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LESSONS FROM FAMILY FIRMS: THE USE OF FLEXIBLE WORK 

ARRANGEMENTS AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 

 

ABSTRACT 

Ongoing trends towards more flexible work arrangements (FWA) have been accelerated by the 

Covid-19 crisis. Whilst research has shown the overall benefits FWA can have, limited research 

has explored whether use and benefits of FWA are equal across differentiated organisational 

contexts and genders. We suggest that individuals working in their family’s business face less 

organizational constraints that typically hinder employees from taking advantage of FWA. It could 

be suggested that these workers may make higher use of FWA than individuals in regular 

employment because of their entrepreneurial status and nepotistic privileges. Consequently, the 

aim of this paper is to explore if family members working in their family’s business, work under 

favourable boundary conditions which enable them to more freely make use of and benefit from 

FWAs. Utilising representative data from the German Family Panel (pairfam), our comparative 

analysis based on propensity score matching, suggests that family members working in their 

family’s business (N=337) do make greater use of FWA than those in regular employment. Counter 

to common assumptions, the findings reveal that FWA leads to higher workloads for owner-

managers but not for family employees. Furthermore, families working in their business show no 

differences in how they divide household tasks compared to regular employed families - yet they 

perceive that division to be fairer. This study extends knowledge by introducing family ownership 

and kinship ties as important boundary conditions to existing theories on FWA, such as life-course 

theory. It also provides new insights into the commonly assumed consequences of FWA use.  

Keywords: Flexible work arrangements, family business, gender equality, workload, flexibility 

  



Accepted for publication in Review of Managerial Sciences 

2 
 

THE USE OF FLEXIBLE WORK ARRANGEMENTS AND ITS CONSEQUENCES:  

LESSONS FROM FAMILIES IN BUSINESS 

INTRODUCTION 

The past years have seen a significant increase in organisations offering flexible work 

arrangements (FWA) to employees. FWA covers a range of options but most frequently refer to 

flexitime (i.e., compressed working weeks or variations in start and finish time each day) and home 

office/ teleworking, where employees work from home for part or all of the working week, making 

use of technology to stay connected to the workplace (Peretz, et al. 2018). The Covid-19 crisis, 

which enforced working from home for many sectors, has accelerated remote working trends. A 

recent study by McKinsey (2020) identifies that many employers are planning to reduce office 

space up to 30% in anticipation of moving to more FWA. Prior research attributes numerous 

benefits for both employees and employers utilising FWA. In particular, it has been suggested to 

help alleviate gender inequalities which women often face in the workplace (Kelly and Moen 2020; 

Kelly et al. 2019; Chung and van der Lippe 2020; Thébaud and Halcomb 2019). For example, in 

Germany, flexible working has been promoted by policy-makers as an effective mechanism to 

facilitate the integration of women back into the workforce after childbirth (Grunow, Hofmeister, 

and Buchholz 2006; Allmendinger and Ebner 2006). Flexible working has been suggested to help 

shift gender norms, through decreasing work- life conflict (Kelly and Moen 2007; Kim and Gong 

2016; Munsch 2016) and can help alleviate the gender pay gap. FWA has also been found to 

increase employee commitment to an organisation (De Menezes and Kelliher, 2017; 2011). 

 However, Chung and van der Lippe (2020) caution that the actual consequences of FWA 

are varied. For example, it has been suggested that FWA can actually reinforce gender stereotypes, 

where the ability to extend the working day is not equal between genders. Therefore, FWA can in 
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fact lead to an increased workload for women (Kelly and Moen 2020; Correll et al. 2014; Lott and 

Chung 2016). It is suggested that FWA will not automatically lead to specific outcomes, but it is 

dependent upon the actual use of FWA by organizational members (Allen et al. 2013). Effective 

FWA requires integration into organizational cultures, structure and norms, otherwise, it can result 

in additional workloads on top of regular roles, resulting in role overload (Kelly and Moen 2020; 

Kelly, Moen and Tranby 2011). Moen (2015) suggests that FWAs require an “organizational turn” 

in order to avail of the positive effects of flexible working.  

With the increased prevalence of organisations moving to FWA, we argue that there is a 

need to identify and explore the boundary conditions of FWA, where we suggest that differentiated 

contexts will impact both the ability to engage in FWA and its outcomes. Alongside gender, it 

could be suggested that different organisational forms, such as family businesses may increase the 

accessibility of FWA for particular employees, such as family member employees working within 

their family businesses. Consequently, the aim of this research is to explore if family member 

employees working in their family’s business, work under favourable boundary conditions which 

enable them to more freely make use of and benefit from FWAs. To achieve this, we employ the 

strategy of ‘theory borrowing’ (Markoczy and Deeds, 2009) from sociology, to combine concepts 

from life course theory, which reflects upon the intertwinement of different life sphere across life 

(Moen and Orrange 2002; Moen and Roehling 2005; Kohli 2007; Elder et al. 2003) with current 

literature on FWA and family businesses. This allows for the deductive testing of “a variety of 

assumptions about the inherent tensions between family and work organization” (Kanter 1977, 55). 

In particular, we analyse whether FWA increases an individual’s workload and whether it can lead 

to more gender equality, specially relating to the equal division of work at home.  

Our study contributes to novel insights into the consequences of FWA use, through learning 

from a specific context where individuals are more likely to make use of FWA, namely individual 
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family members working in their family’s business. Specifically, we test the extent to which close 

tie relationships to others within the organisational network (such as family ties) constitute an 

important, yet previously overlooked factor relating to the use of FWAs. We argue that family 

ownership, kinship ties and relationships may represent important boundary conditions to existing 

theories on FWA. Furthermore, we suggest that previous studies may have overstated the positive 

consequences of FWA as a vehicle to achieve work intensification and greater gender equality.  

 

KEY LITERATURE CONCEPTS AND HYPOTHESES 

Structural lag leading to constraints on work flexibility 

A sociological theory of the life course suggests that a historical shift from an industrial to 

a service- and then a knowledge-dominated economy has meant that employment is less predictable 

and dependable (Kelly and Moen 2007; Moen and Roehling 2005; Elder et al. 2003). Over the past 

10 years, employment has increasingly become more fluid, where individuals may have multiple 

careers and there is flexibility in relation to where, when and how work is performed (Chung & 

Pak, 2021; Tomlinson et al. 2017). This has resulted in careers becoming fragmented and roles 

blurred between work and family life (Rofcanin and Anand, 2020). These de-standardised 

conditions (Kohli, 2007) require flexibility in relation to the norms as to how individuals navigate 

their lives but also demands flexible working conditions that allow them to do so (Beck 1992; 

Hochschild 1997; Castells 2010; Rofcanin and Anand, 2020).  

There has been a steady increase in the number of employees in pursuit of flexible work in 

order to gain greater autonomy in deciding when, for how long and where they work (Korunka, 

2021). A core benefit of FWA is that it permits individuals to work outside the standard 9-5 
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workday (Lambert et al., 2008; De Menezes and Kelliher, 2017). FWA has a spatial (e.g., working 

from home), temporal (part-time, flexible working hours) and contractual dimension (e.g., work 

benefits) (Walby, 2011). This opens up opportunities for a wider range of individuals to enter 

employment who may have been constrained by inflexible working times and formats such as 

females or those with caring responsibilities (Chung and van der Lippe, 2020). FWA has been 

suggested to be a key feature of a new form of work that restructures the standardised ways in 

which family and work roles interlock (Korunka, 2021). The underlying assumption is that 

flexibility can alleviate the constraints that standardised working hours presents upon an 

individual’s private life. This may then lead to greater increase work-life quality, and increased the 

opportunities to achieve gender equity for men and women, both at work and at home (Moen 2015; 

Chung and van der Lippe 2020). On the other side of the coin, research suggests that FWA can 

lead to the work sphere blurring and transgressing the boundaries of work and private life (De 

Menezer and Kelliher, 2011; Korunka, 2021). FWA enables, but also requires individuals to 

respond to multiple role demands which can in fact increase workloads (Allen et al. 2013; Cooper 

and Baird 2015; Langner 2017).  

Overall, the realities of FWA is that the potential for flexibility, unfolds slowly. This has 

been suggested to be due to what Riley, Khan and Foner (1994) describe as ‘structural lag’, where 

there is a lack of fit between employees’ aspirations for FWA and the institutional and 

organisational structures, which may lag behind to allow potential benefits to be realised. For 

example, an organization may offer flexible work arrangements as a mechanism to aid gender 

equality in the workplace, however, the distribution of childcare responsibilities may still be 

following traditional gender stereotypes (Chung and van der Lippe, 2020). Similarly, changes in 

economic and technological conditions mean that remote working is possible in many sectors, 

however, some organizational cultures may still follow a path dependent trajectory, which values 
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employees being present in the office. Furthermore, public work policies in central European 

welfare regimes are often tailored to gainful long-term employment and the two-person career 

limiting opportunities to take advantage of FWA. The inertness of institutions can cause a lag 

between potential action and structure; which can send mixed signals to individuals trying to 

navigate their working lives (Hari 2017; Moen and Orrange 2002). Moen (2015, 2016) suggest that 

a structural lag can operate at three levels: (1) public, social and labour market policies; (2) 

organisational policies and practices; and (3) individual/household strategies to cope with lagging 

policies and practices. She argues this structural lag largely induces contemporary gender 

inequality, which accumulates over the life course. 

Family and work scholars largely agree that this structural lag stands in the way of realising 

the full potential of FWA. Whilst working conditions have indeed become more flexible over the 

past decades (Kossek and Lautsch 2017), access to FWA in many sectors is subject to individual 

negotiations instead of being part of a general policy (Kelly and Moen 2007; Munsch et al. 2014), 

and is granted only to certain subgroups (Golden 2001; Kim and Gong 2016) or within specific 

industries (Walby 2011). In addition, a growing number of studies show that even when policies 

granting FWA are in place, certain organisational structures (e.g., rigid work hours; see Moen, 

2015) and cultures (e.g., face-time-oriented culture, see Shockley and Allan 2010) undermine their 

actual use (Allen et al. 2013). Or FWA is used in addition to regular presence in jobs and requires 

employees to be never off and always available, which results in overload, both in terms of work 

load and role overload (Kelly and Moen 2020). 

We suggest that the institutional and organisational constraints identified in the literature 

have also prevented empirical studies exploring the consequences of increased and unrestrained 

flexibility of work. Indeed, differentiated organisational contexts will present conditions impacting 
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FWA implementation and outcomes. However, without testing these consequences, the assumed 

links between access to FWA, its use and impact on gender equality at work and at home remain 

hypothetical. This has limited the development of literature on FWA. In order to explore this 

concept and test assumed relationships between core concepts, there is a need to identify a working 

environment in which FWAs are actually used under conditions marked by reduced institutional 

and organisational constraints, in order to develop theory regarding the consequences of FWA use. 

Drawing on the perspective of a sociological theory of the life course, we suggest that family 

businesses in Germany represent a context which can present favourable conditions for FWA use 

– at least for family members who own and work in that business as managers and employees.  

Working in one’s family business as context with favourable boundary conditions 

Traditionally, a family business can be defined loosely as a business which is owned or run 

by family members (Chua et al. 1999; Rovelli et al. 2021). For the purpose of our research we are 

interested in family businesses as particular working context, however, we are not focused on 

everyone working in that business, but are interested in employees who are members of the owing 

family. They may work in their family’s business as self-employed, employed managers, 

employees or interns. Their working conditions are distinct from a regular employment context, 

due to them being related to the business owners or are the owners themselves. In this research we 

will relate to this specific group as family members working in their family’s business (FB).  

We argue that that family businesses may be naturally conducive to the blending of work 

and family. Therefore, this may result in a reduced structural lag at the individual level for family 

members who are working in their family’s business. Furthermore, at the organizational level, it 

could be suggested that family members are involved in entrepreneurial work, which grants them 

a high degree of autonomy and consequently may be more conducive to FWA.  
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Reduced structural lag on individual/household level:  

The sociological theory of the life course suggests that within business families, the 

blending of work and family spheres is a natural condition rather than the result of a de-

standardisation process (Kohli 2007). The business provides income and wealth to the family, 

offers career options to family members and is a central element of their social identity (Stamm 

2016). Research by King and Elder (1995) found that in business families, “work and family roles 

are interwoven in social and physical space” (p. 165). Hence, in these families, roles that are 

typically thought of as separate, often overlap (Gersick et al. 1997), creating a situation that requires 

continuous boundary definition. These structural conditions of business families create potential 

flexibility, especially for those family members actively working in their family’s business. 

Potential flexibility is a permanent state in business families rather than a life-course 

episode. Work scholars have repeatedly suggested that in regular employment, FWA becomes 

desirable during particular life phases, such as parenthood or when caring for elderly parents (Blair-

Loy 2010; Golden 2001). In business families, the demand for FWA extends over the entire life 

course (from volunteer helper, to family employee, to owner-manager), creating various forms of 

overlap between family and work; demanding flexibility in coping with that overlap. However, the 

structural conditions making flexibility potentially available do not automatically translate into 

FWA use. The next section examines typical organisational constraints and how they may or may 

not apply to the family business as a working environment for family members. 

Reduced structural lag on an organisational level:  

Several work scholars have suggested that the most dominant organisational barrier to using 

FWA is employees’ fear of being stigmatised as underperforming, which threatens to have negative 

consequences for career development (Glass 2004; Korunka, 2021). Other challenges to effective 
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implementation of FWA are a strong face-time-oriented culture among colleagues (Shockley and 

Allan 2010; van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020), a lack of first-movers to adopt FWA among 

immediate co-workers (Lambert et al. 2008), a need to request FWA use personally (Cooper and 

Baird 2015), and supervisors who are inexperienced in the use of FWA (Munsch et al. 2014). It 

has been found that supervisors who are supportive of family affairs can positively influence FWA 

use (Bagger and Li 2014; Beigi et al. 2018). 

As mentioned previously, family members working in their family business may be in a 

distinct position, either due to their occupational status as head of the business or their family status 

as parent, spouse, child or other relative of the head of the business, to avail of FWA. Therefore, 

we suggest that occupational and family status may create an environment favourable to more 

frequent FWA use.  

Occupational status: Family members regularly engage either directly or indirectly in tasks 

related to owning and/or managing the business. In this position, they perform entrepreneurial 

work, which includes a bundle of activities targeted toward the creation or operation of a business 

venture (Shane and Venkataraman 2000). Entrepreneurial work typically entails a high degree of 

work autonomy (Freidson 1984), albeit directly dependent upon their stakeholders’ interests and 

market developments (Teoh et al. 2016). Even without direct ownership in the business, family 

members’ greater autonomy in their entrepreneurial work regularly translates into psychological 

ownership (Bernhard and O’Driscoll 2011). In their considerations as to whether to use FWA, 

psychological owners do not have to fear potential career setbacks or the disapproval of a 

supervisor or external investors, but they do have to consider whether FWA use is appropriate to 

achieve their family and business objectives. The work autonomy associated with entrepreneurial 

work, in particular the work flexibility which can be achieved, has made self-employment and 
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business ownership particularly attractive for women (Yang and Aldrich 2014; Chung and van der 

Lippe, 2020). 

Family status: Family members often can avail of opportunities for employment in their 

family’s business (this includes occasional work and permanent positions in all areas of a business). 

Family employees are similar to individuals working in regular employment in terms of the type 

of work they perform, yet they are in a strong tie relationship to a business owner which can lead 

to benefits and challenges. Such conditions allow them to be with or close to a family member 

while at work, which can lead to role overlap between family and work life; but also reduce role 

conflict (Cooper et al. 2013; Houshmand et al. 2017). Such conditions also provide additional 

incentives to grant and use FWA, as this flexibility may be beneficial to the family running the 

business (Dreyer and Busch, 2021). For example, allowing a family member to leave early and 

continue work later from home, may benefit the caretaking of one’s own children. Working in 

one’s family’s business potentially grants family employees nepotistic privileges in working 

conditions and will most likely be associated with a family-supportive supervisor (Ferraro and 

Marrone 2016). 

We argue that all family members working in their family’s business share access to work 

flexibility due to their occupational and familial status. This is a key feature of business families 

across the wide array of business sizes and different fields and regions in which they operate 

(Rothausen 2009). Given these particularities, we suggest that the enhanced autonomy granted 

through entrepreneurial work and nepotism potentially reduces organisational constraints on FWA 

use. 

 

Reduced structural lag on public policy level: 
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We suggest that Germany represents a context which is seeking to reduce the structural lag 

at the institutional level in matters relating to both gender equality and importance of family 

businesses for the economy. First, whilst Germany has a strong tradition of the male-breadwinner-

female homemaker model (Leitner 2004); in recent years, there have been strong calls for gender 

equality. Therefore, FWA has become an emblem of a modern and privileged working environment 

in Germany over the past two decades (Almendinger 2021). Policymakers and businesses alike 

have hastily pursued the creation of flexible working conditions, with the media vividly 

documenting their efforts. The German government and federal states have implemented several 

measures to improve the working conditions for women and employees with families (Fagnani 

2012; König and Cesinger 2015; Langner 2017). In parallel, the public and management discourse 

often promotes flexibility in the workplace, not only implying that it is a way to increase gender 

equality but that is can also alleviate challenges associated with a shrinking and ageing workforce 

(Fagnani 2012; Grunow et al. 2006). In this context, organisations are not only inclined to offer 

flexible work policies, but individuals are also prone to use FWA. Despite these public policies, 

gender inequality at the workplace and strong gendered consequences of FWA use persist 

(Allmendinger 2021). Second, family businesses play a crucial role in the German economic 

system, as they control the vast majority of all businesses and employ about half of the German 

workforce (Gottschalk and Keese 2011). In sum, we put forth the following baseline hypothesis on 

the use of FWA in German business families derived from a sociological theory of the life course:  

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Family members working in their family’s business will be more likely 

to engage in FWA than employees in regular employment. 

Exploring the consequences of higher FWA use 
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If H1 holds true, and family members working in their family’s business actually do make 

more frequent use of FWA than employees in regular employment, working in one’s family’s 

business should be an ideal setting to observe and test a number of assumed effects of FWA. A 

common belief is that more FWA use would allow men and women to engage more equally in 

work- and family-related tasks (Moen 2015; Langner 2017; Wheatley 2017). Therefore, in the 

following sections, we derive a hypothesis on workload and the division of work at home for the 

context of family member employees working in their family’s business. 

 

Workload  

Numerous studies have documented a substantially higher workload for self-employed 

individuals compared to those in regular employment (Teoh et al. 2016). In particular, 

entrepreneurial work, which is not restricted by contractual working hours, is associated with high 

work demands and a potential shortage of resources to meet these demands (Matta 2015). Family 

members working in their business often engage in entrepreneurial work and thus may face longer 

working hours (Teoh et al 2016). Studies have illustrated how having control over one’s own work 

schedule extends and intensifies working hours (Matta 2015; Langner 2017). At the same time, 

family employees may feel indebted to the hiring family member (Jaskiewicz et al. 2013) and want 

to prove their merit to family members and co-workers by working more. Furthermore, an increase 

in FWA use among family business members (see H1) could be suggested to enable women to 

participate in full-time employment, driving up their hours. For example, Dinh et al. (2017) have 

shown that flexible working conditions and support structures can encourage women to work full-

time. While this effect can be associated with increased overall pressure and stress, it can also be a 

desirable opportunity for female entrepreneurs who seek to balance career aspirations with family 

demands (Loscocco and Bird 2012). Hence, we expect a spiral effect in which family members 
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work more because they have easier access to and thus make more frequent use of FWA while, 

conversely, they need to make more use of FWA since they work more.  

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Family members working in their family’s business will have longer 

weekly working hours than employees in regular employment. 

Gender equality 

Flexible work is thought to allow an easier reconciliation of work and family related tasks 

and thus increases work-life-balance (Chung and van der Lippe 2020). In this sense, flexible 

working can be a useful tool to further enhance gender equality in our societies. However, Lott and 

Chung (2016) caution that society’s pre-existing views on gender roles and gender normative views 

towards men and women’s roles and responsibilities, can result in FWA potentially further 

traditionalising gender roles in the labour market and the household. In an entrepreneurial context, 

it is a well-evidenced phenomenon that women in entrepreneurial positions integrate work and 

family responsibilities, whereas male entrepreneurs more strongly rely on support from home 

(Hundley 2000; Loscocco and Bird 2012; Eddleston and Powell 2012). Similarly, Haynes et al. 

(1999) show that if the household manager works in a family business, they still organise childcare 

in the same way as in situations where the household manager does not work – in other words, in 

both scenarios, childcare is often organised within the family and by women. Hilbrecht and Lero 

(2014) find that self-employed parents mostly follow traditional gender role patterns, although they 

also suggest that fathers see self-employment as a way to participate more actively in family life. 

Following Kelly and Moen (2020), these tendencies can lead to an acute problem of role-overload 

for family member employees working within family businesses. 

Surprisingly, very few studies to date take a comparative perspective of entrepreneurial and 

regular working contexts but instead compare men and women within a specific setting (Wheatley 
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2017). Therefore, much remains unknown on whether the suggested and still unequal distribution 

of paid and unpaid work in business family contexts measures up against a regular employment 

context. In line with the argumentation above, we suggest that families who work in their own 

businesses are working in a setting that is structurally conducive to flexibility and have fewer 

organisational constraints for FWA. Consequently, since FWAs are structurally more easily 

available in this context, this makes the division of paid and unpaid labour more a matter of direct 

negotiation between spouses (Lyonette and Crompton 2015). Hence, despite the reported uneven 

distribution of tasks, we hypothesize an interpretation of the business family context as being a 

means of emancipation or empowerment that allows individuals to reconcile their careers and 

family responsibilities (Pines et al. 2010). This leads to our third and final hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Family members working in their family’s business will share their 

paid and unpaid work more equally with their partners than employees in regular 

employment. 

 

METHOD 

Data and sample 

In order to test our hypotheses, we utilised data from the fifth wave of the German Family 

Panel (PAIRFAM). This survey is representative of all people living in private households in 

Germany who were born within one of three birth cohorts: 1971–1973, 1981–1983 and 1991–1993 

(Huinink et al. 2011). In its fifth wave (2012-2013) PAIRFAM covered 7,248 participants. We 

identified family members working in their family’s business by their ownership, job and kinship 

status (Stamm et al 2019). We selected respondents who work in a business that either they or a 
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family member own or co-own. This included self-employment, leading management positions or 

other types of employment (e.g., accounting, an apprenticeship).  

We identified 337 respondents who met our criteria of a family member working in their 

family’s business. Among them, we differentiated two subgroups according to their ownership–

work relation, namely owner-manager and family employees. 

 Owner-manager: This subgroup consists of 195 individuals who are self-employed or in 

leading management positions in the business that they (co-)own and who employ their 

spouse/partner, members of their family or members of their spouse’s/partner’s family. Among this 

group, occupational status in the business is the main source of higher flexibility.  

Family employees: This subgroup consists of 142 respondents who work in a business that is 

owned by their spouse/partner, other family members or family members of their spouse/partner. 

Among this group, their status as a member of the family that owns the business is the main source 

of higher flexibility.  

The total sample included heterogenous individuals holding various positions within a family 

business such as self-employed craftsmen, managing owners of a medium-sized industrial 

company, spouses involved in bookkeeping or children doing an apprenticeship in their parents’ 

business. Respondents were heterogeneous in terms of household composition, marital status and 

business involvement. To be included in the sample, it was not a precondition, though possible, to 

live in the same household as the person involved in the family business or to be married to that 

person.  

Developing the control group via propensity score matching 

To understand the use of FWA and its consequences in different organisational working 

environments, our analytical strategy was to compare individuals working in their family’s 
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business (FB) to those with similar characteristics but working in regular employment (RE). To 

construct this regular employment control group (Morgan and Harding 2006), we undertook 

several steps. First, from the large number of non-FB respondents in our original data set, we 

eliminated all respondents who were unemployed, for whom data was missing concerning their job 

activities, or who were freelancers or academic professionals. This resulted in a non-FB group 

which was much more heterogeneous but still six times larger than the FB group. Comparing these 

groups would create biased variance in FWA use, as it is likely that some individual factors not 

only correlate with FWA but are already specific to the FB group ― for example, some industries 

or occupations might have a higher prevalence of family businesses and therefore offer more FWA. 

In other words, this type of sample would result in a selection bias that increases individuals’ 

likelihood of becoming a member of the FB group in the first place (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1984). 

To offset this potential bias and to develop an appropriate control group, we followed the examples 

of others facing this issue (Choi et al. 2015; Neckebrouck et al. 2018) and used Rosenbaum and 

Rubin’s (1984) propensity-based matched pair design as the principal method. To achieve this, we 

first identified variables that influence the likelihood of working in one’s family’s business and 

second only included non-FB individuals in the RE group who are most similar in terms of these 

characteristics. A literature review of factors that increase the likelihood of being a business family 

helped us identify key correlations. It was suggested that the familial opportunity structure and 

socialisation and the individual’s life and occupational experiences, largely determine the diverse 

pathways to business ownership or working in one’s family’s business (Lofstrom et al. 2014, 

Jennings et al. 2013, Schröder and Schmitt-Rodermund 2013). We identified and included adequate 

measures for each of these ‘FB factors’ in our data. These were, occupation (ISCO, four digits), 

age, gender, relative location (East vs. West Germany), regional density, respondent’s vocational 
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or technical training, respondent’s migration status and the vocational training of the respondent’s 

father and mother.  

We used logistic regression models to estimate each respondent’s ‘propensity score’, that is, 

the probability of working in one’s family’s business given the individual’s specific combination 

of ‘FB factors’. For each respondent working in their family’s business, we selected one individual 

in regular employment with the most similar propensity score, resulting in 337 matched pairs. 

Propensity score matching generates a vector score, using a specified set of covariates for each 

observation, and then matches it with the closest scoring observation in the respective subset 

(Rosenbaum and Rubin 1984). The method lowers influence of unobserved heterogeneity, lowers 

Type 1 error, and provides more conservative estimates than regressions (Dehajia and Wahba 

2002). However, a shortcoming of the propensity-score matching approach is that it strongly relies 

on observable characteristics and assumes that non-unobservable characteristics affecting the 

outcome differ systematically between the two groups (Bertoni et al. 2019). Following Choi and 

colleagues (2015), we matched employees in a regular employment context to FB (Family Business 

context) individuals, applying the one-to-one nearest neighbour algorithm with a caliper of 0.1. As 

a robustness check, we did sensitivity analyses (Rosenbaum 2002; Caliendo and Kopeinig 2005). 

Applying Becker and Caliendo's (2007) procedure, we found that the results were robust to 

unobserved heterogeneity in the matching procedure. Tables A1 –A4 in the appendix present 

descriptive statistics on the FB and RE groups prior to and after the matching procedure. These 

statistics confirm that the propensity-score matching procedure did indeed yield a group of 

individuals working in a regular employment context that largely resemble their FB counterparts. 

Table A5 reports the verbatim wording of all items included in our analysis.  



Accepted for publication in Review of Managerial Sciences 

18 
 

Multivariate analysis of FWA use and its consequences 

We applied multivariate regression models to test our hypotheses. For H1, we analysed the 

relationship between work environment and reported FWA use. Previous research has provided 

evidence that the use of various forms of FWA (e.g., flexible working hours, control over one’s 

work schedule, home office) is associated with different user groups and reasons. Hence, we looked 

at the temporal and spatial dimensions of flexibility separately (Allen et al. 2013; Wheatley 2017). 

The dependent variables are flex-time (i.e., a work schedule without any time regulation) in model 

M1 and flex-place (i.e., a flexible workplace such as a home-office option) in M2 (see Table A6).  

To test H2, the dependent variable was workload (see M3), as measured by the reported total 

number of paid weekly working hours including overtime. We controlled for both FWA-use 

indicators (i.e., flex-time and flex-place) and also included the respondent’s partner’s workload on 

the grounds that this partner’s time budget can be expected to affect the respondent’s decision to 

work longer or shorter hours (Lyonette and Crompton 2015).  

Finally, we analysed the influence of working in one’s family’s business on the division of 

household labour in order to test H3. Following the existing literature, we used the self-reported 

distribution of housework tasks (M4) as well as respondents’ subjective evaluations of equality 

(M5). For all models, we ran additional analyses comparing both FB subgroups (owner-managers 

and family employees) to REs and performed robustness checks (see Appendix).  

RESULTS 

Characteristics of the FB and RE groups 

Through the matching procedure, we were able to create a comparison group that has similar socio-

demographic characteristics to the business families which were surveyed. In both groups, women 
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were slightly underrepresented (44.2% in RE, 43.0% in FB). The mean age was around 34 years, 

the majority of respondents lived in a relationship and had minors living in their household. Mean 

monthly net equivalence income was €1,787 for RE and €2,040 for FB respondents. More than 

80% of respondents in both groups had no migration history, about a quarter lived in bigger cities, 

approximately 40% had completed vocational training and a minority (10.1% of RE respondents, 

7.7% of FB respondents) had a university degree. Occupations were similarly diverse in both 

groups, ranging from shop sales assistants (8.9% of RE 7.4% of FB respondents) through general 

office clerks (3.3% versus 4.2%) to secretaries (4.5% and 2.7%, respectively). With regard to job 

status, the majority of RE respondents (30.9%) reported being employees with qualified duties, 

whereas most FB respondents (38.5%) were ‘other’ self-employed (i.e., not farmers or academic 

professionals) with one to nine employees. The descriptive statistics confirm that we were indeed 

comparing family members who own and run small- and medium-sized businesses with those who 

do similar work (e.g., work as an office clerk or manager) in regular employment.  

When considering the actual use of FWA and the consequences of such use, we found large 

differences between both groups. In the following, we present our descriptive and multivariate 

findings on FWA use, workload and gender equality. Table 1 depicts the results of our models. 

Column A refers to a comparison between FB and RE, while column B refers to a differentiated 

comparison of FB types (owner-managers and family employees) with those in regular 

employment.  

*** Insert Table 1 about here *** 

 

Higher FWA use among family members in their family’s business 

We found that FB respondents made more frequent use of FWA when it came to flexible 

working hours and a home-office option. 44.2% of all FB respondents had a flexible or no set time 
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schedule compared to 8.6% of the matched RE types (see Table A1). FB respondents also had more 

flexibility in terms of where they worked, where it was found that 21.5% of FB respondents worked 

from home to some extent and 8.7% entirely, compared with 9.5% of the RE respondents partly 

working from home and 0.9% doing so entirely. The analysis showed that the probability of using 

flexible time arrangements was 5.6 times higher for FB respondents than for RE respondents. We 

further found a significant effect of working in one’s family’s business on making use of flexible 

workplace arrangements. These results confirm H1. 

Higher workload only for owner-managers 

H2 predicted longer working hours for family members working in family businesses. On 

average, FB respondents reported working for 42.62 hours per week, which is 5.38 hours longer 

than RE respondents. 42.4% of FB respondents worked overtime compared to just 16.2% of RE 

respondents, while the majority of the latter (57% compared to 31.5% of FB respondents) stayed 

within the time frame of a full-time employment contract. The differences are statistically 

significant and support H2. When we examined the different groupings within the FB population 

compared to the RE respondents, we found that higher work flexibility went along with a higher 

workload only for owner-managers. Family employees did not differ significantly from regular 

employment in terms of workload. In addition, we found a pronounced gender effect across the 

complete sample: regardless of belonging to the FB or RE group, on average, men in our sample 

worked 12h a week longer than women. 

Unequal but fair 

We found that FB and RE groups distribute housework unequally between men and women. 

The results identified that women handle more of the household chores than their partners, which 
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was even more prominent in male bread-winner constellations. Descriptive statistics suggest that 

this division of household labour is less equal in the FB group, where it was found that 28.6% of 

RE reported that housework is split equally in comparison to only 19.1% of FB respondents. Our 

regression analysis showed that this difference is statistically non-significant; which is counter to 

our expectations.  

However, we did find that more FB respondents reported that they perceive the division of 

paid and unpaid labour within their partnership as fair compared to RE (78.2% FB vs. 66.8% RE). 

Our regression analysis shows that FB respondents are less likely to perceive the (unequal) division 

of household labour as being unfair than RE respondents. Family employees were particularly 

likely to report that they do not do more than their fair share around the house. Overall, our findings 

provide a more nuanced view on the hypothesised relationship between working in the family’s 

business and gender equality. While the actual division of household labour (in hours) does not 

confirm more gender equality, the analysis of respondents’ perceived fairness of labour division 

supported H3. 

DISCUSSION 

For long, flexibility has been promoted as key feature of a redesigned form of work, 

compatible with contemporary ideas of gender equality (Chung and van der Lippe, 2017; Gerards 

et al., 2021; Korunka, 2021). However, empirical research to date yields mixed results on the 

effects of flexibility. On the upside, flexible work arrangements (FWAs) build the foundation for 

reduced work-family conflicts, increased satisfaction and a range of positive attitudes at work 

(Bagger and Li, 2014; Lapierre and Allen, 2012). These positive benefits are not only valued by 

family business leaders and human resource professionals, but policy makers in Germany have a 

vested interest in enhancing the sustainability and performance of family firms. However, on the 
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downside, role blurring may also lead to additional stress and work-life conflict (Jung Jang et al. 

2012; Schieman and Glavin 2016) as well as role-overload (Kelly and Moen 2020). In order to 

explore this conundrum, there is a need to understand and distinguish whether FWA has been 

implemented and if it has been implemented, has it actually been used. Therefore, we utilized a 

family business context, as a way of being sensitive to the factors constraining actual FWA use; 

where this context also allows for exploration into in the benefits and consequences of FWA.  

From our findings, we show that family members working in their family’s business make 

significantly more use of flexible time and working place arrangements than employees in regular 

employment. In particular, the use of flexible time arrangements was much more frequent than the 

use of flexible place arrangements, especially among owner-managers. Owner-managers were 

found to significantly utilise FWA, which expands research by Lambert et al. (2008) who suggests 

that those with supervisory responsibilities are more likely to make use of FWA. In addition, our 

findings show that family employees working in a family business also use flexible time 

arrangements significantly more often than RE. This indicates that family status is indeed an 

important source of flexibility alongside occupational status. Therefore, we provide new 

knowledge by suggesting that nepotistic privileges and close ties to the owners and decision-

makers (Jaskiewicz et al. 2013) are relevant factors which are conducive to FWA. These factors 

have been overlooked in research to date.  

Prior research suggests that in most companies, even when policies granting FWA are in 

place, certain organisational structures (e.g., rigid work hours; see Moen 2015) and cultures (e.g., 

face-time-oriented culture, see Shockley and Allan 2010) undermine their actual use (Allen et al. 

2013). Therefore, limited studies to date have investigated the effects of a FWA policy which can 

be freely chosen by employees. It was found that there were differences in flexibility between 

people working for their family business and those in regular employment. Through our findings, 



Accepted for publication in Review of Managerial Sciences 

23 
 

we argue that the ‘family in business’ setting can adequately serve for a broader study of the 

consequences of FWA use.  

In relation to H2, we compared the practice of engaging in work and household tasks between 

regular employees (RE) and employees who are family members working in their family’s business 

(FB). This was to explore if they encountered common assumptions which are often associated 

with high FWA use, such as work intensification (Chung and van der Lippe 2020). We found a 

significantly higher workload for FB respondents, which at first sight would support H2. However, 

when comparing family members in managerial positions with family employees, we found that 

only the owner-managers work longer hours. This suggests that there is no causal relationship 

between the use of FWA and a higher workload per se. Instead, the longer working hours appeared 

to be related to specific job demands (e.g., those of owners who manage their family business) as 

suggested previously by Matta (2015). this finding is consistent with prior research which suggests 

self-employed individuals and professionals can more prone to experience overwork (Kossek and 

Lautsch 2017; Annink et al. 2016) and that this is not necessarily related to FWAs. The findings 

also revealed a strong gender effect regarding workload. This extends research by Lott and Chung 

(2016) which shows that mostly men tend to use their flexibility gains to work more.  

Our findings extend previous research on the complex relationship between gender equality 

and flexibility (Korunka, 2021). Contrary to H3, we found an unequal distribution of household 

tasks between genders. The findings identified that women carry the double burden of gainful work 

and housework more frequently; even among FB respondents. In this regard, we did not find 

significant differences between FB and RE respondents. Therefore, we did not find support for the 

popular idea that making more frequent use of FWA translates directly into a more equal 

distribution of labour at work and at home (Moen 2015; Langner 2017; Wheatley 2017). Instead 
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our findings support more recent research that detects overload as a consequence of FWA use 

(Moen 2020).  

FB respondents were less likely than RE respondents to consider the (unequal) distribution of 

labour as ‘unfair’. This result is counterintuitive, as one would believe that FB respondents might 

suffer from greater (financial) dependence on other family members than RE respondents. 

However, it could be suggested that higher levels of perceived fairness may be the result of more 

flexible family business settings affording spouses greater scope to directly negotiate the 

distribution of both paid and unpaid work (Kelly and Moen 2007). The FB respondents and their 

spouses are partners in a joint entrepreneurial endeavour ― either through direct occupational 

engagement or by providing support. This interpretation feeds into existing theories in family 

business research that underscore how family employees can be psychological owners of the family 

business (Bernhard and O’Driscoll 2011; Bernhard 2011) and how justice perceptions can interact 

with the ownership experience (Sieger et al. 2011). We suggest that the engagement in a joint 

endeavour can result in higher perceived autonomy and control regarding one’s individual 

contribution to the joint project. In turn, an increased sense of control may improve respondents’ 

satisfaction and the perception that the distribution of work is fair (Lapierre and Allen 2012). 

To explain increased perceived fairness in the light of continuing gender inequality, our 

findings indicate the relevance of structural factors such as relative availability of time (Correll et 

al. 2014) but also the role of agency in ‘doing gender’ (Lyonette and Crompton 2015). In an 

environment with reduced structural constraints, individuals are required to negotiate their roles 

directly and fall back on cultural scripts of gender norms to do so. Given that Germany provides 

the context to our study, we can assume that FB and RE respondents generally draw on similar pre-

existing views of gender roles and norms. Recent research suggests that in Germany, the adherence 

to stereotypical gender roles is still quite common despite numerous policy efforts (Köppen and 
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Trappe 2019). This can lead to the perpetuation of traditional gender roles, even among those who 

were using FWA (Lott and Chung 2016; Chung and van der Lippe 2020). Indeed, our findings 

suggest an unequal distribution of household tasks among those making high use of FWA. This 

finding was evident in recent events during Covid-19, where Almendinger (2021) found that a 

higher use of FWA relating to home office arrangements resulted in a more unequal distribution of 

tasks and a traditionalising of gender roles. Therefore, our findings suggest that FWA may lead to 

role overload and unequal gender roles in business family but still result in higher satisfaction 

relating to task distribution among couples.  

CONCLUSION 

This research set out to explore if individuals working in their family’s business, work under 

favourable boundary conditions which enable them to more freely make use of and benefit from 

FWAs. With growing public awareness on the conditions and consequences of workplace 

flexibility, there is a need for current empirical evidence illustrating the determinants relating to 

FWA implementation and outcomes. Through a process of theory borrowing from sociological 

insights (Kushins and Behounek 2020), we theorized and tested how concepts relating to ‘structural 

lag’ may lead to differentiated consequences of FWA for FB and RE contexts. In doing so, we 

provide new knowledge related to FWA design, which helps advance literature on FWA and will 

be of benefit for managers and HR professionals who are seeking to implement flexible work 

arrangements. Overall, this study provides new insights on the assumed causal relationships 

between more work flexibility, work intensity and greater gender equality (Correll et al. 2014; 

Blair-Loy 2010; Kelly and Moen 2020). Consequently, our study has several contributions for 

theory and practice.  
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First, this study extends current family firm literature by providing a better understanding of 

the working conditions of individuals who work in their family’s business. We provide new 

knowledge by identifying the heterogeneous ways FB individuals engage in their respective family 

business. We find that there are substantial differences regarding the benefits and outcomes of 

FWA between owner-managers and family employees. Whilst both make extensive use of FWA, 

this resulted in a larger workload and risk of overwork for owner-managers but not for family 

employees. Our findings suggest that work and role demands play a crucial role in explaining 

workload consequences of FWA.  

Second, we extend current literature on the benefits and consequences of FWA through 

providing nuanced knowledge of the conditions under which FWA should be used. We identify the 

importance of organisational and socio-relational factors in determining FWA outcomes. The 

findings illustrate that family members’ specific status within the organisation allowed for greater 

flexibility in reconciling work and family duties, which in turn translates into more FWA use. Our 

findings further suggest that there may be various factors contributing to flexibility privileges in 

organisations. We provide new knowledge on the importance of occupational and familial relations 

for FWA. We identify that it is not only the job or the business which determines the capacity to 

be flexible but that worker’s relationships with others in the organisations influences FWA 

outcomes. This goes beyond supervisor–worker relationships, which have been studied in FWA 

literature, and suggests an important boundary condition to theories on FWA. Understanding that 

flexibility in family businesses is differentiated to regular employment practices is important, 

particularly when these form of organization presents the majority of businesses worldwide 

(Astrachan and Shanker 2003).  

Third, our study offers a better understanding on the assumed relationships between flexibility, 

workload and gender equality in a sociology of the life course. By separating out owner-managers 
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from family business employees, we show that higher use of FWA can go along with greater 

workload. In contrast, non-managing family members do not have to work longer in spite their 

higher level of flexibility. Furthermore, our findings suggest that abundant flexibility for family 

members in businesses fails to create gender equality. However, the findings identified that the 

perception of fairness increases when implementing FWA- even under conditions indicating 

unequal distribution of labour. Consequently, our findings suggest that previous studies might have 

overstated the value of creating FWA opportunities in order to promote increased perceived 

fairness in relation to the distribution of work. Our findings provide new insights into how less 

structural determination in the design of work may require individuals and households to negotiate 

the design and extent of paid and unpaid work. In these negotiations, culturally scripted gender 

norms and practices may serve as guidelines but could inhibit the potentially positive effects of 

flexibility on gender equality. This cultural persistence of life-course patterns in ‘doing gender’ 

(Lyonette and Crompton 2015) results in FWA use failing to translate into a more equal distribution 

of paid and unpaid labour within family businesses. It could be suggested that faster-changing 

gender norms towards equality are the starting point of the structural lag hypothesis. Hence, our 

study may be of interest not only to scholars of work and FWA researchers, but also to those 

involved in policymaking across different regions seeking to implement interventions to aid gender 

equality. Our findings questions long-assumed relationships between flexibility and gender 

equality and calls for a critical discussion about the actual and desired consequences of flexibility 

that closely attends to organisational, institutional and cultural differences.  

Whilst our research was focused on a family business setting, we suggest that our findings 

may also be particularly relevant to other working environments that offer a high degree of 

autonomous work, which can align to concepts relating to ‘structural lag’, while also building upon 

strong tie relationships. For example, our research may also have key learnings and implications 
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for specific close-knit work teams in larger organisations or start-up ventures who naturally have 

flatter organisational structures.  

Our findings highlight key factors relating to organisational context which may influence 

FWA and therefore raise several questions for future research on work flexibility in organizations. 

For example, to what extent do informal relationships and connections within an organisation (such 

as friendships, kinship etc.) increase the use of FWA? What role does favouritism play in granting 

and using flexibility privileges? Or how might a caring organisational culture approximate an 

incentive structure for granting and using FWA similar to the situation found in business families? 

Furthermore, we suggest that more research is needed on how Covid-19 has influences practices 

and outcomes relating to the voluntary and involuntary use of FWA, and how it adapts over time 

(Kaduk et al. 2019). Studies should explore both the long-term effects of FWA on the 

individual/household, organizational and policy levels of structural constraints. Preliminary results 

suggest that the Covid-19 crises may have alleviated particular organizational constraints limiting 

FWA and could result in a higher acceptance of FWA use and better outcomes (Kraus et al. 2020; 

Shaw et al. 2020). Therefore, future research should explore whether higher use of FWA leads to 

consequences similar to what we have found for individuals working in their family’s business.   
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APPENDIX 

 

Table 1 – Results of Multivariate Regression Models (M) 

 FWA Workload 

 M1 flex-time M2 flex-place M3 workload (H2) 

 A (OR) B (OR) A (OR) B (OR) A (coef.) B (coef.) 

 (Coef 
FBa     5.6***     2.3***     3.3***  

FB owner-managera       7.6**     2.5**     6.09** 
FB family employeea      3.4**     2.2*     0.3 

Covariates        

    Womenb    0.6    0.6    1.5    1.5  –11.7*** –11.5** 

    Workload respondentc        

         1–14 hours per week    0.7    0.8    1.1    1.1   

         15–24 hours per week    1.0    1.0    0.7    0.8   

         25–34 hours per week    0.5    0.5    0.6    0.6   

         50+ hours per week    4.3***    3.9**    1.6    1.5   

    Workload partnerc        

         1–14 hours per week        4.3    4.9 

         15–24 hours per week        8.2**    8.4** 

         25–34 hours per week        4.9    4.9* 

         50+ hours per week        1.3    2.1 

     Commuting dailyd       0.3***    0.3**    1.0    1.0   

     Job importance        1.0**    0.9** 

     Flex-time        3.9**    3.9** 

     Flex-place        3.2*    3.2* 

Controlse       

     Net equivalence income    1.0    1.0    1.0    1.0    0.0    0.0 

     Kid(s) in household    0.9    0.9     1.1    1.1   –5.6***   –5.6*** 

     Age    1.0    1.0    1.0    1.0    0.3***    0.3*** 

Constant     0.2***    0.2**    0.1***    0.1***  41.2***  41.2*** 

Pseudo-/adjusted R2     0.25    0.26 
 

   0.05    0.05    0.28    0.28 

N 560 560 560 560 591 591 

LR Chi2 151,23*
** 

158,23**
* 

25,75*** 25,87**
* 

  

F     17,23*** 17,49*** 

Mean VIF 1,56 1,52 1,56 1,52 1,80 1,76 

Max VIF 2,06 2,06 2,06 2,06 2,34 2,35 

Note. Models 1, 2, 4, and 5 are logistic regressions, reporting unstandardized odds ratios (OR). Model 
3 is a linear regression model, reporting regression coefficients (coef.). Reference categories: aRE, 
bman, cfull-time, dno or less than daily commuting; emeans-centred, ftraditional respondent, gabout 
half/half. Significance levels: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Source: PAIRFAM release 5.0, our own 
calculations. 
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Table 1, continued 

 Gender Equality 

 M4 equality-duty (H3) M5 equality-fairness (H3)  

 A (OR) B (OR) A (OR) B (OR) 

FBa      1.4      0.3**  

FB owner-managera       1.4      0.5 

FB family employeea      1.5      0.2** 

Covariates      

   Womenb    61.4***   60.6***     2.1     2.2 

   Workload combinationf     

      Part-timers    30.9**   31.2**     0.9     0.1 

      Dual career      4.4*     4.4*     0.1*     0.1** 

      Traditional partner   23.5***   23.4***     0.1**     0.1** 

   Flex-time     1.7     1.7      0.7 

   Flex-place     0.8     0.8      1.2 

   Distribution of houseworkg     

      Respondent does most     11.2**   11.9** 

      Partner does most       0.9     0.9 

   Distribution of child careg     

      Respondent does most       3.2**     3.4** 

      Partner does most       0.3     0.3 

Controlse     

     Net equivalence income     1.0     1.0     1.0     1.0 

     Kid(s) in household     3.3*     3.3*   

     Age     1.03     1.03     1.0     1.0 

Constant      0.0 ***     0.0***     0.2     0.3 

Pseudo R2      0.61     0.61     0.27     0.28 

N 371 371 293 293 

LR Chi2 292,30*

** 

292,32**

* 

75,40*** 77,02**

* 

292,30**

* 

 

F       

Mean VIF 1,92 1,85 3,44 2,89 1,92  

Max VIF 3,43 3,46 6,85 6,84 3,43  

Note. Models 1, 2, 4, and 5 are logistic regressions, reporting unstandardized odds ratios (OR). Model 
3 is a linear regression model, reporting regression coefficients (coef.). Reference categories: aRE, 
bman, cfull-time, dno or less than daily commuting; emeans-centred, ftraditional respondent, gabout 
half/half. Significance levels: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Source: PAIRFAM release 5.0, our own 
calculations. 
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Table A1: Descriptive Statistics (N=674) 

 
RE FB a 

Owner-
Manager a 

Family 
Employee a 

Demographics         
    Women, in %      44.2     43.0      38.5     49.3 
    Age in years b       33.9 (7.3)     34.2 (6.9)   35.8 (5.8) ***  31.9 (7.7) ** 

Family Situation         
    Currently in Relationship, in %      78.2     80.2      80.9     79.1 
    Minor Children in Household in %      54.0     60.5      67.7 **     50.7 
    Monthly Net Household Equiv. Income in EUR b 1,787 (804.4) 2,040 (2,818.2) 2,219 (3,581.8) 1,781 (891.6) 

Flexible Work Arrangements         
    ‘Flex-time’: Flexible or no time regulation in %       8.6     44.2 ***      55.4 ***     28.9 *** 
    ‘Flex-place’: Home-office option in %       9.8     21.5 ***      21.7 ***     21.3 ** 
    Commuting every weekday in %     75.7     71.7      68.6     75.8 

Work Load         
    Work hours per week respondent b in h/w     37.3 (13.0)  42.6 (18.2) *** 46.5 (17.7) ***     37.2 (17.5) 
        Marginal (1-14h/w) in %       8.3      8.6       4.6     14.1 
        Small Part-Time (15-24h/w) in %       9.8      8.9       7.2     11.3 
        Large Part-Time (25-34h/w) in %       8.9      7.7       8.2       7.0 
        Fulltime (35-49h/w) in %     57.0 ***    31.5 ***     26.2 ***     38.7 *** 
        Overwork (50+h/w) in %     16.2     42.4 ***     52.8 ***     28.2 ** 

    Work hours per week partner b in h/w     31.7 (17.1)     35.5 (19.2) *      32.3 (18.8) 40.4 (18.8) *** 
        Zero in %     10.4     11.0     13.9       7.0 
        Marginal (1-14h/w) in %      4.2       1.5 *       1.5       1.4 
        Small Part-Time (15-24h/w) in %      3.9       5.0       6.2       3.5 
        Large Part-Time (25-34h/w) in %      6.5       5.3       7.2       2.8 
        Fulltime (35-49h/w) in %    39.5     32.3     33.9     30.3 
        Overwork (50+h/w) in %      6.2     18.1 ***     13.9 **     23.9 *** 

    Combined work hours for couples b c in h/w    69.7 (18.5) 78.1 (21.7) *** 78.7 (22.5) *** 77.3 (18.5) ** 
        Part-Timers in %      3.4      1.6      2.0      1.0 
        Traditional Respondent in %    31.9    29.8     36.1    20.4 * 
        Traditional Partner in %    21.9    25.3     19.1    24.7 * 
        Dual Careers in %    42.9    43.3     42.9    43.9 

Gender Equality         
    ‘Equality-Duties’: Housework is done         
    ... by tendency by the partner in %    40.3    42.3     48.1     33.3 
    ... half-half in %    28.6    19.1 *     20.3    17.3 * 
    ... by tendency by the respondent in %    30.6    38.2     30.8    49.4 ** 

    ‘Equality-Fairness’: Fairness of labour division         
    … I do more than my fair share in %    21.0    12.7 *     12.0 *    13.8 
    … I do about my fair share in %    66.8    78.2 **     75.9    81.6 * 
    … I do less than my fair share in %    12.2      9.1     12.0     4.6 * 

Goals         
    Importance of education or career interests b d      3.7 (1.6)     3.9 (1.7)      4.2 (1.9) **     3.6 (1.4) 

Notes. Bivariate distributions of variables included in the multivariate models, all values are unweighted. a We applied two-tailed 
t-tests to interval-scaled variables and Chi-square-tests to binary and categorial variables to evaluate the significance of 
differences of RE versus FB, FB owner-managers, and FB family employees. Probability levels for two-tailed t-tests/ Chi-square-
tests: * p< .05; ** p< .01; ***p< .001. b For all interval-scaled variables, we report means followed by the standard deviation in 
brackets. c We combined self-reported work hours of respondents and their partner by adding up the respective work hours. d 
Respondents had to divide 15 importance-tokens between five areas. Source: PAIRFAM release 5.0, own calculations.  
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Table A2: Comparison of Key Matching Variables Before and After Matching 

 Pre-Matching Post-Matching 

  RE FB All RE FB All 

Cohort in %             

   1991-1993  21.9 11.1 20.6 14.8 11.9 13.4 

   1981-1983  35.7 34.6 35.6 32.6 35.6 34.1 

   1971-1973 42.4 54.3 43.8 52.5 52.5 52.5 
   N 3,002  396 3,398  337  337  674 

Gender in %             

   Male 54.0 57.8 54.4 55.8 57.0 56.4 

   Female 46.0 42.2 45.6 44.2 43.0 43.6 
   N 3,002  396 3,398  337  337  674 

Region in %             

   West 69.0 62.6 68.3 59.4 62.3 60.8 

   East 31.0 37.4 31.7 40.7 37.7 39.2 
   N 3,002 396 3,398  337  337  674 

Community Size in %       

   > 500,000 inhabitants 31.4 27.3 30.9 23.4 25.8 24.6 

   50,000 – 500,000 inh. 39.8 39.4 39.8 36.2 38.0 37.1 

   < 50,000 inhabitants 28.9 33.3 39.4 40.4 36.2 38.3 
   N 3,002 396 3,398 337 337 674 

Education in %             

   In training 13.9 7.6 13.2 10.7 7.7 9.2 

   No certificate 8.7 10.1 8.9 7.4 8.3 7.9 

   Vocational Training 40.6 37.1 40.2 41.5 38.0 39.8 

   Vocational School 12.3 10.9 12.1 12.5 10.1 11.3 

   Technical School 6.1 18.4 7.6 8.0 20.2 14.1 

   Technical college 7.7 7.8 7.7 8.6 7.1 7.9 

   University 9.5 7.3 9.2 10.4 7.7 9.1 

   PHD 1.2 0.8 1.2 0.9 0.9 0.9 
   N 3,002  396 3,398  337  337  674 

Migration Status in %             

   No migration history 81.4 80.9 81.3 84,6 83.1 83.8 

   1st generation 9.5 9,8 9.6 7,7 8.3 8.0 

   2nd generation 9.1 9.3 9.1 7,7 8.6 8.2 
   N 2,915  388 3,303  337  337  674 
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Table A2, continued 
 Pre-Matching Post-Matching 

  RE FB All RE FB All 

Selected Occupations (ISCO-codes) in n          

   Shop sales assistants  9.1 8.6   8.9 7.4  

   Mixed crop and animal producers 0.3 5.0  0.9 5.0  

   General office clerks 3.8 3.8  3.3 4.2  
   Managing directors and chief   
   executives 0.4 2.5  1.2 3.0  

   Secretaries (general) 3.2 2.5  4.5 2.7  

   Restaurant managers 0.1 2.3  0.0 2.4  

   Construction supervisors 0.2 2.3  1.2 2.4  

   Medical assistants 2.9 2.3  2.4 2.4  

   Manufacturing supervisors 0.5 2.0  1.2 1.8  

   Statistical. finance and insurance clerks 0.9 2.0  1.8 2.4  

    Waiter 1.3 2.0  1.8 2.1  

   Beauticians and related workers 0.1 2.0  0.0 2.4  

   Commercial sales representatives 0.8 1.5  1.5 1.8  

   Hairdressers 0.5 1.5  0.9 0.9  

   Gardeners & Growers 0.6 1.5  0.3 1.8  

   Cabinet-makers and related workers 0.9 1.5  0.6 1.8  

   Graphic and multimedia designers 0.2 1.3  0.0 1.5  

   Journalists 0.4 1.3  0.9 1.5  

   Photographers 0.0 1.3  0.0 1.5  

   Child care workers 1.3 1.3  0.0 1.5  

Professional Education Father in %           

   No certificate 9.1 10.0 9.2 8.0 10.4 9.2 

   Vocational training 55.4 44.4 54.1 55.5 43.0 49.3 

   Vocational school 8.3 10.9 8.6 5,9 11.6 8.8 

   Technical school 9.0 16.6 9.9 10.7 16.6 13.7 

   Civil service training 2.6 1.4 2.4 3.3 1.5 2.4 

   Technical college 6.9 5.8 6.7 8.0 5.6 6.8 

   University 7.8 9.7 8.0 7.7 10.1 8.9 

   PHD 1.1 1.1 1.1 0.9 1.2 1.0 

   N 2,702  360 3 062  337  337  674 

Professional Education Mother in %           

   No certificate 16.6 16.1 16.6 16.0 15.4 15.7 

   Vocational Training 50.9 51.2 50.0 52.2 51.9 51.9 

   Vocational School 16.3 15.0 16.1 13.7 15.1 14.4 

   Technical School 4.1 3.8 4.0 6.5 4.2 5.3 

   Civil service training 1.0 0.5 0.9 0.9 0.3 0.6 

   Technical college 5.3 5.4 5.3 5.9 5.3 5.6 

   University 5.3 7.8 5.6 4.5 7.7 6.1 

   PHD 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 

   N 2,837 373 3,210 337 337 674 

Note. The reported ISCO-codes are the twenty most frequent within the pre-matched FB sample. The complete list of 

reported ISCO codes is available upon request. Source: PAIRFAM release 5.0, own calculations 
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Table A3: Comparison of Occupational Status: FB versus RE 

 Family Business Regular Employment 

 n % n % 

Self-employed farmers with no employees 7 2.1   
Self-employed farmers with 1-9 employees 10 3.0   
Self-employed academic professionals with no employees 1 0.3 5 1.5 

Self-employed academic professionals with 1-9 employees   1 0.3 

Other self-employed with no employees 120 35.6   
Other self-employed with 1-9 employees 66 19.6   
Other self-employed with 10 and more employees 11 3.3   
Unpaid family workers 5 1.5 1 0.3 

Industry and works foremen in a salaried position 1 0.3 2 0.6 

Employees with simple duties 11 3.3 38 11.3 

Employees with qualified duties 28 8.3 104 30.9 

Employees with highly qualified duties or managerial functions  9 2.7 53 15.7 

Employees with comprehensive leadership functions 5 1.5 4 1.2 

Untrained workers   9 2.7 

Workers with on-the-job training 8 2.4 23 6.8 

Formally trained and specialized workers 13 3.9 61 18.1 

Foremen 1 0.3 6 1.8 

Master craftsmen 4 1.2 5 1.5 

Apprentices/trainees in trade, commerce, or public administration 3 0.9 12 3.6 

Apprentices/trainees in crafts and production 7 2.1 11 3.3 

Apprentices/trainees in home economics or agriculture 2 0.6 1 0.3 

Volunteers, interns, etc.   1 0.3 

(missing) 25 7.4   
Total 337 100.0 337 100.0 
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Table A4: Comparison of Occupational Classification (ISCO) within FB: Owner-Managers versus Family Employees 

Owner-Managers  Family Employees 

ISCO-Code n %  ISCO-Code n % 

1120 Managing directors and CEOs 7 3.59  1120 Managing directors and CEOs 3 2.11 

1412 Restaurant managers 7 3.59     
2166 Graphic and multimedia designers 4 2.05     
2265 Dieticians and nutritionists 3 1.54     
2642 Journalists 5 2.56     
2652 Musicians, singers and composers 4 2.05     
3122 Manufacturing supervisors 3 1.54  3122 Manufacturing supervisors 3 2.11 

3123 Construction supervisors 6 3.08     
3256 Medical assistants 3 1.54  3256 Medical assistants 5 3.52 

3322 Commercial sales representatives 6 3.08  3313 Accounting associate professionals 3 2.11 

3431 Photographers 5 2.56  4110 General office clerks 14 9.86 

4312 Statistical, finance and insurance 7 3.59  4120 Secretaries (general) 9 6.34 

4323 Transport clerks 3 1.54  5131 Waiters 6 4.23 

5142 Beauticians and related workers 7 3.59     
5223 Shop sales assistants 16 8.21  5223 Shop sales assistants 9 6.34 

5311 Child care workers 4 2.05     
6113 Gardeners, horticultural and nurse 5 2.56     
6130 Mixed crop and animal producers 9 4.62  6130 Mixed crop and animal producers 8 5.63 

7123 Plasterers 3 1.54  7112 Bricklayers and related workers 4 2.82 

7522 Cabinet-makers and related workers 4 2.05  7411 Building and related electricians 3 2.11 

7549 Craft and related workers not else 3 1.54     
Total 114    67  
 

Note. ISCO-codes are only presented if their prevalence within each subgroup is three or more. The complete list of reported ISCO codes is available upon request. Source: 

PAIRFAM release 5.0, own calculations. 
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Table A5: Variables Included in Regression Models 

Measure Cases Original Variable/ Question (Categories in brackets) Modifications Categories/ Unit/ Range 

Age 674 PAIRFAM-generated variable.   Age in years 

Commuting 
daily 

633 “If you consider this past month, how often did you commute between your home and your work or 
training site? (every workday, several times per week, once a week, once a fortnight, once a month, more 
rarely, never)” 

Recoding of original variable into 
dummy variable. 

1   Commutes daily 
0   Commutes less frequent 
than 
       daily or not at all 

Equality- 
Duties 

426 “I would now like to ask you about how you and your partner organise your daily lives. To what extent do 
you and “[name of current partner] share duties in the following domains? If you have a housemaid, 
nanny, or similar household help, then refer in your answers only to the portion of the work done by you 
and/or your partner…. ((almost) completely my partner, for the most part my partner, split about 50/50, 
for the most part me, (almost) completely me, another person, doesn’t apply to our situation)” 

a.) Housework (washing, cooking, cleaning) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recoding of original variable into 
three categories. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1   Respondent does most 
2   Half/half 
3   Partner does most 

  b.) Taking care of the children Recoding of original variable into 
three categories. 

1   Respondent does most 
2   Half/half 
3   Partner does most 

Equality-
Fairness 

425 “Looking at both housework and paid work: How fair is the division of labour between you and your 
partner? (I do much more than my fair share, I do a lot more than my fair share, I do about my fair share, I 
do a bit less than my fair share, I do much less than my fair share)” 

Recoding of original variable into 
three categories. 

1   I do more than fair share 
2   I do about my fair share 
3   I do less than my fair share 

Flex-time 674 “These days, there are very different work schedule arrangements. Which of the following possibilities 
best describes your employment? (only during the day and on weekdays; fixed shift, never on weekends; 
fixed shift, also on weekends; changing shifts, never on weekends; changing shifts, also on weekends; 
other, or no regulation of working hours) 

Recoding into binary variable;  
“other, or no regulation of 
working hours” is indicator for 
flex-time 

1   Has flexible work hours 
0   Has scheduled work hours 

Flex-place 672 “Some people always work at the same location, others have changing locations of work. And yet, others 
work directly from home. How is this for you, where do you work most of the time? (always working from 
home; unchanging work location with the possibility of working from home (home-office); unchanging 
work location without possibility of working from home; changing work locations)” 

Recoding into binary variable; 
“unchanging work location with 
the possibility of working from 
home (home-office)” is indicator 
for flex-place 

1  Home-office option 
0  No home office option  

 

Gender 674 PAIRFAM-generated variable: interviewer indicates gender of respondent. None. 1   Woman 

2   Man 

 

Measure Cases Original Variable/ Question (Categories in brackets) Modifications Categories/unit/range 

Job 
importance 

673 “Please look at these five life goals and life domains. How important are these to you personally at the 
moment? You have 15 importance-points to distribute among the five goals and domains. The more 

None Range from 0 to 15. 



Accepted for publication in Review of Managerial Sciences 

46 
 

important a goal or domain is to you at the moment, the more importance points you should give it: a.) 
Pursuing my education and career interests” 

Kid(s) in 
household 

674 PAIRFAM-generated variable: number of respondent’s children living in household, information from 
household grid. 

Recoding of interval-scaled into 
binary variable. 

1 Child(ren) living in household 

0 No children in household 

Net 
equivalence 
income 

592 PAIRFAM-generated variable: monthly net household income, equivalence-weighted. None EURO per month 

Work Context 
FB / RE 

674 a.) “Are any of the following persons a/an (co-)owner of the company you are (mainly) employed in? 
(Yourself; Your spouse/life-partner; Family members of your spouse/life-partner; Members of your 
own family; No, none)” 

b.) “Are any of the following persons employed in your firm? (Your spouse/life-partner; Family members 
of your spouse/life-partner; Members of your own family)” 

c.) “What is your current occupational status? (Blue-collar workers; Apprentices/trainees and interns; 
Civil servants/public administration; Self-employed; White-collar workers)” 

Generating binary variable (see 
Data and method section for 
details). 

 

Generating categorical variable 
(see Data and method section 
for details). 

1 Family members working in 
their family’s business 

0 Employees working in regular 
employment  

 

 

1 FB Family Employee 
2 FB Owner-Manager 

0 Regular Employment  

Workload 
   Respondent 

674 “What are, on average, your real weekly working hours, including overtime? For this calculation, please 
take into account all of your jobs.” 

None hours/ week 

   Recoding of interval-scaled 
variable into five categories 

 

1   Marginal, 1-14h/week 
2   Small part-time, 15-
24h/week 
3   Big part-time, 25-34h/week 
4   Fulltime, 35-49h/week 
5   Overwork, 50+h/week 

   Partner 674 “How many hours per week does your partner work on average, including overtime?” Recoding of interval-scaled 
variable into five categories. 
Partners who are at home or 
studying are coded as 0: zero 
working hours. 

0   Zero 
1   Marginal, 1-14h/week 
2   Small part-time, 15-
24h/week 
3   Big part-time, 25-34h/week 
4   Fulltime, 35-49h/week 
5   Overwork, 50+h/week 

  Combined 483 Workload respondent + workload partner. Combining respondent’s and 
partner’s workload into four 
categories. 

1   Traditional respondent 
2   Traditional partner 
3   Part-timers 
4   Dual career 

 


