The control variables (salary and
the dependent variables at baseline), having a trained supervisor,
and work-life flexibility variables (boundary control, schedule control)
were entered at Step 1, and the interaction terms of having a trained
supervisor with each work-life flexibility variable were entered at
Step 2. Table 4 reports the results of these analyses. Consistent with
previous research (e.g., Hammer et al.,, 2011; Kossek et al., 2019),
there were no main effects of having a supervisor trained in work-life
support on employee emotional exhaustion or employee work or fam-
ily engagement. Using linear regression and controlling for baseline
levels of emotional exhaustion, work engagement, and family engage-
ment respectively (see Table 4), having a supervisor trained in work-
life support was unrelated to these outcomes.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that having a supervisor trained in work-
life support moderates the relationship between employee
(a) boundary control and (b) schedule control on emotional exhaus-
tion, such that employees whose supervisors were trained experience
lower emotional exhaustion in low work-life flexibility contexts (con-
trolling for baseline levels of exhaustion). We tested Hypothesis 1 by
examining the interactions of baseline work-life flexibility (i.e., bound-
ary control and schedule control) with supervisor training predicting
(Time 2) emotional exhaustion. The interaction term was positively
related to emotional exhaustion. To understand this interaction, we
plotted it at high (one standard deviation above the mean) and low
(one standard deviation below the mean) levels of boundary control
(Cohen et al., 2003). As Figure 1a shows, compared with the control
group, supervisor work-life training participation was associated with
less emotional exhaustion when boundary control was low (point
value = —0.32, p < 0.01). We also examined the interaction of having
a trained supervisor and schedule control, which was positively
related to emotional exhaustion. As Figure 1b shows, compared with
the control group, having a trained supervisor was also associated
with less emotional exhaustion when schedule control was low (point
value = —0.35, p <0.01). Both analyses provide support for
Hypothesis 1.

Next, we tested Hypothesis 2 by examining the interactions of
(a) boundary and (b) schedule control with having a trained supervisor
predicting (Time 2) work engagement. The interaction of supervisor
training and boundary control was unrelated to work engagement;
similarly, the interaction of training and schedule control was not sig-

nificant. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 received no support.

85U8017 SUOLILLOD BA e, 3|l (dde au Aq peusenob 8.8 S9[ole YO ‘SN JO S9INJ Joj Akeid 8UlUO 48] 1M UO (SUONIPUCD-PUR-SLLIBIAL0O" A3 1M ARe.q 1[eUl|UO//STIY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWLB | 8Y} 885 *[¢20Z/TT/ST] UO Akeld178ulluO A8|IM ‘20222 WIU/Z00T OT/I0p/Wo0" A3 1M Ae.d 1 jpuluoy/:sdiy Wwoj pepeojumod ‘€ ‘%202 ‘X0S0660T



KOSSEK ET AL.

WILEY_L %5

TABLE 4 Hierarchical linear regression results for supervisor work-life support training on exhaustion and engagement moderated by work-
life flexibility.

Emotional exhaustion (time 2)

Main effect Boundary control Schedule control
Panel (a) B B AR? B B AR? B p R?
Step 1 0.58** 0.59** 0.59**
Salary (In) -0.10 -0.04 -0.15 —0.06 —-0.05 —0.02
Emotional exhaustion (Time 1) 0.77 0.77* 0.74 0.74** 0.77 0.76™*
Supervisor W-L training -0.15 -0.07 -0.15 -0.07t -0.11 -0.05
Boundary control -0.16 -0.15**
Schedule control -0.11 -0.13**
Step 2 0.01* 0.01**
Supervisor W-L training x BC 0.22 0.10*
Supervisor W-L training x SC 0.24 0.13**
Total R 0.60 0.60
Work engagement (Time 2)
Main effect Boundary control Schedule control
Panel (b) B B AR? B B AR? B p R?
Step 1 0.42** 0.43** 0.42**
Salary (In) 0.07 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.04
Work engagement (Time 1) 0.63 0.65** 0.64 0.65** 0.63 0.65**
Supervisor W-L training -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Boundary control 0.10 0.14*
Schedule control 0.00 -0.01
Step 2 0.01 0.00
Supervisor W-L training x BC -0.12 -0.08
Supervisor W-L training x SC 0.04 0.04
Total R? 0.44 0.42

Family engagement (Time 2)

Main effect Boundary control Schedule control
Panel (c) B g AR? B B AR? B p R?
Step 1 0.47** 0.47** 0.48**
Salary (In) 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.04
Family engagement (Time 1) 0.71 0.69** 0.71 0.70** 0.71 0.69**
Supervisor W-L training 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 -0.02 -0.01
Boundary control -0.08 -0.09
Schedule control -0.01 -0.01
Step 2 0.01* 0.01"
Supervisor W-L training x BC 0.24 0.14*
Supervisor W-L training x SC -0.14 —o0.10"
Total R? 0.49 0.48

Note: n = 231-234. Ln = natural logarithm.
p < 0.10;
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.Abbreviations: BC, boundary control, SC, schedule control; W-L, work-life.

Hypothesis 3 proposed that supervisor work-life support training with the control group, employees whose supervisors were trained

moderates the relationship between employee (a) boundary control experience higher family engagement in high work-life flexibility con-

and (b) schedule control on family engagement such that, compared texts (controlling for Time 1 levels of family engagement). Results
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FIGURE 2 Supervisor work-life support training moderating the
relationships between boundary control and family engagement. Low
control is one standard deviation below the mean, high control is one
standard deviation above the mean. We report Time 2 levels of family
engagement, controlling for Time 1 levels.

show the interaction of boundary control with having a trained super-
visor positively predicted family engagement. As Figure 2 shows, com-
pared with the control group, supervisor training was associated with
greater family engagement when boundary control was high (1 SD
above average; point value = 0.22, p < 0.05). We also examined the
interaction of supervisor training and schedule control, which was
marginally related to family engagement. Yet when plotting this inter-
action at high (1 standard deviation above the mean) and low (1 stan-
dard deviation below the mean) levels of schedule control, we did not
find a significant difference in family engagement between employees
with supervisors who received work-life training and the control

group. These results provide partial support for Hypothesis 3.

4 | DISCUSSION

Although scholars and practitioners have lauded the value of work-
life flexibility for helping employees meet simultaneous work and
home demands, two key issues of have plagued the successful imple-
mentation of work-life flexibility in organizations: One, some
employees' jobs are designed with limited work-life flexibility (the
“have nots™), which can contribute to burnout. Two, employees with
access to work-life flexibility (the “haves”) often do not use it to

increase their engagement in work and nonwork roles. Drawing from

Schedule Control

FIGURE 1  Supervisor work-life
support training moderating the
relationships between boundary control
(a) and schedule control (b) and emotional
exhaustion. Low control is one standard
deviation below the mean, high control is
one standard deviation above the mean.
We report Time 2 levels of emotional
exhaustion, controlling for Time 1 levels.

...... No Trained
Supervisor

e Trained
Supervisor

High

JDR theory, we argued that both of these dilemmas may be addressed
by promoting a work-life supportive context via training supervisors in
work-life support.

To elaborate, when individuals have little control over boundaries
and schedules (i.e., the work-life flexibility “have nots), having a
supervisor trained in work-life support acts as a resource that buffers
the health impairment resulting from restricted ability to control the
work-life nexus. Indeed, our findings suggest that for employees with
limited access to work-life flexibility (e.g., low boundary and schedule
control), the presence of a supervisor trained in work-life support was
associated with less emotional exhaustion. Moreover, when indviduals
have high access to work-life flexibility (i.e., the work-life flexibility
“haves”), having a supervisor trained in work-life support acts as an
additional resource that encourages employees to leverage their
access to work-life flexibility to more fully engage in nonwork roles.
Our findings illustrate that, when employees have greater boundary
control and a trained supervisor, they are more likely to engage in
their family role. Taken together, we find that having a supervisor
trained in work-life support mitigates the health impairment more
often experienced by the work-life flexibility have nots and encour-
ages the work-life flexibility haves to more fully engage in their family
roles. Below, we discuss how this research advances our understand-
ing of work-life flexibility research and the design and implementation
of supervisor work-life support training.

To begin, our study advances JDR theorizing by recognizing the
interactive effects of resources relevant to the work-life nexus—that
is, work-life flexibility and having a supervisor trained in work-life
support—in enhancing employee well-being. JDR has recognized that
job resources may buffer the negative impact of job demands on
employee health, and that job and personal resources complement
one another to enhance employee engagement (Bakker et al., 2023).
Taking these JDR principles a step further, we suggested that both
work-life flexibility and supportive work-life supervisors are
resources that enable employees to effectively manage the work-life
interface; as such, they may interact to enhance employees' well-
being (i.e., less emotional exhaustion and greater engagement). As
such, our study advances JDR theorizing by suggesting that job
resources relevant to the work-life interface also interact to shape
both the health impairment and the motivational pathways.

Moreover, these findings have additional implications for work-
life flexibility research, in particular, the differential functioning of
types of work-life flexibility. Indeed, prior work-life flexibility
research has illustrated that types of work-life flexibility impact how
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employees experience the work-life nexus (Allen et al., 2013; Kossek,
Perrigino, & Lautsch, 2023). We found that having a supervisor
trained in work-life support mitigates emotional exhaustion for those
with limited access to both boundary and schedule control. These
findings suggest that work-life supportive contexts—instigated by hav-
ing a supervisor trained in work-life support—help employees cope
with limited access to any form of work-life flexibility. In contrast, our
findings suggest that work-life supportive contexts facilitate family
engagement for those with access to control over where work is done
(boundary control), but is less likely to do so for those with control
over when work is done (schedule control). As such, this study pro-
vides additional evidence of the differential functioning of different
forms of work-life flexibility.

Related to this point, we also found that having a supervisor
trained in work-life support did not moderate the relationship
between work-life flexibility and work engagement. One viable expla-
nation is that, for supervisor work-life training to impact work out-
comes, employees need greater job resources to encourage them to
invest in and become absorbed by their work role, such as control
over their work goals, load, and procedures (as opposed to resources
relevant to the work-life nexus). In addition, perhaps there are ways
of increasing interest in work by increasing skill variety, perceived
meaningfulness, and feedback (Hackman & Oldham, 1976).

Finally, our findings illustrate that supervisor training interven-
tions have the potential to positively impact the employees that
supervisors oversee, but training intervention effectiveness is contin-
gent upon the outcomes of interest and personal/contextual factors.
Evidence within educational (Ceci & Papierno, 2005) and organiza-
tional (Hammer et al., 2009; Kossek, Odle-Dusseau, & Hammer, 2018;
Kossek, Petty, et al., 2018) contexts has illustrated that stakeholders
differentially benefit from training. As such, training intervention
research has begun to take a “realist evaluation” perspective (Niel-
sen & Miraglia, 2017). Our study contributes to this line of research
by illustrating that having a supervisor trained in work-life support
“works,” but the effectiveness of the training intervention—and for
which outcomes—is contingent on an employees' degree of existing
work-life flexibility. As such, this study illustrates that work-life train-
ing interventions are effective, but the implementation of such inter-
ventions must take into consideration both the range of theoretically
relevant outcomes of the intervention (in our case, both positive and
negative indicators of well-being; Bakker et al., 2023) as well as theo-
retically relevant contextual or personal factors that may impact inter-

vention effectiveness (in our case, access to work-life flexibility).

5 | PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Our study provides insights for HR practitioners seeking to promote
work-life supportive contexts via supervisor training interventions.
Employers tend to assume that there are certain jobs (e.g., front line)
with limited work-life flexibility, and as such, there is little they can
do to mitigate such employees eventual burnout. Yet, we show that

even employees occupying jobs designed with less work-life

flexibility, organizations can take action to create a more supportive
work-life context, which helps to mitigate burnout. Likewise,
employers often assume that it is sufficient to merely offer work-life
flexibility to facilitate better family and work engagement. Our find-
ings, in conjunction with prior reviews (e.g., Allen et al., 2013; Kossek,
Perrigino, & Lautsch, 2023), illustrate that merely offering work-life
flexibility does not necessarily lead to positive employee outcomes.
Indeed, often there is a gap between work-life policy use and avail-
ability, due to a lack of employee awareness and concerns by career-
oriented employees over negative consequences from use
(Eaton, 2003; Leslie et al., 2012; Perrigino et al., 2018). To enhance
family engagement, additional support is needed to encourage
employees to take advantage of such policies, such as a work-life sup-
portive context instigated by supervisors. Taken together, our findings
suggest that training supervisors in work-life support has a net posi-
tive effect on employees, regardless of their degree of work-life flexi-
bility, albeit for different outcomes (health [i.e., work role
exhaustion] versus motivation i.e., family role engagement). As such,
employers can benefit from implementing comprehensive work-life
supervisor training strategies, which are likely to positively impact
employees, but in different ways, depending on their degree of work-
life flexibility. As such, the findings from this study support recent calls
from the U.S. Surgeon General (U.S. HHS, 2022) for employers to take
a more active role in fostering work cultures supportive of helping
employees manage the work-nonwork interface.

6 | STRENGTHS, LIMITATIONS, AND
FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Our study has both strengths and limitations. First, we were
able to collect two waves of data over a year and implement a
quasi-experimental design with a control group; doing so allowed us
to evaluate the effectiveness of the supervisor training on employee
well-being. Nevertheless, the number of supervisors recruited to par-
ticipate in the training intervention and the number of employees
who participated in the pre- and post-test surveys could have been
enhanced. Indeed, the difference in the number of employees with
(n =57) and without (n = 184) a trained supervisor may result in
range restriction for those employees with a trained supervisor; as
such, our study findings may be attenuated (Aguinis et al., 2017). For
instance, the interaction between schedule control and having a
trained supervisor predicting family engagement was marginally signif-
icant; with a larger sample size and more variability in the employees
with a trained supervisor, this finding may have been stronger. Many
work-life training studies include financial incentives to participate in
surveys and training (cf. Hammer et al, 2011, 2016; Kossek
et al., 2019). In our study, organizational leadership's philosophy was
that incentivizing individuals to participate in training or surveys
was not aligned with their intent of promoting normative change
rather than forced change. Despite our response rate, our study
design delivery followed a voluntary format that was on-line with a

brief face to face discussion, which is how many firms might deliver
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supervisor work-life training. As such, this study provides a quality
evaluation of a realistic and generalizable voluntary training
implementation.

Another strength of this study is that we were able to investigate
how having a trained supervisor impacted employee well-being for
employees who occupied a wide range of jobs (from janitors to direc-
tors of finance) with varying degrees of work-life flexibility, which rep-
resents an improvement over many previous studies that had
restricted job types. Yet, our study was conducted in one large univer-
sity. While studying one organization has the benefit of holding con-
stant organizational culture, future research should replicate these
findings across employers. Finally, our theorizing rests on the assump-
tion that having a supervisor trained in work-life support contributes
to a work-life supportive context, such as role-modeling, use of work-
life flexibility, and supporting employees in their use of work-life flexi-
bility (i.e., the content of the training intervention). However, we did
not directly evaluate this assumption. As such, additional research is
needed to identify and test the underlying mechanisms explaining the
effectiveness of the supervisor work-life support training intervention.
For instance, research may investigate family supportive supervisor
behaviors (Hammer et al., 2009) or family supportive organizational
perceptions (Allen, 2001) as potential explanations for why the training
intervention has its effects. It is also possible that participating in train-
ing reduces supervisors' implicit bias toward employees' use of non-
work supports and alters employees' perceptions of how organizational
members interpret (or stigmatize) using work-life supports.

In addition to addressing these limitations, future research is also
needed to further understand the conditions under which supervisor
work-life support training is useful, for whom (which jobs and
workers), and for which outcomes (Neilsen & Maglia, 2017). Although
supervisor work-life training does not appear to have uniform effects
across employees, these findings do not diminish the value of this
training for improving employees' lives. Our study identified work-life
flexibility (and boundary control, in particular) as a significant consid-
eration for the effectiveness of supervisor work-life supportive train-
ing, but there are likely other work-life considerations that could
facilitate the effectiveness of supervisor work-life training, such as
degree of family demands (e.g., child care, elder care) and job demands
(e.g., workload) and nonwork resources (e.g., household economic and
caregiving resources). Such research will be valuable for illustrating
the value of supervisor work-life training while also setting realistic
expectations for the type of impact employers can expect. Further-
more, additional research is needed to determine the types of out-
comes that are most likely to change as a function of supervisor
work-life training. Our study illustrates that personal (i.e., exhaustion)
and family (i.e., engagement) well-being outcomes were impacted, but
questions remain as to whether supervisor work-life training impacts
other personal or work outcomes.

Future research also should explore the effects of work-life train-
ing on supervisors themselves. Building on the qualitative training
reactions of supervisors (see footnote 3 above), it may be possible
that the training motivated supervisors to make personal changes in
their own work and nonwork lives as well as work changes in how

they managed others. Understanding the consequences of training for

supervisors themselves, including both the benefits and burdens of
training for managers, will increase our understanding of the effects

of such training on all organizational members.

7 | CONCLUSION

Given the growing power of employers in the economy, the decline of
quality affordable child care and elder care supports (DePillis
et al., 2022), and rising societal mental health challenges (U.S.
HHS, 2022), the need for supervisor work-life support training that
attends to employees' varied degree of work-life flexibility, is critical
to enhancing personal, family, and societal well-being. Although some
leaders are backtracking on flexibility that was experimented with
during the pandemic (Telford & De Vynck, 2023), continue to over-
look the work-life needs of front-line and essential workers or see
the employer value of supporting employee engagement in family
roles, we hope this article will advance increased attention to the criti-
cal role of employers in consciously developing work-life supportive

contexts which ultimately fosters employee well-being.
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1 This study was conducted as part of a joint initiative to offer two types
of supervisor training, one focused on work-life support and one focused
on general leadership competencies. Thus, the original design consisted
of randomly assigning departments to one of four groups: (1) work-life,
(2) general leadership, (3) both work-life and leadership, and (4) a control
group. Because our focus is on supervisor work-life support training, we
only include participants who engaged in work-life training (groups
1 and 3) and the control group.

2 The sample size difference between the training and control groups is a
result of (1) an inability to offer incentives to participate in supervisor
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training and (2) survey dropout, as not all employees participating in the
employee survey completed it at both time-points.

w

Qualitative data on training reactions was collected from supervisors
after the workshop. One cluster of comments pertained to the benefits
and importance of the training. Sample comments: 1) “I believe the infor-
mation was relevant and helpful”; 2) “I felt the program was worthwhile
and would recommend others participate”; 3) “It gave me more insight
into the family needs of one of my staff and how to best deal with the
situation to benefit them and still keep things covered at the office”; and
4) I think the most important things were boundary setting and family
support of staff.” A second cluster of comments pertained to how the
training was a reminder of the value of supervisors' exhibiting work-life
support. Sample comments: 1) “Calling attention to work-life balance
issues we all face just brought it more into the forefront of my thinking™;
2) “This was a good reminder class.... So, it was a good check to see what
our status was.”
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