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“A lack of boundaries invites a lack of respect.”  
Unknown author 



   

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
In my journey, there are many people for whom I am thankful. 
 
Firstly, I would like to thank my family. In particular, my deep gratitude to my parents and sisters 
who have been always next to me and supported me in the most important decisions and cycles of 
my life.   
 
I am also sincerely grateful to my friends in Brazil, and all over the world, for their support and 
for being present no matter the physical distance. 
 
Particularly in this MSc program, I would like to thank my advisor Prof. Filipe Sobral who - from 
the beginning - gave me insightful advice.  
 
I would like also to thank the professors at FGV EBAPE and my Committee members, Prof. 
Juliana Mansur and Prof. Liliane Furtado, for the engaging learning process.  
 
Many thanks as well to the friends and colleagues I’ve made at EBAPE for the support, the 
exchange of ideas, and the learnings.  
 
To conclude, I should also be thankful for all the participants in the survey that led to this study.  
 
Obrigada! 

 
 

 



   

RESUMO 
 
A prática de trabalho remoto apresenta dualidades: ao mesmo tempo em que os funcionários 

percebem a autonomia como uma vantagem desta modalidade de trabalho, se deparam com 

desafios para gerenciar as fronteiras entre trabalho e família. Aprofundar o entendimento destas 

questões é de grande importância, principalmente sob a ótica dos líderes. Líderes podem atuar 

como protetores do domínio do trabalho e possuem papel importante em como os funcionários 

são habilitados a gerenciar as fronteiras de trabalho-família. Ademais, a relação existente entre 

líder e funcionário pode influenciar no gerenciamento de tais limites. Neste contexto, este estudo 

objetiva investigar em que medida o nível da relação entre líder e funcionário (representado pelo 

conceito da sigla em inglês LMX) influencia as expectativas e permissões apresentadas pelos 

líderes com relação às dinâmicas das fronteiras de trabalho-família dos funcionários, no modelo 

de trabalho remoto. O enfoque é especificamente no que tange as expectativas dos líderes quanto 

ao gerenciamento, por parte do funcionário, das fronteiras de trabalho-família, e as expectativas e 

permissões dos líderes de interrupções destes domínios (i.e.: interrupções do trabalho no domínio 

da família e interrupções da família no domínio do trabalho). Para verificar este fenômeno, uma 

pesquisa experimental foi desenvolvida e divulgada de acordo com a metodologia de ‘bola de 

neve’. Os resultados alcançados através da participação de 217 brasileiros, 82% com experiência 

profissional em cargos de gestão, revelam efeito direto entre LMX e expectativas dos líderes de 

que os funcionários tenham controle das fronteiras trabalho-família, e o efeito direto entre LMX e 

permissões dos líderes de interrupções da família no domínio do trabalho. Apesar de não ser 

apresentada relação direta entre LMX e expectativas dos líderes de interrupções do trabalho no 

domínio da família, os resultados indicam o papel de mediação do controle de fronteiras dos 

funcionários nesta associação. Os resultados trazem reflexões e contribuições, tanto para 

Academia quanto para Organizações. Para a área acadêmica, provoca a análise de fronteiras de 

trabalho-família e trabalho remoto sob o ponto de vista dos líderes. Para as organizações, enfatiza 

o papel da liderança, as relações entre líder e funcionário, e aspectos da gestão das fronteiras de 

trabalho-família no modelo de trabalho remoto. Este estudo enfatiza que o nível da relação entre 

líderes e funcionários importa.  

 

Palavras-chave: Liderança – LMX - Fronteiras de trabalho-família - Trabalho remoto 



   

ABSTRACT 
 

The practice of remote work presents dualities: while employees see autonomy as an advantage, 

challenges are faced to manage the boundaries between work and family. Understanding these 

issues is crucial, especially from the leaders’ standpoint. Leaders can act as border keepers of 

work and do have a relevant role in how employees are empowered to manage their work-family 

boundaries. Moreover, the relationship between a leader and an employee might influence how 

these boundaries are managed. In this respect, this study aims to investigate the extent to which 

the level of the relationship between a leader and an employee (represented by the notion of 

LMX) influences the expectations and permissions leaders display concerning the employees’ 

work-family boundaries in the remote work context. Specifically, we examine leaders’ 

expectations of employees’ control over the work-family boundaries, and leaders’ expectations 

and permissions of interruptions of work-family domains (i.e.: work interrupting family and 

family interrupting work). For this purpose, a survey experiment was developed and distributed 

adopting a snowball technique. The results obtained from 217 Brazilian participants, 82% having 

management position experience, reveal a direct effect of LMX on leaders’ expectation of 

employees’ boundary control and a direct effect of LMX on leaders’ permission of family 

interruptions in the employees’ work domain. Furthermore, although there is no evidence of a 

direct effect of LMX on leaders’ expectation of work interruptions in the employees’ family 

domain, the results indicate the mediating role of employees’ boundary control in this 

association. The findings of this study bring about reflections and contributions for both 

Academia and Organizations. As a theoretical implication, we provoke the analysis of work-

family boundaries and remote work from the leaders’ standpoint. For practitioners, we emphasize 

the role of leadership, the existing relationships between leader and employee, and aspects of 

work-family dynamics in the remote work context. We stress that the level of the relationship 

between leaders and employees does matter.  

 

 

Keywords:  Leadership – LMX –Work-family boundaries – Remote Work  
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1. Introduction 

 

Telework, also titled telecommuting, remote work, or virtual work1 is, in broad terms, 

characterized as a model of work in which employees perform their labour activities outside of 

the conventional office environment, having telecommunication or computer-based technologies 

as enablers (Bailey & Kurland, 2002).  

Studies on telework have looked at the broad aspects of telecommuting, highlighting its 

benefits and drawbacks from different angles. It is possible to see that autonomy (also addressed 

as psychological control) is identified as an advantage from the employees’ standpoint 

(Gajendran et al., 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012). On the other 

hand, authors provide cues on the challenges employees face to manage the boundaries between 

the work and family domains (Araújo & Lua, 2021; Kossek et al., 2006; Kossek et al., 2011).  

These challenges have also been notable after the Covid-19 pandemic. Even though some 

employees face more opportunities to combine work and private lives (LEMOS et al., 2020), 

there are pieces of evidence of work overload and difficulties to ‘log off’ from work 

(DutchNews.nl, April 2021; Rede Brasil Atual, July 2021). Understanding these dualities and 

challenges becomes crucial after the Covid-19 pandemic broke out, as employees have 

experienced significant changes in their work and family roles (Vaziri et al., 2020). Following the 

International Labour Organization (ILO) “Working from a distance and working at home are not 

new phenomena, but the relevance of measuring them has increased, not least due to the 

coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic” (ILO technical note, 2020). Besides, it is relevant to note 

that the working from home model (WFH) before the pandemic was often based on employee’s 

preferences and due to the pandemic there was the enforcement of mandatory WFH practices 

(Kniffin et al., 2021).  

In investigating the patterns of remote work it is relevant to note that previous studies 

largely examined this practice from the employees’ perspective. Nevertheless, understanding the 

leaders’ perception of this work model is vital. When managing teleworkers, leaders might face 

doubts about how to implement and coordinate work-family policies where they cannot see the 

employees at work (Kossek et al., 2011). On top of that, leaders might influence the way 

employees deal with work and family demands. Specifically, leaders can act as border keepers 
 

1 The terms ‘telework’, ‘telecommuting’, and ‘remote work’ are adopted interchangeable. 
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within the work domain, and might offer differing degrees of flexibility that impact the ease with 

which employees can cross borders to deal with competing work and family demands (Allen et 

al., 2014). 

Moreover, it is worth noting that managerial allowance decisions are not completely 

determined by organizational policies and procedures, but involve also the disposition of the 

supervisor (Poelmans & Beham, 2008). With regards to this disposition, it is possible to highlight 

the effect of the existing relationship between the leader and the employee. Studies indicate that 

the quality and intensity of the leader-employee relationship might influence not only the 

employee’s access to resources (Morganson et al., 2016) but also the behaviour and expectations 

of the leader (Allen et al., 2014), as well as on the allowances the leader make towards work-life 

policies (Poelmans & Beham, 2008).  

Considering the role leaders play and the sudden non-negotiable movement to telework, 

especially due to the Covid-19 pandemic, a few questions arise: To what extent do leaders expect 

employees to have control over the boundaries between work and family? To what extent would 

leaders expect and allow interruptions from work and family domains? How does the relationship 

between leaders and team members influence these expectations and permissions?  

Aiming at answering these questions we investigate whether the level of the relationship 

between leaders and team members (i.e.: LMX) influences the leaders’ expectations and 

permissions towards employees’ control over the work and family boundaries (i.e.: boundary 

control) and the interruptions of work and family domains (i.e.: cross-role interruptions). For this 

purpose, a survey experiment is conducted.  

This study seeks to contribute to both academia and organizations. Morganson et al. 

(2014) highlight the importance of leader–subordinate relationships in the work-family literature, 

and Li et al. (2017) pointed out that the study of leader behaviours in the work-family literature is 

either incomplete or oversimplified. Besides that, it was observed a lack of empirical studies 

investigating remote work and work-family boundaries from the leaders’ standpoint. With 

regards to practitioners, we might contribute to actions and policies that would be more 

appropriate and effective to address the remote work practice and the work-family dynamics.  

This work is structured as follows: firstly, a theoretical background is provided addressing 

the aspects of remote work, work-family boundaries, and leadership; subsequently, the proposed 

hypotheses are described; the following section contemplates the methodological procedure, the 
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results, and a discussion. Finally, contributions for both practitioners and academia are provided, 

along with topics for future investigation.  

 

 

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses 

2.1. Remote Work 

 

Before diving into the topic of remote work, it is worth underlining that labour is the 

activity throughout a human being produces its self-existence, activity by which an individual 

generates the means to keep itself alive (Rodrigues, 2022). Still, the social being does not reduce 

itself in the work, there are several dimensions that emerge as human activities (Vasconcelos, 

2015, p.133). Within those dimensions, the private life has a representation on human lives, and 

the investigation of positive and negative processes, antecedents, and outcomes related to work 

and family roles has moved from the margins to the mainstream of industrial–organizational 

psychology, management, and organizational behaviour (Kossek et al., 2011).  

The remote work model allows employees to perform tasks while working from remote 

locations, such as home or satellite offices using information and communication technologies 

(Gajendran et al., 2015). Initially, this work mode was restricted to clerical or home-based 

workers, however, it became commonplace for professional-level employees to telework (Golden 

et al., 2008). With regards to the scoping of telecommuting, it can be practiced as a full-time 

arrangement having employees typically working from home for 5 or more days a week, or as a 

part-time arrangement having employees alternating days working at home and at a central work 

location (Gajendran et al., 2015), which can be interpreted as “in the office”. 

Although the previous literature on telework shows that some companies and managers 

seemed skeptical about broadly adopting this model of work (Gajendran et al., 2015), the 

telework practice has increased. A milestone that foster the adoption of the telework model was 

the COVID-19 pandemic, declared by the World Health Organization in March 2020 (WHO, 

2020). ILO estimates that during the second quarter of 2020, 17.4% of the world’s workforce 

worked from home, compared to 7.9% before Covid-19 pandemic (ILO brief, 2021). In Brazil, 

between May to November 2020, 11% of the employed population was working remotely (IPEA, 

2021).  
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The literature on telework dates back many decades when Nilles (1975) brought the 

notion of telecommuting and studied the aspects of telecommunications and organizational 

decentralization. Since then scholars have investigated different perspectives on telework 

indicating that there are paradoxes regarding the advantages and disadvantages of telecommuting 

(Boell et al., 2013) in part due to ambiguity in the definition of telework (Madsen, 2003) or due 

to the lack of a commonly accepted definition and conceptualization of the term (Allen et al., 

2015). 

Concerning the outcomes of telecommuting, some of them relate to job satisfaction 

(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Golden, 2006), productivity/performance (Gajendran & Harrison, 

2007; Golden et al., 2008), and engagement (Sardeshmukh et al., 2012). The literature also 

presents autonomy as an advantage of telework (Gajendran et al., 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 

2007; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012). As per Gajendran & Harrison (2007) perceived autonomy, or 

psychological control, is a key feature of any work arrangement which comprises employees’ 

assessments of the extent to which they can define and control when and how to do the job tasks. 

Individual control can be seen as a variable that plays a significant role in human behaviour 

(Spector, 1986).  

Even though telework can lead to a higher perception of autonomy, it also brings along 

flexible and permeable boundaries whereby work and family are not tied to different places or 

times, and cross-role interruptions easily manifest (Eddleston & Mulki, 2015). Individuals might 

have more difficulty maintaining work-family boundaries since the usage of technology increases 

the spread of work into people’s personal time and the spread of the private domain into working 

time (Kossek et al., 2011). Moreover, being continuously and simultaneously available to work 

and family may engender conflict for remote workers (Eddleston & Mulki, 2015). In this 

direction, it is relevant to understand the psychological experiences such as control over job 

flexibility and boundary management (Kossek et al., 2006) faced by telecommuters and foreseen 

by leaders.  
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2.2. Work-family boundaries 

 

Work-family boundaries represents an element of work-family studies. Work–family2 

studies investigate the positive and negative processes, antecedents, and outcomes related to work 

and family roles, having the main theoretical foundation the role theory which addresses how 

individuals in social contexts represent expectations of their roles or positions (Kossek et al., 

2011). Work-family studies can be seen as an extensive umbrella that encompasses studies on 

work-family boundaries, work–family conflict, and work-family balance, among other topics.  

Within the work-family literature, boundary dynamics is a topic gaining interest due to 

increasing overlap between home and family domains (Allen et al., 2014). These dynamics 

concern the socially constructed lines of demarcation between different roles (Allen et al., 2014). 

Boundary management can be considered from both an individual perspective, such as the tactics 

or strategies that individuals use to manage work and family roles, and from an organizational 

perspective, such as policies and practices that organizations use to help individuals navigate 

work and family roles (Allen et al., 2014). 

In understanding work-family boundary management, two theories are of relevance: 

border theory and boundary theory (Allen et al., 2014). Work-family border theory considers that 

people daily cross the borders between the domains of work and family (Clark, 2000). This 

theory explains how individuals manage and negotiate the work and family spheres and the 

borders between them aiming at obtaining balance. Balance is defined as satisfaction and good 

functioning in both spheres with a minimum of role conflict (Clark, 2000). Boundary theory, in 

turn, addresses how individuals engage in daily role transitions as part of their organizational life 

(Ashforth et al., 2000). While a subtle distinction between boundary and border theories can be 

seen, both theories view the work-family interface as socially constructed, acknowledging that 

individuals endorse and shape their work and family environments and borders between them 

(Eddleston & Mulki, 2015). The concept of boundaries has been used in several disciplines to 

refer to the physical, temporal, emotional, cognitive, and/or relational limits that define entities as 

separate from one another (Ashforth et al., 2000).  

 

 
2 Following the rationale of scholars (Kossek et al., 2011; Poelmans & Beham, 2008) the term ‘family’ does not 
simply refer to traditional nuclear families but to the nonwork and personal roles of all employees. In this sense, the 
terms ‘work-family’, ‘work-life’, and ‘work nonwork’ (and their derivates) might be used interchangeably. 
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2.2.1. Work-family boundaries dimensions and constructs  

 

The boundaries are described by the dimensions of flexibility and permeability (Hall & 

Richter, 1988). Flexibility refers to the extent to which the physical time and location indicators, 

such as working hours and workplace, may be altered (Hall & Richter, 1988). Eddleston & Mulki 

(2015) also describe flexibility as the extent to which a boundary can expand or contract thereby 

allowing one domain to accommodate the demands of the other. The aspect of flexibility would 

be represented by the degree the roles might be enacted in different places and moments in time 

(Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). 

Permeability, in turn, captures the degree to which elements from one domain are allowed 

to enter the other (Eddleston & Mulki, 2015), and describes the degree to which a person 

physically located in one domain may be psychologically concerned with the other (Hall & 

Richter, 1988). Kossek & Lautsch (2012) underline that permeability encompasses choices 

individuals may make to allow thoughts, feelings, and demands from one role to be incorporated 

into another role. In this sense, boundary flexibility could be related to the question of ‘when and 

where’ a role can be enacted, while permeability could address the question of ‘what’ the role is 

(Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). 

Adopting this notion of boundary flexibility and permeability together impose whether 

roles are segmented or integrated (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). Integration and segmentation are 

key concepts associated with boundary management, which refer to the degree that aspects of one 

domain (i.e.: work or family) are kept separate from the other domain (Allen et al., 2014). 

Another important remark is that boundaries can be symmetrical or asymmetrical in terms of the 

direction of movement (Allen et al., 2014). Symmetrical is meant by the permission of equal 

interruptions from work to family and family to work, while asymmetrical represents more 

interruptions in one domain than another.  

Within the notions of flexibility and permeability, along with integration and 

segmentation, several constructs and definitions are investigated in the literature. This work 

proposes to investigate the definitions of ‘boundary control’ and ‘cross-role interruptions’.  

Boundary control can be interpreted as the degree to which an individual perceives that is 

in control of how she/he manages the boundaries between work and family life (Kossek & 
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Lautsch, 2012). Boundary control perceptions are not personal traits, but psychological 

interpretations of perceived control over one's boundary environment (Kossek et al., 2012).  

With regards to cross-role interruptions, it refers to the degree to which individuals allow 

interruptions from one role to another (Kossek et al, 2012). Interruptions can be seen as role 

boundary violations and might disrupt the representation of a role identity sometimes forcing a 

shift to another role identity (Ashforth et al., 2000). The cross-role interruption behaviours can be 

disentangled in the direction of work to nonwork (WintNW), and nonwork to work (NWintW).  

Desrochers & Sargent (2004) highlight that, while integrative work-family arrangements 

can help employees to balance work and family life, if work and family life become so highly 

integrated that the work-family boundary is blurred, it can lead to negative consequences. In this 

direction, supervisors can play a role to reduce the chance of this work-family blurring. For 

instance by respecting the schedules that employees set for telecommuting or by being supportive 

of employees in terms of shifting schedules to accommodate family needs (Desrochers & 

Sargent, 2004).  

Expanding this reasoning, it is relevant to bring up the notion of border keepers (also 

referred to as gatekeepers). Clark (2000) defines border keepers as domain members who are 

especially influential in defining the domain and border, exemplifying that supervisors are 

common border keepers at work while spouses are common border-keepers at home. Gatekeepers 

play an important role in the individual’s ability to manage the domains and borders (Clark, 

2000), and employees might negotiate with them intending to ensure that the performance of 

roles in each domain is effective (King, 2004).  

 

2.3. Leadership  

 

When discussing leadership, scholars highlight that the term leadership has not a single 

established and universal definition. The term leadership has different meanings nevertheless the 

definitions usually have as a common aspect the assumption that it is a group of phenomena 

involving the interaction of at least two people ( Yukl, 1981, p. 3). A key aspect on the study of 

leadership is that without followers there is no leader (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 342). Katz & Kahn 

(1978, p. 341) mention the ambiguity of the concept of leadership emphasizing that the ambiguity 

occurs not only in theory but also in the practice. These authors mention that in the social science 
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literature leadership presents the connotations of (1) an attribute of a position, (2) a person 

characteristics, and (3) a conduct category (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 342).  

Another noteworthy aspect is the context. Context does not simply refer to the situation in 

which leadership is enacted but rather, it can act as a direct determinant of the nature of 

leadership (Hernandez et al., 2011). Considering the remote work context, Gajendran and 

Harrison (2007) highlight that by changing the workplace from a conventional office to a home 

(or an alternate location) the frequency, the quality, and the modality of interaction one has with 

other organization members might change. 

Additionally, in the context of remote work, leaders can play an important role in 

promoting the sustainability of work processes (Spagnoli et al., 2021). Particularly due to the 

pandemic - and the abrupt change in work modalities – leaders are facing challenges such as 

difficulties in maintaining work-life boundaries, difficulties in controlling processes and 

outcomes, and difficulties in managing employees (Spagnoli et al., 2021). Furthermore, it is 

relevant to refer to Poelmans & Beham (2008) work which conceives that managerial allowance 

decisions are not completely determined by organizational policies and procedures, but involve to 

a certain extent the disposition of the supervisor.  

 

2.3.1. Leader and employee relationship  

 

In an attempt to understand the behaviours and relationships among groups, Social 

Exchange Theory aims to explain how the reciprocal process of influence between leaders and 

followers occurs over time (Yukl, 1981, p. 28). Yukl (1981, p.28) informs that the core 

fundamental form of social interactions contemplates the exchange of benefits or favour, which 

can be material or psychological benefits. Within the notion of Social Exchange, Vertical Dyad 

Linkage Theory (VDL) explores the process of developing different exchange relationships 

between the leader and each one of the individual subordinates. As an expansion to Vertical Dyad 

Linkage, discussions have progressed to a proposal for generating more effective leadership 

through the development and maintenance of mature leadership relationships (Graen & Uhl-

Bien,1995).  

In this context, it emerges the Leader-member exchange theory (LMX) which has as a 

centroid concept that effective leadership processes occur when leaders and followers are able to 



18 
 

develop mature leadership relationships, gaining access to the benefits brought by these 

relationships (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The exchange is not limited to material transactions 

since it may also involve the social exchange or exchanges of psychological benefits or favours, 

such as approval, trust, esteem, support, and consideration (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The main 

aspect of the advancement from the VDL to LMX theory is the focus that the latest gives on the 

outcomes of the relationship for the work and organizations (Côrtes et al., 2019). 

With regards to leaders and members relationships, it is possible to categorize the levels 

of LMX as low and high. Following Matta & Van Dyne (2020) low-LMX is conceptualized as 

relationships that lack mutual trust, loyalty, respect, and liking. On the other hand, when having 

better relationships with the leaders (i.e.: high LMX) employees receive more resources (such as 

information, influence, tasks, latitude, support, and attention) than other employees.  

It is also important to note that the level of the relationship between leader and followers 

might differ within the whole group. Yu et al. (2018) define the Leader-Member exchange 

differentiation (LMX differentiation) as the variability in the quality of relationships between 

members of the same workgroup. For instance, it might occur a circumstance in which a leader 

and a member of a group would build a relationship with a high level of trust, esteem, and 

support, and the same leader would build with another member of this group a relationship with a 

lower level of trust, esteem, and support. 

 

2.4. Hypotheses  

 

Considering the remote work context, the work of Kniffin et al. (2021) reveals 

implications, issues, and insights for future research such as changes in leadership styles, how 

assessment and appraisal systems will function, and how trust can be built remotely (giving 

emphasis to newcomers). On top of these suggestions, it can be added the question about leaders’ 

expectations and permissions towards employees’ work-family boundaries.  

Leaders are important actors in the organizational environment, and supportive leaders 

offer instrumental or emotional aid to their followers (Li et al., 2017). According to the 

conceptual model of Poelmans & Beham (2008) “organizational efforts of adopting, designing, 

and implementing work-family policies converge into single, discretionary decisions of 
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supervisors whether or not to ‘allow’ these policies to specific employees under their 

supervision.” 

When observing the decisions leaders make in the remote work context it is worth noting 

that, as per the telecommuting literature, managers often fear giving up control over subordinates 

and hence are reluctant to support telecommuting (Golden, 2006). Kurland & Cooper (2002) 

work captures the testimonial of managers of teleworking employees wondering “If I can’t see 

my employees, how do I know they’re working?”. Since the remote work model requires a 

manager to supervise someone without being able to observe their work processes (Reinsch, 

1999), leaders would believe that employees’ autonomy and flexibility diminish their control and 

confidence about the work that is being performed. Kniffin et al. (2021) point out that it is 

notable that the reluctance of many employers to adopt WFH before COVID-19 stemmed from a 

perceived lack of control that employers would have over employees who were out of sight and 

reach.  

Bringing the work-family literature and leadership behaviour, Allen et al. (2014) suggest 

that the quality and intensity of the leader-member relationship might make a difference in the 

behaviour (and expectations) of the leader. The work of Morganson et al. (2014) also provides an 

example that employees may be granted schedule flexibility to adapt family demands in exchange 

of the employee’s reliable performance.  

Comparing the LMX levels in the context of work-family studies, Poelmans & Beham 

(2008) proposition states that “Supervisors make more favourable work–life policy allowance 

decisions in response to requests from employees with whom they have a high-quality 

relationship than in response to requests from employees with whom they have a low quality 

relationship”. Additionally, high LMX has been associated with positive work outcomes whereby 

subordinates in high relationships display greater influence and autonomy ( Liao et al., 2016).  

Linking to telework studies, from the qualitative analysis of Lembrechts et al. (2016) it is 

possible to see that supervisors’ supportive attitude towards telework is subject to an important 

condition: trust in their team.  

In this sense, it is possible to argue that the quality of the relationship between leader and 

employee influences the leader’s expectation of employee’s control to manage their work-family 

boundaries. More specifically, once the leader foresees a relationship of trust, respect, and loyalty 

it will reflect in a higher expectation of employee’s boundary control.  
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Therefore, the first hypothesis is proposed below. Figure 1 presents the study’s conceptual 

model. The investigation concerns the leader’s standpoint. 

 

Hypothesis 1: In a high level of leader-member exchange relationship (high vs low -

LMX) leaders would expect higher boundary control of employees. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual model  
Source: author of this work 
LMX = Leader-member exchange; BC = Boundary Control; WintNW = Work interrupting Nonwork; NWintW = 
Nonwork interrupting Work 

 

 

We further explore the rationale above to the aspect of cross-role interruptions. Even 

though leaders may not have the direct intention to impact how followers manage the work-

family interface, such effects do occur (Li et al., 2017). Additionally, scholars indicate that 

supervisors act as border keepers within the work domain and can influence how employees 

manage borders in order to deal with challenging work and family demands (Allen et al., 2014; 

Morganson et al., 2016).  

With regards to the challenges of managing the work and family demands, the work of 

Golden (2021) highlights that in flexible work schedules work hours may be shifted in order to 

accommodate family needs. Morganson et al. (2014) also refer to studies suggesting that when 

supervisor–subordinate exchange relationship is high, supervisors may provide work-family 

balance support. Those references can underline the priority that family would have compared to 

work needs, especially in a high-level relationship between the leader and the employee.  
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Therefore, we propose that in a high-level relationship (i.e.: high LMX) leaders would 

expect fewer invasions of work in the family domain, and would allow more invasions of family 

in the work domain. In this sense, the following hypotheses are being proposed.  

 

Hypothesis 2a: In a high level of leader-member exchange relationship (high vs low -

LMX) leaders would expect fewer interruptions of employees’ work in the nonwork 

domain. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: In a high level of leader-member exchange relationship (high vs low -

LMX) leaders would allow more interruptions of employees’ nonwork in the work 

domain.  

   

Further exploring, Yukl (1981, p. 173) brings expectancy theory as an important concept 

to understand situational determinants of leader behaviour. The author states that the determinant 

of leader behaviour is the leaders’ perception of its likely consequences (Yukl, 1981, p.174)3. 

This assumption can stimulate an investigation of the effects of employees’ boundary control on 

the leaders’ expectations and permissions regarding employees’ cross-role interruptions.  

Scholars have already revealed the positive consequences of employees’ boundary 

control. Sardeshmukh et al. (2012) mention that teleworkers display higher job engagement since 

they have greater control and enhanced feelings of discretion in the conduct of their job. Besides, 

control perceptions are associated with lower levels of work-family conflict and job 

dissatisfaction (Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Piszczek (2017) provides the reference that boundary 

control is a job resource once it allows employees to manage their working and non-working time 

more effectively. 

Adding on that, boundary control can be seen as a strategy to deal with work-family 

conflict (Golden, 2021). Research suggests that boundary management while teleworking is 

complex and nuanced, and there is a need for discipline (Golden, 2021). Following this rationale, 

it could be assumed that in a high-level LMX, leaders would acknowledge such discipline on the 

 
3 It is worth highlighting that despite behaviours being a critical component for the analysis of supervisor’s support 
on work-family issues (Lautsch et al., 2009), this study is not measuring the behaviour per se.  
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part of employees. By consequence, it affects the leaders’ expectations and permissions of 

invasions from family and work domains.  

Accordingly, one of the grounds being erected is that the control employees have to 

manage their work-family boundaries affects the leaders’ expectations and permissions of 

invasions of family and work domains. Based on this idea, it can be hypothesized that employees’ 

boundary control would lead to fewer expectations of the work interrupting the family domain. 

Moreover, employees’ boundary control would lead to more permissions of the family to 

interrupt the work domain. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

 

Hypothesis 3a: Boundary control is negatively related to the leaders’ expectation of 

interruptions of employees’ work in the nonwork domain. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: Boundary control is positively related to the leaders’ permission of 

interruptions of the employees’ nonwork in the work domain 

 

The aforementioned hypotheses give insights into the role of boundary control as a 

mediator in the association between LMX and the expectations and permissions leaders display 

towards employees’ cross-role interruptions.  

As per Crain & Stevens (2018), family‐supportive supervisors acknowledge their 

employees' nonwork lives and help to facilitate the managing of work and nonwork 

responsibilities. Golden (2021) emphasizes that without adequate levels of support from 

managers, teleworkers may find themselves unable or hindered in their ability to carry out 

effective boundary management. The author highlights that, from the perspective of managers, 

care needs to be taken to provide teleworkers the maximum degree of leeway in carrying out 

work responsibilities while also accommodating the teleworker’s unique home situation and 

desires for boundary management.  

Thomas & Ganster (1995) findings suggest that employee control might be a key 

mechanism by which family-supportive policies affect work-family conflict and strain. Golden 

(2021) mentions that successful teleworkers accept that there will be some family-based 

intrusions during work hours. 
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Therefore, it can be claimed that in a high-level relationship leaders would display more 

family-supportive behaviours and would expect a higher boundary control from employees. The 

control over the boundaries leads to fewer expectations of employees’ work to interrupt the 

family domain, and more permissions of employees’ family to interrupt the work domain.  

Based on this understanding, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

 

Hypothesis 4a: Boundary control mediates the negative association between high LMX 

and leaders’ expectation of interruption of employees’ work in the nonwork domain. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: Boundary control mediates the positive association between high LMX 

and leaders’ permission of interruptions of the employees’ nonwork in the work domain. 

 

 

3. Research Method 

3.1. Participants and procedure 

 

This study adopted a quantitative analysis approach whereby a survey experiment was 

conducted in order to assess the hypotheses. The empirical research was built in an online 

platform distributed in web-based channels adopting a snowball technique (Goodman, 1961). The 

audience consisted of Brazilian Portuguese language speakers above 18 years old, with 

professional working experience.  

The survey consisted of a one stage data collection in which the respondents were 

randomly assigned to one out of two manipulation conditions. The vignette covered a situation in 

which the respondent should position him/herself as a manager of a team composed by four 

members who were working remotely. The respondent should analyse the working model aspects 

of one of the team members (i.e.: Leonardo). Characteristics of the relationship with this specific 

team member were provided, varying according to the specific scenario (i.e.: high LMX vs low 

LMX). The details of the survey experiment are provided in appendix A. 

After reading the vignette, the participants were asked to complete the questionnaire 

which contained 59 questions. Participants started by answering questions on the work-family 

boundary aspects, and following this set an attention check question was applied in order to avoid 
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instructional miscomprehension and to verify whether the respondent was attentive to the 

answers being given. The following set of questions comprised items to capture the respondent’s  

leadership style, topics addressing social desirability bias, along with personal and 

sociodemographic questions. The main questions in the survey were set as "force response" in 

order to mitigate missing data. Since the online survey experiment was anonymous it was not 

possible to send reminders to those who initiated but did not complete the survey. 

It was observed that 281 respondents initiated the survey. However, not all of them 

completed the questionnaire. Hence, the final sample of the study consists of 217 respondents 

who finalized and fully answered the questionnaire4.  

Overall, 59% of respondents were female, 55% were married, and 53% informed having 

at least one child. The average age is 44.01 years (SE = 0.80) and 75% have completed a post-

graduate degree. Of the participants, 84% were working at the moment of the survey, 93% did 

have remote work experience, and 82% reported having had a management position experience5. 

A randomization check across the manipulation conditions was performed. It was observed an 

adequate balance of demographic variables across the conditions. The details are provided in 

appendix B6.  

From the 217 valid responses, only 7 did not answer the attention check correctly which 

represents a total of 3.22% inattentive respondents. It was decided not to exclude these 

observations in order to avoid biasing the type of respondent, hence the main analyses comprised 

the complete sample. An additional analysis was performed excluding those inattentive 

participants. The results did not suffer significant changes from one analysis to the other 

(appendix C provides the results excluding the inattentive respondents).  

As a last point, it is worth noting that the study was approved by FGV's ethical committee 

(report number 078/2022) and was pre-registered in the AsPredicted platform (reference number 

#92907). 

 

 

 
4 In the pre-registration it was established that participants who completed the survey in less than 30 seconds would 
be excluded. There were no participants who fully completed the questionnaire in less than 30 seconds.  
5 59% of respondents did have remote experience in a managerial position.  
6 It is worth mentioning that neither income nor race was captured as demographic data. 
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3.2. Measures  

 

Leader-member exchange (LMX) was manipulated in the experiment conditions. A 

vignette was developed for the purpose of this specific study7. Participants were asked to imagine 

a situation in which he/she had a low (vs high) level of trust, loyalty and respect with the team 

member (following Poelmans & Beham, 2008), and not effective (vs effective) relationship with 

the team member (following Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).  

The main outcome variables were measured based on adapted questions of work-family 

boundary dynamics’ constructs as per below. It is worth mentioning that besides being translated 

to the Portuguese language8, the questions were adapted to the perspective of the leader’s self-

evaluation and not an evaluation from the employee’s standpoint.  

Boundary control was measured through adapted questions from the scale proposed by 

Kossek et al. (2012), in a Likert-type scale ranging from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly 

agree. Sample items include “I have the expectation that Leonardo have clear boundaries between 

personal and professional life”. The questions captured the expectation of the respondent with 

regards to employee’s boundary control.   

Cross-role interruption behaviours - work interrupting nonwork was measured through 

adapted questions from the scale proposed by Kossek et al. (2012), in a Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree. Sample items include “I have the expectation that 

Leonardo respond to work communication (e.g.: emails, text messages and phone calls) during 

personal time off work” and “I have the expectation that Leonardo allow work demands to 

interrupt when spending time with family or friends.”. The questions captured the expectation of 

the respondent with regards to the employee’s work interrupting nonwork domain.  

Cross-role interruption behaviours -  nonwork interrupting work was measured through 

adapted questions from the scale proposed by Kossek et al. (2012), in a Likert-type scale ranging 

from 1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree. Sample items include “Leonardo would be 

allowed to take care of personal or family demands during working hours” and “Leonardo would 

 
7 The vignette was neither replicated nor adapted from previous studies. The researcher developed the vignette based 
on the knowledge provided by previous authors. 
8 A ‘back-translation’ procedure was adopted in which the researcher translated the original statements to the 
Portuguese language, another person translated them back to the English language without having previous 
knowledge of the original statements, and a third person checked both versions of the statements in order to verify 
whether the meaning of any of them had been compromised. 
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be allowed to monitor personal communication (e.g.: emails, text messages and phone calls) 

during work.”. The questions captured the permission of the respondent with regards to the 

employee’s nonwork interrupting work domain. 

Additionally, the questionnaire captured the aspect of ‘Flexibility perception’, referring to 

flexibility of time and location. The construct was measured through an adapted scale based on 

the Hyland (2000), in Likert-type scale ranging from 1= 4 or 5 times per week to 5= Never. 

Sample items include “Leonardo would be allowed to define the times that he begins and ends 

the workday due to his personal preferences/need” (flexibility of time), and “Leonardo would be 

allowed to define the location of where he conducts the work due to his personal 

preferences/needs” (flexibility of location). The questions captured the permission of the 

respondent with regards to the employee’s work flexibility of time and location.  

The applied questionnaire also captured the respondent’s leadership style, which was 

measured following an adapted scale of LBDQ XII questionnaire contemplating the questions 

validated at the hierarchical model by  Schriesheim & Stogdill (1975). Answers were depicted in 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1= Always to 5= Never. The questions were adapted to capture 

the perspective of the leader’s self-evaluation. Sample items include “I make my attitudes clear to 

the team/group” (consideration style), and “I schedule the work to be done” (initiating structure 

style).  

Besides the topics mentioned above, a set of social desirability questions translated to the 

Portuguese language by Scagliusi et al (2004) was included in the questionnaire. Statements were 

measured using a "true" or "false" response. Sample items include "Before voting, I deeply check 

the qualification of all candidates” and "I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake". 

Additionally, demographic variables and control variables are included in the 

questionnaire. The control variables assessed are gender (coded 1= Female and 0 = Male), 

parental status (coded 1= Yes has a child and 0 = No child), working status (coded 1= Currently 

Working and 0 = Not Currently Working),  management position experience (coded 1= Yes and 

0 = No), and experience in remote work (coded 1= Yes and 0 = No).  
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4. Results  

4.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

In order to assess the reliability and discriminant validity of the constructs, a confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) was conducted. A Measurement model analysis of the constructs together9, 

adding the covariance among the latent variables, provided evidence for both reliability and 

discriminant validity. Table I presents the descriptive statistics and correlations between the 

variables. 

Composite Reliability was 0.80 for ‘Boundary Control’, 0.85 for ‘Work interrupting 

Nonwork’, and 0.73 for ‘Nonwork interrupting Work’ above the minimum threshold of 0.60 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988) providing support for the reliability of the constructs10. The model with 

covariances among the variables displayed an overall adequate fit with the data—χ2(78) = 

1003.065, p < .01, SRMR = 0.06, CFI =  0.92, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.07. Results are provided 

in Table II.   

The factor loadings of the questions within the constructs are statistically significant at the 

0.01 level, and are reasonably adequate. Loadings range from 0.54 to 0.91, except for the fourth 

reverse-coded indicator of the construct ‘Nonwork interrupting Work’ which displays a factor 

loading of 0.30. For the sake of face validity of the scale the reverse-coded question was kept in 

the analysis.  

 
9 Table II provides the CFA results considering the main constructs assessed in the hypotheses. Appendix D provides 
the CFA results considering all constructs presented in the questionnaire (i.e.: Boundary Control, Cross-role 
interruption, Flexibility perception, and Leadership Style). 
10 The Scale reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) was also individually calculated. It is displayed in the 
Descriptive Statistics table (Table I). 
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Table I - Descriptive statistics and correlations 

 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Gender1 0.59 0.49  -                            
2. Children 0.53 0.50 0.04  -               
3. Currently Working 0.84 0.36  -0.05  -0.15*  -              
4. Management Experience 0.82 0.39 0.01 0.34* -0.07  -             
5. Remote Work Experience 0.93 0.25 0.03  -0.15* 0.38* -0.08  -            
6. LMX 0.53 0.50 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.08 0.07  -           
7. Boundary Control 3.74 0.86  -0.10 0.13* 0.06 0.08  -0.09 0.25* (0.79)         
8. Work inter Nonwork 1.79 0.70 -0.14* 0.10 -0.16* 0.05  -0.07 0.01 -0.18* (0.84)        
9. Nonwork inter Work 3.66  0.62  -0.10  -0.21* 0.08 -0.02 0.22* 0.13  -0.01 0.02 (0.71)       
10. Social desirability 0.68 0.22 0.04 0.15* 0.04 0.12  -0.03 0.04 0.04  -0.06  -0.09  -       
11. Flexibility Time2 3.41 0.90 0.01  -0.07 0.05 0.02  -0.04 0.17* 0.01 -0.18* 0.30* -0.13*  -      
12. Flexibility Location 4.01 0.93  0.09  - 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.03 0.17*  -0.01  -0.11 0.27* -0.15* 0.56*  -     
13. Task oriented style3 0.52 0.50  -0.04 0.21*   -0.11 0.18* -0.19*  -0.06 0.09  -0.07  -0.04 0.14*  -0.07 0.01  -    
14. Relationship style 0.47 0.50  -0.02  -0.00  -0.10  0.04  -0.07  0.07  -0.04  -0.08 0.01 0.14* 0.01 0.12 0.36*  -  

Source: author of this work 
1 The coding of control variables are: Gender 1= Female, 0 = Male; Children 1= Yes, 0 = No; Currently Working 1= Yes, 0 = No; Management Experience in life 
1= Yes, 0 = No; Remote Work Experience in life 1= Yes, 0 = No. 
2 The following variables were not included in the final analysis of the hypotheses: Flexibility Time, Flexibility Location, Task oriented style (i.e.: initiating 
structure style), and Relationship oriented style (i.e.: consideration style). 
3 The variables representing the leadership style (i.e.: Task oriented style and Relationship style) are dummies. The dummy represents 0=below the mean; 
1=above the mean. 
N= 217. Cronbach alpha in parenthesis. Significance level * p<0.05 
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Table II – Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 

Source: author of this work 
N= 217. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR = square root mean residual; RMSEA = 
root mean square error of approximation  

 

 

4.2. Hypotheses tests  

 

A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted in Stata Software in order to assess the 

hypotheses. The control variables were analysed as a baseline model. Subsequently, we assessed 

the direct effects of LMX on Boundary Control and on cross-role interruptions (i.e.: WintNW and 

NWintW). In the following step, we assessed the direct effect of Boundary Control on cross-role 

interruptions. As a final step, the mediation effect of Boundary Control was assessed through the 

Estimate causal mediation effect analysis (i.e.: Medeff command). Table III presents the 

regression results.  

Direct effect of LMX: The assessments of the hypotheses evaluating the direct effect of 

LMX provide evidence of a positive and significant effect of LMX on leaders’ expectation of 

employees’ Boundary Control (β = 0.42; p < 0.01). There is also evidence of a positive and 

significant effect of LMX on leaders’ permission of employees’ Nonwork interrupting Work (β = 

0.16; p < 0.05). Hence, hypotheses 1 and 2b are supported. However, the effect of LMX on 

leaders’ expectation of employees’ Work interrupting Nonwork is not significant (β = 0.02; p > 

0.50). Therefore, hypothesis 2a is not supported (Model 1 results on Table III).  

Direct effect and mediation effect of Boundary Control: The assessment of the hypotheses 

evaluating the direct and the mediation effects of Boundary Control on the cross-role interruption 

variables display the following outcomes. With regards to the outcomes on WintNW, a regression 

analysis provide evidence of a negative significant effect of Boundary control in leaders’ 

expectation of employees’ Work interrupting Nonwork (β = -0.17; p < 0.01). Therefore, 

 

Composite 
Reliability 

χ2 (df)  CFI  TLI SRMR  RMSEA  

Boundary Control 0.80 
1003.065 

(78)  0.92  0.90  0.06  0.07 Work interrupting Nonwork 0.85 
Nonwork interrupting Work 0.73 
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hypothesis 3a is supported (Model 2 results on Table III). The assessment of the mediation effect 

of Boundary Control reveals a significant mediation effect of Boundary Control in the association 

between LMX and leaders’ expectation of employees’ Work interrupting Nonwork (β = -0.19; p 

< 0.01; ACME = -0.0811 confidence interval -0.15 to  -0.02). Thus, corroborating to hypothesis 4a 

(Model 3 results on Table III), even though the direct effect of LMX on leaders’ expectation of 

employees’ Work interrupting Nonwork is not significant. 

With regards to the outcomes on NWintW, the direct effect of Boundary Control in 

leaders’ permission of employees’ Nonwork interrupting Work is not significant (β = 0.02; p > 

0.50). Therefore, hypothesis 3b is not supported (Model 2 results on Table III). Furthermore, the 

effect of Boundary Control mediating the association between LMX and leaders’ permission of 

employees’ Nonwork interrupting Work is not significant (β = -0.01; p > 0.50; ACME = -0.00 

confidence interval -0.05 to 0.04). Therefore, hypothesis 4b is not supported (Model 3 results on 

Table III).  

Moreover, it was possible to observe statistical significant results in the control variables 

(coefficients are provided in Table III):  

- Gender: It was possible to see a negative significant effect of gender in interruption of work 

on the nonwork domain. The results give insight that women respondents expect fewer 

interruptions of work on family domain, compared to men.  

- Children: It was possible to see a negative significant effect of children in interruption of 

nonwork on work domain. The results provide insight that the respondents who have children 

would allow fewer interruptions of family on work domain, compared to those who do not 

have a child.  

- Working status: It was possible to see a negative effect of working status in interruption of 

work on the nonwork domain. Based on the results, those respondents who are currently 

working would expect fewer interruptions of work on family domain, compared to those who 

are not working.  

- Remote work experience: It was possible to see a positive significant effect of remote work 

experience in interruption of nonwork on work domain. Results give insight that those who 

 
11 ACME (Average Causal Mediation Effect) represents the indirect effect. ACME is significant when the confidence 
interval does not include zero. 
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have a remote work experience would allow more interruption of family on work domain, 

compared to those who do not have a remote work experience. 

 

As an additional remark, in order to validate whether the responses would be biased, 

social desirability bias was added as control variable. There is no general difference on the 

results12.  

 
12 Besides the results provided above, it was possible to see that LMX has a positive significant effect in Flexibility 
of time (β = 0.33; p < 0.01) and LMX has a positive significant effect in Flexibility of Location (β = 0.31; p < 0.05). 
These results show that the level of LMX does affect the permissions towards the flexibility of time and location. 
With regards to the effects of leadership style, there is no significant association of the respondents’ style with LMX, 
nor with the work-family boundaries’ constructs. 
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Table III - Regression results 

 

Boundary Control

Model 1 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Control Variables
Gender 0.02  -0.18  -0.22*   -0.25**   -0.26**  -0.13  -0.12  -0.13

(0.07) (0.11) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

Children 0.07 0.18 0.12 0.15 0.15  -0.27**  -0.26**  -0.27**
(0.07) (0.12) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Currently working 0.01 0.26  -0.30*   -0.26^   -0.26^  -0.06  -0.06  -0.06
(0.10) (0.17) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)

Experience management position 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.09 0.11 0.10
(0.09) (0.15) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)

Remote work experience 0.16  -0.44^ 0.03  -0.03  -0.05 0.49** 0.52** 0.49**
(0.15) (0.24) (0.20) (0.20) (0.20) (0.17) (0.18) (0.18)

Independent Variable
LMX 0.42** 0.02 0.10 0.16* 0.16*

(0.11) (0.09) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08)

Boundary Control  -0.17**  -0.19** 0.02  -0.01
(0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)

N 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217
R² 0.02 0.11 0.06 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.11
Adjusted R²  - 0.01 0.09 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.08
Root MSE 0.50 0.82 0.69 0.68 0.82 0.60 0.60 0.60

Baseline 
model Work interrupting Nonwork Nonwork interrupting Work

Dependent Variables

 
Source: author of this work 
Standard error in parentheses. ^ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Model 1: direct effect of LMX; Model 2: direct effect of Boundary Control; Model 3: mediation effect of Boundary Control  
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5. Discussion  

 

The abrupt and widespread adoption of the remote work elevates the relevance of 

investigating the expectations and permissions displayed by leaders regarding employees’ work-

family boundaries dynamics. 

The results of the survey experiment applied with 217 respondents in Brazil provide 

evidence that, in a remote work context, the level of the relationship between a leader and a 

subordinate has an effect on how leaders expect the boundary control of employee to be, and on 

the extent leaders would allow the family to invade the work domain. Specifically, there is 

support for the hypothesis that in a high level of LMX leaders would expect higher boundary 

control of employees. Additionally, the results support the hypothesis that in a high level of LMX 

leaders would allow more interruptions of employees’ nonwork in the work domain.  

Interestingly, the expectation leaders would have regarding interruptions of employees’ 

work on nonwork domain is not directly affected by the level of the relationship between leader 

and subordinate, as initially hypothesized. Yet, the results indicate the role of boundary control 

influencing this outcome. The interpretation can be such that in a high level of LMX, leaders 

would expect higher ability from employees to manage their boundaries between work and 

family. This discipline on the part of the employees to manage their boundaries would reflect on 

leaders expecting less interruptions of employees’ work in the family domain.  

On the other hand, the results indicate that boundary control does not influence leaders’ 

permission of interruptions of employees’ nonwork in the work domain. This result is contrary to 

the initial prediction of the positive consequences of employees’ boundary control affecting the 

permissions leaders would give to family interrupting work. The results provide evidence that the 

permission of that interruption is directly affected by the high level of the relationship between 

the leader and the employee.   

The aforementioned findings are intriguing and speak to Leclercq-Vandelannoitte (2021) 

case study which provides insights of a paradox of how managers allow and expect employees’ 

boundaries to be. Peters et al. (2010) propose that in remote work decision process, leaders 

worried about family obligations distracting teleworkers from work. This argument also recounts 

to our findings considering the direction of family interrupting work, in which the leader would 

be the border keeper. The results provide evidence that leaders’ permission of interruptions of 
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family on work is not influenced by the expected employees’ control over work-family 

boundaries; yet this permission would be directly affected by the level of the relationship 

between a leader and an employee. A potential interpretation is that this relationship comes along 

with a leader’s higher level of identification with and empathy towards the employee, 

suppressing any expectations of employees’ control over their work-family boundaries. Further 

investigation could explore and validate this argument.  

Additionally, the results suggest that gender and parental status do play a role in the 

leaders’ perception. It was possible to see that women leaders would expect fewer interruptions 

of work on nonwork domain, compared to men. This outcome is aligned with Poelmans and 

Beham (2008) work which expects that female supervisors are more likely in need of a work–

family arrangement than male supervisors.  

With regards to parental status, the leaders who have children would allow fewer 

interruptions of nonwork on work domain, compared to those who do not have a child. This 

result is somehow counterintuitive since as per Lembrechts et al. (2016) supervisor with parental 

responsibilities were believed to be more supportive towards work– life policies. One possible 

explanation is to assume that those who have children recognize the challenges to conciliate 

family and work domains and presume that the quality of work performed could be impacted. 

Following this idea, leaders who are parents would allow fewer interruptions of nonwork in the 

work domain. This is an aspect that could be further explored in another study.  

With regards to working status, based on the results, those leaders who are currently 

working would expect fewer interruptions of work on nonwork domain, compared to those who 

are not working. This finding can give emphasis to the prioritization that current workers would 

give to protect the family domain. This topic could be further explored in a qualitative study.  

It is worth mentioning that the experience in the remote work model does have a positive 

significant effect on interruption of nonwork on work domain. Specifically, having a remote work 

experience would reflect in more permission of family interrupting the work domain. This result 

is somehow expected once the leaders would realize the current challenges of not having spill 

over of family in the work domain. As per Kossek et al. (2006) teleworking brings the workplace 

into the home without reducing the amount of work to be done what might be problematic for 

professionals facing unique challenges in managing work and personal life. 
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Another interesting insight that this study brings is regarding the role of the leadership 

style. Even though scholars have pointed out the need for managers to adapt their strategies for 

monitoring employees, switching from behaviour-based to output-based controls (Gajendran & 

Harrison, 2007) the data obtained in the survey experiment indicate that the leadership style 

would neither influence leaders expectation of employee’s boundary control nor affect the 

responses towards cross-role interruptions. The applied questionnaire aimed to capture the 

leadership style of the respondent (i.e.: scores on consideration and initiating structure leadership 

styles) which did not display statistical significant effects on the variables related to boundary 

control and cross-role interruptions. Future studies could address this topic by applying other 

methodological strategies.  

 

 

6. Conclusion 

 
This study attempted to identify the expectations and permissions leaders display towards 

employees’ work-family boundary dynamics when working remotely. Leaders are authorities 

who can influence, directly and indirectly, the employee career and wellbeing. Golden (2021) 

states that without adequate levels of support from managers and organizations, teleworkers may 

find themselves unable or hindered in their ability to carry out effective boundary management.  

The survey experiment applied in Brazil provides evidence that, in the remote work 

context, the level of the relationship between leaders and employees does play a role in how 

leaders would expect and allow employees’ boundary management to be performed. Specifically, 

in a high LMX leaders would expect higher boundary control of employees and would allow 

more interruptions of family on work domain. Additionally, we propose that the association 

between high LMX and the expectation of fewer interruptions of work on family domain is 

mediated by the boundary control of employees.   

 

6.1. Contributions and Implications 

 

The findings of this study prompt reflexions and lead to potential implications for both 

academia and practitioners.  
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As a theoretical implication we add to the literature threefold. Firstly, by examining 

remote work and work-family boundaries from the leader’s standpoint. From the review of the 

literature it was possible to observe a lack of empirical studies investigating remote work and 

work-family boundaries from the leader’s point of view. Secondly, by addressing topics pointed 

out by scholars such as investigating teleworkers and boundaries navigation between their work 

and home (Golden, 2021). The third relevant contribution that we make to the academia concerns 

the investigation of remote work after a major disruption occurred due to the Covid-19 pandemic.  

Addressing to practitioners, this study can provide additional information to support their 

decisions towards the work model to be adopted. When applying a remote (or hybrid) work 

model organizations might be alert so as to establish programs and practices to support 

employees and leaders on how to acclimatize to the remote work scenario13. Specifically for 

leaders, organizations could provide support on how to build and leverage positive relationships 

between the leader and the team members in a remote work context. Notwithstanding the 

acknowledged occurrence of LMX differentiation  (Yu et al., 2018) it is worth pointing out the 

relevance of organizational practices to promote and enable the formation of positive 

relationships within the team. Moreover, it can be suggested that leaders are educated on (1) the 

potential benefits of remote work model; (2) awareness of stigmas, prejudices, and unconscious 

bias towards remote workers; (3) construction and maintenance of positive relationships within 

the team; (4) organizational practices of managing, developing and evaluating teleworkers.   

Furthermore, for practitioners in the public policy area it is worth highlighting the 

relevance of establishing policies and legislations in order to protect the rights, health, and 

privacy of employees. As an arena, local legislations could promote flexibility on working 

location and schedules but should also safeguard the prerogatives of the working contract so that 

extra hours and related employees’ benefits would not be neglected. 

 

 

 

 

 
13 Even though it is not innovative in the literature, it is worth emphasizing the relevance of having organizations 
develop policies and procedures to regulate the telework practice. 
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6.2. Limitations and Future Research  

 

As a limitation, it should be noted that the ‘boundary control’ mediator variable was 

captured as a self-report at the same time as the predictor variables, leading to potential concerns 

of common method bias. Future work could address this aspect by adapting the experiment. 

Additionally, one could claim that the vignette developed for the purpose of this study 

does not completely reflect the LMX concept. Future study could improve the vignette in order to 

address this concern.   

Furthermore, as per the literature, individuals vary in their preference and abilities to 

segment work and family, and to detach from work (Kossek et al., 2011). In this sense, leaders 

might differ in the way they perceive the boundaries of employees due to their own work and 

family role identities. The questionnaire applied in this study, nonetheless, did not capture the 

respondents’ perception of their role identity. Future research can address this topic.  

Employee’s gender might also impact how leaders recognize employees’ management of 

boundaries. Li et al. (2017) mention that follower gender is a variable which has received 

extreme attention in the literature. For the purpose of this study it was decided not to vary the 

gender of the assessed employee. The applied vignette referred to a male employee (i.e.: 

Leonardo). A gender manipulation strategy can be adopted in future studies.  

Moreover, it is important to note that the leaders’ perceptions might differ depending on 

the occupation and nature of the work that is performed by the employees as well as on the 

organizational culture. It can also be contended that leaders’ opinions and perceptions might still 

be ‘under construction’ given that the COVID-19 pandemic has changed the routines and 

perspectives of many people on how to deal with family and work issues, and there is still 

uncertainty regarding the forthcoming work model.  

Despite the aforementioned limitations, this study can contribute to the literature and to 

the practice considering that it touches on important aspects of leadership and employee’ work-

family boundaries, supported by data raised after a major disruption in the work model due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic. It also creates room for suggesting future investigations as per below. 

Antecedents of LMX and potential stigmas (or prejudgements) of leaders on telework 

could be investigated as future research. For instance: (1) the extent to which having cues of the 

working environment (which in remote work could be the employee’s home) would influence the 
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employee’s performance evaluation, and (2) whether aspects of ‘being online or offline’ would 

influence the perception leaders have of employee’s engagement. 

Another topic for investigation concerns the boundary control of employees and the 

workload in the remote work context. A question that can be explored is whether the perceived 

boundary control of employees brings along a psychological need/ pressure to work long hours 

(i.e.: more intensely).   

Lastly, it can be suggested that further investigation into leadership style in a remote work 

context be pursued. Kacmar et al. (2007) refer to the notion of leadership neutralizers as 

environmental or contextual variables that can actually substitute for or neutralize the effects of 

various leader behaviours such as relationship and/or task-oriented leadership styles. Building on 

this notion, it can be suggested that investigations be conducted on whether the remote work 

context after the Covid-19 pandemic broke out would be a leadership neutralizer.  
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APPENDIX A - Survey Experiment Questionnaire  
 

 
1. MODELO CONSENTIMENTO  

Olá! 
Você está sendo convidado(a) a participar, como voluntário(a), de uma pesquisa sobre liderança como parte do 
trabalho de conclusão do curso de Mestrado Acadêmico da FGV-EBAPE no Rio de Janeiro.  
Sua participação nesta pesquisa consistirá em responder algumas perguntas sobre as suas percepções a partir de 
um texto que você lerá e algumas questões de identificação pessoal e sociodemográficas. O estudo leva em torno 
de 10 minutos para ser respondido. 
Sua participação não é obrigatória. A qualquer momento você poderá desistir de participar e retirar seu 
consentimento, o que não acarretará nenhum prejuízo. 
Não há riscos significativos de qualquer tipo relacionado à sua participação nesta tarefa. Além disso, sua 
participação não implicará nenhum tipo de despesa. 
Os dados obtidos por meio desta pesquisa serão confidenciais e não serão divulgados em nível individual, visando a 
assegurar o sigilo de sua participação. 
Abaixo, está disponível o contato da pesquisadora responsável que poderá esclarecer eventuais dúvidas sobre o 
projeto e sua participação nele. 

- Julia R. Saraiva, estudante de Mestrado Acadêmico da FGV-EBAPE (e-mail: julia.saraiva@fgv.edu.br) 
Comitê de Conformidade Ética em Pesquisa Envolvendo Seres Humanos da Fundação Getúlio Vargas – 

CEPH/FGV: Praia de Botafogo, 190, sala 1611, Botafogo, Rio de Janeiro, RJ, CEP 22250-900. Telefone (21) 3799-
6216. E-mail: etica.pesquisa@fgv.br. 
 
Esta pesquisa é elegível para maiores de 18 anos que já tiveram pelo menos uma experiência profissional de 
trabalho. Esta pesquisa não conta com financiamento externo/ privado.  
Ao clicar no botão abaixo, você declara que leu este documento, é elegível e concorda em participar desta 
pesquisa. 
 
 

2. INICIO  
Bem-vindo(a) a esta pesquisa. A pesquisa possui duas seções. Na primeira seção você irá ler um texto de um 
específico cenário e responder as questões relacionadas. A segunda seção contém questões pessoais e 
sociodemográficas.    
Pedimos que leia o texto com atenção e responda as perguntas na sequência, lembre-se que não há resposta certa 
ou errada, queremos apenas entender um pouco mais sobre o tema liderança. 
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3. MANIPULAÇÃO DAS CONDIÇÕES DO EXPERIMENTO  
 

CONDIÇÃO A – Baixo LMX CONDIÇÃO B– Alto LMX 
Por favor considere o cenário descrito a seguir e 
responda as questões na sequência. 
 
Imagine que você é líder de uma equipe de 4 
profissionais (Bianca, Daniel, Fernanda e Leonardo). 
Devido à pandemia Covid-19 a empresa instituiu o 
modelo de trabalho remoto. Atualmente toda a sua 
equipe está trabalhando remotamente e estes 
profissionais possuem, de forma geral, a mesma 
estrutura familiar e infraestrutura em suas 
residências.  
Sua equipe possui um portfólio de atividades e 
entregas grande para os próximos meses. Você está 
nesse momento revendo as atividades de trabalho 
dos profissionais, e especificamente as atividades de 
Leonardo.  
Leonardo ocupa o cargo de Analista e está na 
empresa há mais de um ano. Sua relação com 
Leonardo não é muito efetiva e não há aprendizado 
mútuo. Esta relação se caracteriza por uma relação 
com níveis baixos de confiança, lealdade e respeito 
profissional. Neste momento não lhe cabe avaliar a 
composição da equipe, porém é necessário que você 
reveja as atividades, e o modelo de trabalho, de 
cada um individualmente.  
Simulando que você estivesse revendo as atividades 
da sua equipe e considerando sua relação com 
Leonardo, indique suas expectativas em relação ao 
modelo de trabalho de Leonardo quanto aos 
aspectos a seguir. 
Por favor responda as perguntas considerando sua 
posição como gestor(a) de Leonardo 

Por favor considere o cenário descrito a seguir e 
responda as questões na sequência. 
 
Imagine que você é líder de uma equipe de 4 
profissionais (Bianca, Daniel, Fernanda e Leonardo). 
Devido à pandemia Covid-19 a empresa instituiu o 
modelo de trabalho remoto. Atualmente toda a sua 
equipe está trabalhando remotamente e estes 
profissionais possuem, de forma geral, a mesma 
estrutura familiar e infraestrutura em suas 
residências.  
Sua equipe possui um portfólio de atividades e 
entregas grande para os próximos meses. Você está 
nesse momento revendo as atividades de trabalho 
dos profissionais, e especificamente as atividades de 
Leonardo.  
Leonardo ocupa o cargo de Analista e está na 
empresa há mais de um ano. Sua relação com 
Leonardo é bastante efetiva e há aprendizado 
mútuo. Esta relação se caracteriza por uma relação 
com níveis altos de confiança, lealdade e respeito 
profissional. Neste momento não lhe cabe avaliar a 
composição da equipe, porém é necessário que você 
reveja as atividades, e o modelo de trabalho, de 
cada um individualmente. 
Simulando que você estivesse revendo as atividades 
da sua equipe e considerando sua relação com 
Leonardo, indique suas expectativas em relação ao 
modelo de trabalho de Leonardo quanto aos 
aspectos a seguir. 
Por favor responda as perguntas considerando sua 
posição como gestor(a) de Leonardo 

 
 

4. PERGUNTAS RELACIONADAS AO EXPERIMENTO  
 
Por favor responda as perguntas considerando sua posição como gestor(a) de Leonardo  
Boundary control   
(1- discordo completamente, 2 – discordo, 3- nem concordo nem discordo, 4- concordo, 5 – concordo 
completamente) 
 
1. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo tenha claras as fronteiras entre a vida pessoal e professional 
2. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo controle em que medida conciliar as atividades pessoais e profissionais ao 
longo do dia  
3. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo controle quanto a capacidade de manter a vida pessoal e profissional 
separadas 
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Por favor responda as perguntas considerando sua posição como gestor(a) de Leonardo 
Cross-role interruption behaviors’ - Work interrupting nonwork behaviors  
(1- discordo completamente, 2 – discordo, 3- nem concordo nem discordo, 4- concordo, 5 – concordo 
completamente) 
 
1. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo responda a comunicações de trabalho (ex: e-mails, mensagens de texto e 
ligações telefônicas) durante o tempo pessoal fora do trabalho 
2. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo permita que demandas de trabalho o interrompam em momentos com a 
família ou amigos 
3. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo carregue consigo equipamentos/materiais de trabalho quando comparecer a 
atividades pessoais ou familiares 
4. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo regularmente leve trabalho para casa. 
5.  Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo trabalhe durante as férias 
 
Cross-role interruption behaviors’ - Nonwork interrupting work behaviors 
(1- discordo completamente, 2 – discordo, 3- nem concordo nem discordo, 4- concordo, 5 – concordo 
completamente) 
1. Leonardo teria permissão de cuidar de demandas pessoais ou familiares durante o expediente 
2. Leonardo teria permissão de responder a comunicações pessoais (ex: e-mails, mensagens de texto e ligações 
telefônicas) durante o expediente 
3. Leonardo teria permissão de monitorar comunicações relacionadas a vida pessoal (e.x: emails, mensagens de 
texto, ligações telefônicas) durante o expediente. 
4. Tenho a expectativa que Leonardo não pense sobre a família, amigos ou interesses pessoais enquanto trabalha 
para que então consiga se concentrar. (reverse coding) 
5. Leonardo teria permissão de lidar com responsabilidades pessoais ou familiares durante o trabalho, quando 
trabalhando de casa. 

 
Por favor responda as perguntas considerando sua posição como gestor(a) de Leonardo 
Flexibility perception - Flexibility of Time 
(1 – 4 ou 5 vezes por semana, 2 – Entre 1 a 3 vezes por semana, 3 – Uma ou duas vezes por mês, 4 – Menos de 1 
vez por mês, 5 – Nunca) 
1. Leonardo teria permissão de definir o horário que inicia e encerra o expediente em função de preferência ou 
necessidades pessoais 
2. Leonardo teria permissão de reduzir as horas de trabalho depois de trabalhar por longas horas ou longas 
semanas 
3. Leonardo teria permissão de variar o calendário de trabalho  
4. Leonardo teria permissão de determinar o calendário de trabalho pelos projetos em que está trabalhando, mais 
do que pelas horas que está designado a trabalhar 
 
 
Flexibility perception - Flexibility of Location  
(1 – 4 ou 5 vezes por semana, 2 – Entre 1 a 3 vezes por semana, 3 – Uma ou duas vezes por mês, 4 – Menos de 1 
vez por mês, 5 – Nunca) 
 
1. Leonardo teria permissão de definir o local de trabalho em função de preferência ou necessidades pessoais 
2. Leonardo teria permissão de alternar o local de trabalho depois de trabalhar por longas horas ou longas semanas 
3. Leonardo teria permissão de variar o local de onde executa o trabalho  
4. Leonardo teria permissão de determinar o local de trabalho pelos projetos em que está trabalhando, mais do 
que pelo local em que está designado a trabalhar 
 
 
 
 



48 
 

5. ATTENTION CHECK  
Para demonstrar que esse questionário está sendo preenchido com atenção, por favor, para a pergunta a seguir 
selecione apenas a opção “Sucesso” dentre as oito opções abaixo. 
[Carreira] [Família] [Vida] [Salário] [Trabalho] [Lazer] [Filhos] [Sucesso] 
 
 

6. LEADERSHIP STYLE 
Agora, baseado em sua própria experiência profissional, por favor responda a frequência com que você pratica 
tais ações:  
Consideration questions – LBDQ XII:  
(5 – Sempre, 4- Com frequência, 3- Esporadicamente, 2- Raramente, 1- Nunca) 
1. Eu deixo claras minhas atitudes para a equipe/grupo  
2. Eu testo minhas idéias com a equipe/grupo 
3. Eu faço pequenas coisas para que seja prazeroso ser um membro da equipe/grupo  
4. Eu recuso explicar minhas ações (reverse coding) 
5. Eu ajo sem consultar a equipe/ grupo (reverse coding) 
6. Eu trato todos os membros da equipe/grupo como meus semelhantes 
7. Eu estou disposto(a) a fazer mudanças 
8. Eu sou amigável e acessível 
9. Eu coloco sugestões feitas pela equipe/grupo em operação 
10. Eu informo previamente sobre mudanças 
11. Eu tomo cuidado com o bem estar pessoal dos membros da equipe/grupo 
 
Initiating Structure questions - LBDQ XII:  
(5 – Sempre, 4- Com frequência, 3- Esporadicamente, 2- Raramente, 1- Nunca)  
1. Eu programo o trabalho que deve ser feito 
2. Eu mantenho padrões definitivos de performance 
3. Eu estimulo o uso de procedimentos uniformes/homogêneos  
4. Eu solicito que os membros da equipe/grupo sigam as regras e regulações  
5. Eu deixo que os membros da equipe/grupo saibam o que é esperado deles 
6. Eu garanto/ certifico que minha parte na equipe/grupo é compreendida pelos membros do grupo.   

 
 

7. SOCIAL DESIRABILITY BIAS  
Abaixo estão listadas algumas afirmações sobre atitudes e traços pessoais. Leia cada afirmação e decida se ela é 
verdadeira ou falsa no que se refere a você pessoalmente:  
(Os respondentes não visualizaram os valores 0/1. Apenas as opções “Verdadeiro ou Falso” foram visualizadas) 
1. Eu nunca hesito em deixar de fazer o que estou fazendo para ajudar alguém com problemas 
(0) Falso (1) Verdadeiro 
2. Às vezes eu me sinto ressentido (a) se as coisas não são do meu jeito. 
(1) Falso (0) Verdadeiro 
3. Houve ocasiões nas quais levei vantagem sobre alguém 
(1) Falso (0) Verdadeiro 
4. Eu estou sempre disposto (a) a admitir quando cometo um erro.  
(0) Falso (1) Verdadeiro 
5. Antes de votar, eu investigo profundamente as qualificações de todos os candidatos. 
(0) Falso (1) Verdadeiro 
6.  Às vezes, eu tento acertar as contas em vez de perdoar e esquecer. 
(1) Falso (0) Verdadeiro 
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8. PERGUNTAS PESSOAIS E SOCIO DEMOGRÁFICAS 
Agora, você irá responder a algumas questões pessoais e sociodemográficas 
 

1. Com qual gênero você se identifica? 
(   ) Masculino 
(   ) Feminino 
(   ) Outro 

2. Qual é a sua idade? [caixa de resposta]  
3. Qual é seu estado civil? 

(   ) Solteiro(a) 
(   ) Casado(a) 
(   ) Divorciado(a) 
(   ) Viúvo(a) 
(   ) Outro 

4. Possui filhos 
(  ) Sim 
(  ) Não  

5. Qual é a sua escolaridade (nível de estudo)? [Lista de respostas]  
(   ) Sem educação formal 
(   ) Ensino Fundamental 1 (até a 4a série) incompleto 
(   ) Ensino Fundamental 1 (até a 4a série) completo 
(   ) Ensino Fundamental 2 (até a 8a série) incompleto 
(   ) Ensino Fundamental 2 (até a 8a série) completo 
(   ) Ensino Médio incompleto 
(   ) Ensino Médio completo 
(   ) Curso superior incompleto (qual área) 
(   ) Curso superior completo (qual área) 
(   ) Pós-graduação incompleta (qual área) 
(   ) Pós-graduação completa (qual área) 

6. Tem atualmente trabalho laboral remunerado 
(  ) Sim 
(  ) Não 

7. Qual é a sua ocupação/ profissão [caixa de resposta] 
8. Ocupa atualmente posição de gestão 

(  ) Sim 
(  ) Não  

9. Já ocupou posição de gestão 
(  ) Sim 
(  ) Não 

10. Caso tenha ocupado posição de gestão, por quanto tempo  [caixa de resposta - validar apenas respostas 
em número] 

11. Teve experiência de trabalho remoto 
(  ) Sim 
(  ) Não 

12. Teve experiência de trabalho remoto com posição de gestão  
(  ) Sim 
(  ) Não  

13. Caso você tenha interesse e disponibilidade para participar de uma eventual etapa adicional desta 
pesquisa por favor informe seu e-mail para contato. [caixa de resposta]   

Obs: os dados de e-mail serão administrados separadamente de forma a manter o anonimato da pesquisa.   
14. Caso tenha algum comentário sobre esta pesquisa, por favor compartilhe no campo abaixo: [caixa de 

resposta] 
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APPENDIX B – Randomization check across manipulation conditions 

 

  
High LMX 

(115) 
Low LMX 

(102) 
P-value 

Women, No. (%) 69 (60.00%) 59 (57.84%) 0.75 

Age, Mean (SD) 43.6 (11.20) 44.49 (12.50) 0.58 

Married, No. (%) 60 (52.17%) 59 (57.84%) 0.08 

Children, No. (%) 65 (56.52%) 50 (49.01%) 0.27 

Education, No. (%)      

Graduated (incomplete) 3 (2.60%) 3 (2.94%) 

0.51 
Graduated (completed) 13 (11.30%) 18 (17.64%) 

Post-graduated (incomplete) 10 (8.69%) 6 (5.88%) 

Post-graduated (completed) 89 (77.39%) 74 (72.54%) 

Currently working, No. (%) 98 (85.21%) 85 (83.33%) 0.70 

Currently management position, No. (%) 59 (51.30%) 53 (51.96%) 0.92 

Management experience, No. (%) 97 (84.34%) 80 (78.43%) 0.26 

Remote experience, No. (%) 109 (94.78%) 93 (91.17) 0.30 

Remote experience in management 
position, No. (%) 

69 (60.00%) 59 (57.84%) 0.75 

Source: author of this work 
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APPENDIX C – Regression results without respondents who incorrectly answered the attention check 
 
 

Boundary Control

Model 1 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Control Variables

Gender 0.02  -0.15  -0.23*   -0.25**   -0.25**  -0.13  -0.12  -0.13

(0.07) (0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)

Children 0.07 0.22^ 0.08 0.12 0.12  -0.25**  -0.24**  -0.25**

(0.07) (0.12) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09)

Currently working  -0.02 0.21  -0.23   -0.20   -0.20  -0.07  -0.08  -0.07

(0.11) (0.17) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)

Experience management position 0.08 0.07 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.09 0.10 0.09

(0.09) (0.15) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11)

Remote work experience 0.16  -0.35  -0.05  -0.08  -0.11 0.54** 0.58** 0.55**

(0.15) (0.24) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.18 (0.18) (0.18)

Independent Variable

LMX 0.37** 0.06 0.12 0.19* 0.19*

(0.11) (0.10) (0.10) (0.08) (0.08)

Boundary Control  -0.14**  -0.16** 0.04  0.01

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05)

N 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210

R² 0.02 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.09

Adjusted R²  - 0.01  0.07 0.02  0.04 0.05 0.10 0.07 0.07

Root MSE 0.50 0.81 0.69 0.68 0.68 0.59 0.60 0.81

Baseline model 

Dependent Variables

Work interrupting Nonwork Nonwork interrupting Work

 
Source: author of this work 
Standard error in parentheses. ^ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
Model 1: direct effect of LMX; Model 2: direct effect of Boundary Control; Model 3: mediation effect of Boundary Control  
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APPENDIX D – Confirmatory Factor Analysis considering all constructs in the questionnaire  
 
 

Source: author of this work 
N= 217 CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR = square root mean residual; RMSEA = root mean 
square error of approximation;  
Measurement model considering all constructs together adding the covariance among the latent variables. 
 
 

Constructs Composite 
Reliability 

χ2 (df)  CFI  TLI SRMR  RMSEA  

Boundary Control 0.80 

3599.193 (703) 0.86  0.85  0.07  0.05 

Work interrupting Nonwork 0.85 

Nonwork interrupting Work 0.73 

Flexibility of Time 0.81 

Flexibility of Location 0.93 

Relationship Style 0.77 

Task Oriented Style 0.71 


