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Dialing it in: A Missed Opportunity 
Regarding the Strategic Use  
of Telework?

Gordon B. Cooke, James Chowhan and Tom Cooper

We assessed the degree of alignment of organizational strategies with 
telework using Statistics Canada’s 2005 Workplace and Employee Survey 
data. We consider telework to be ‘employee-oriented’ when an employee 
works at home to address his and her family-related or personal wants 
or needs, and ‘employer-oriented’ otherwise. We found that employers 
focusing on innovation were significantly more likely to use both types of 
telework, with greater emphasis on employee-oriented telework, whereas 
employers favouring an involvement strategy were somewhat less likely 
to use either type of telework. We did not find a statistical relationship 
between a cost containment strategy and telework. Overall, the results 
suggested that employers are not universally aligning the implementation 
of the two types of telework with their organizational strategies. 

KEYWORDS: telework, home-based work,  innovation, cost-containment,  work-
family balance.

introduction

In today’s global business environment, employers have strategic options regard-
ing which human resource practices to implement. In fact, a whole area of study 
(i.e. strategic human resource management) has emerged in the last two decades 
to analyze these very issues. While the effect sizes can be small, there is a body 
of evidence that certain organizational strategies may be statistically related to 
the existence of particular human resource practices (e.g. Gerhart et al., 2000; 
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Wright and McMahan, 1992) and to improved organizational outcomes (e.g. 
Delery and Doty, 1996; Jiang et al., 2012). We believe that the use of telework is 
one of the human resource practices that could be implemented in a way that is 
consistent with some organizational strategies. For example, the implementation 
of telework could differ if an employer is trying to reduce overhead and labour 
costs as opposed to trying to motivate and retain valued workers by improving 
their work-life balance. Yet, telework research tends to focus on the prevalence 
of telework, its effects on employees, or its theoretical benefits for employers. 
Too often, the research does not address when and which types of telework are 
being used, making it impossible to infer why telework is implemented (or allowed) 
by employers, and therefore sends mixed messages.  

Our quantitative analysis was based on Statistics Canada’s 2005 Workplace 
and Employee Survey (WES)1, which contains a wide range of worker and work-
place variables including employer strategy variables. The purpose of this paper 
is to examine the relationship between three organizational strategies and two 
types of telework. The three strategies are innovation, involvement, and cost-
containment, while the two types of telework are employee-oriented and employer-
oriented telework. These strategies and types are defined below. While telework 
is generally associated with undertaking work duties at home through the use of 
technology (i.e. internet, cell phones, video-conferencing, etc), sometimes much 
broader definitions are used. The reality is that a standard definition has not 
emerged in the literature, nor has a standard terminology, with ‘homework’ and 
‘telecommuting’ also being used. In this paper, we intentionally use an inclusive 
definition of telework, since we are interested in all cases where an employee 
works from home at least some of the time. To minimize confusion, we will solely 
use the term ‘telework’ for the rest of this paper, although readers should re-
member that alternative terms and definitions exist (see Sullivan and Lewis, 2001; 
Wilks and Billsberry, 2007). We agree with Schweitzer and Duxbury’s (2006) view 
that, whether called telework or something else, the key characteristic is that an 
employee spends part of his or her work hours away from the employer’s trad-
itional location, and that technological changes have made it possible to do so 
for individuals in many fields and occupations. 

Three employer strategies are used depending on the importance given to 
several tactical strategic priorities. ‘Innovation’ captures the importance that em-
ployers place on improving and expanding new products, services, and markets. 
‘Involvement’ captures the importance that employers place on improving servi-
ces, products, and processes, including increasing employee skills and participa-
tion, and labour-management cooperation. Finally, ‘cost-containment’ captures 
the degree to which employers prioritize reducing labour and operating costs. 
Further details are provided in the methodology section. We consider telework to 
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be ‘employee-oriented’ when an employee primarily works at home to address 
his and her family-related or personal wants or needs, and ‘employer-oriented’ 
when an employee primarily works at home for operational reasons or based on 
a choice made by the employer. We are not suggesting that employee-oriented 
telework is necessarily unfavourable to employers. If telework is valued by work-
ers who, in turn, are motivated to perform well, then presumably the use of this 
work arrangement also benefits employers. Conversely, while employer-ori-
ented telework is not inherently harmful to employees, based on our definition, 
it does not contain a direct benefit for employees. While the terminology might 
appear to be provocative, our intention is merely to label the prima facie impact 
of these two distinct types of telework.  

This study contributes to existing academic knowledge by clarifying the de-
gree to which the use of telework, a high profile human resource practice that 
has received public and media attention, is aligned with employers’ organiza-
tional strategies. This study also has practical implications because if employers 
wish to achieve a strategic objective, then using the appropriate type of telework 
is one of the available options to consider. 

Literature review

Although telework can be defined in many ways (e.g. Haddon and Brynin, 
2005; Verbeke et al., 2008), we are interested in all situations where an employee 
works from home at least some of the time. Because of the range of definitions 
used, the estimates of the prevalence of telework vary widely. The proportion 
of teleworkers in Canada has been estimated to be in the range of 4%-10% 
among all workers (see Akyeampong, 2007; KPMG Canada, 1997; Schweitzer 
and Duxbury, 2006). While this percentage translates into hundreds of thousands 
of Canadian workers, it is perhaps lower than one would have guessed given 
its touted benefits. However, these estimates are typically based on cases where 
employees regularly or always telework, and could exclude cases where employees 
telework on an occasional or irregular basis. Cooke et al.  (2008) have estimated 
the proportion of teleworkers in Canada to exceed 15%, based on Statistics 
Canada’s 2003 WES data, using a similarly inclusive definition of telework. 
Tremblay et al. (2006) and Tremblay and Najem (2010) also examined the 
prevalence of telework in Canada using the Workplace and Employee Survey (WES) 
(in their case, based on the 1999, 2002 and 2005 data). They estimated that 
the proportion of the Canadian labour force using telework was approximately 
25%, which, not surprisingly, is in line with our estimates based on 2005 data. 
Whatever definition is used, the anecdotal and empirical evidence is that telework 
has become increasingly prevalent throughout the industrialized world, and this 
trend is expected to continue due to its possible benefits (e.g. Golden, 2012). 
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As mentioned above, in our view, telework research tends mostly to focus on 
only three themes: i– the prevalence of this practice in workplaces, ii– the individual 
characteristics of teleworkers, and/or iii– the positive and/or negative effects of 
telework on the work-life balance of teleworkers. While these themes are certainly 
important, it seems to us that the degree to which employers strategically use 
different forms of telework is also worthy of attention. For employers, implementing 
telework potentially generates cost savings by adapting available labour levels to 
fluctuations in demand for their services, and by reducing or restraining the need 
for real estate, office space, supplies (Peters et al., 2010; Templer et al., 1999; 
Verbeke et al., 2008) and other overheads (Morgan, 2004). Canadian research 
has shown that, on average, teleworkers have reported increased productivity 
and improved customer service along with decreased absenteeism and turnover 
(Devine, Taylor and Haryett, 1997; Templer et al., 1999).  This arrangement might 
also favourably impact organizational productivity and efficiency, in turn leading to 
higher organizational profits and also more satisfied workers (Mayo et al. 2009). 
Based on their analysis of eighty studies, Bailey and Kurland (2002) concluded that 
the majority of teleworkers participate in this work arrangement by choice on an 
occasional or irregular basis, for example to avoid interruptions. This implies that 
employers allow (valued) workers to decide whether or not to participate in this 
arrangement based on their personal preferences and work-family circumstances. 
Needless to say, some reported employer benefits are less desirable from a worker 
perspective, but would appear to be consistent with a cost-containment strategy. 

On the other hand, if an employer adopts an innovation or involvement strat-
egy, then implementing employee-oriented telework might help retain and en-
gage valuable employees, since teleworking can provide individuals with more 
flexibility to schedule working time, thereby allowing them to have more time 
to organize and focus on their work and improve their work-life balance (Tietze, 
2002; Nunes, 2005). In addition, commuting time and associated costs can be re-
duced or eliminated (Verbeke et al., 2008). While telework potentially helps those 
dealing with work-family conflict, Tremblay et al. (2006) found that teleworkers 
are more likely to use this practice for operational reasons (such as to complete job 
requirements) than for personal reasons. As a result, Tremblay et al. presume that 
telework is primarily employer-driven (see also Tremblay and Najem, 2010). 

We now turn to industrial relations and strategic human resource management 
research to see how and why broader employer strategies are so relevant. From 
an industrial relations perspective, since the seminal work by Kochan et al. (1986), 
employers’ strategic choices have been thought to be the dominant force shaping 
conditions of work. More recently, Zeytinoglu, Cooke, and Mann (2009) also found 
that working conditions in Canada continued to be primarily employer-driven 
rather than employee-driven. If employers are the primary drivers, what are their 
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major options? Broadly speaking, employers have the power to provide favourable 
working conditions to their more valued employees and/or to impose operationally 
favourable conditions on other employees (e.g. Boulin et al., 2006; Vallée, 2005). 

In their seminal work, Wright and McMahan (1992) establish a theoretical 
framework for strategic human resource management (SHRM). They define 
SHRM as ‘the pattern of planned human resource deployments and activities 
intended to enable an organization to achieve its goals’ (Wright and McMahan, 
1992, p. 298). That is, SHRM takes the macro view that human resource policies 
and practices can be designed to play an important role in achieving broader or-
ganizational goals. In other words, the focus of SHRM is on the degree to which 
human resource policies and practices are, or could be, designed in a strategic 
(i.e. intentional) way by employers. Several researchers have found a small but 
robust empirical relationship between the use of specific work practices and firm 
level outcomes such as profitability and productivity (e.g. Delery and Doty, 1996; 
Gerhart et al., 2000; Huselid, 1995; Jiang et al., 2012; Wright and McMahan, 
1992). One reason why strategically chosen organizational practices can lead to 
improved firm performance is that the human capital of a workforce can be un-
leashed and fully utilized (see Wright and McMahan, 2011). Moreover, flexibility 
over one’s schedule, which telework can provide, has value to employees (see 
Hausknecht et al., 2009; Hilbrecht et al., 2013).

 If well-matched organizational strategies and human resource practices are, 
or can be, related to firm performance, it appears worthwhile to assess whether 
the two types of telework are used in different situations as employers try to 
achieve their specific organizational strategies. The question thus arises whether 
employee-oriented telework is more heavily used in organizations having an 
innovation or involvement strategy because of the need to retain and motiv-
ate valued workers, and whether employer-oriented telework is more prevalent 
in organizations having an organizational strategy of cost containment. From a 
universalistic perspective, it is assumed that there is an optimal set of practices 
(and strategies) for organizations to achieve optimal performance, whereas a 
contingency perspective naturally assumes that optimal firm performance would 
depend on finding a particular set of human resource practices that fit best 
given other firm characteristics and strategies. For our study, if the universal-
istic perspective applies to the use of telework, there should be a relationship 
between organizational strategies and the incidence of employee-oriented and 
employer-oriented telework. In contrast, if the contingency theory applies, one 
would expect weak relationships between stated organizational strategies and 
the two types of telework, because employers’ use of telework would be contin-
gent upon specific organizational or individual characteristics that fit with its use 
in particular situations, rather than using a one-size-fits-all approach (see Mayo 
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et al., 2009). As mentioned earlier, an employer could decide to only provide cer-
tain perquisites to the most valuable members of its workforce and not to others 
(e.g. Hausknecht et al., 2009), and presumably this could include being allowed 
to choose to telework for personal or family reasons. 

Interestingly, Mayo et al. (2009) found that the implementation of telework 
appears to differ from family-friendly practices such as part-time hours or flex-
ible work schedules insofar as the former are more closely correlated with cer-
tain organizational characteristics whereas the latter are not. Presumably, this 
suggests that telework is more likely to be implemented for operationally (i.e. 
employer) driven reasons whereas family friendly practices are implemented 
more for worker driven reasons. Conversely, in their study involving 156 Span-
ish firms, Martinez-Sanchez et al. (2008) found that firm performance is posi-
tively associated with the intensity of the use of telework and other managerial 
flexibility initiatives. This suggests the use of employer-oriented telework and 
circumstantial evidence for the universalistic perspective. Of course, some in-
novative employers might simply be more willing than others to try telework or 
any other variations in work design (e.g. Mayo et al., 2009; Peters et al., 2010). 
Hilbrecht et al. (2013) explain that some teleworkers involuntarily participate 
in this arrangement as a result of employers who chose not to provide office 
space for the entire workforce (presumably as a cost savings initiative). Simi-
larly, Tomaskovic-Devey and Risman (1993) outline how employers could design 
their teleworking policies as a cost savings tool (referred to as a clerical design) 
versus as a way to boost productivity (referred to as a professional design). 
Tomaskovic-Devey and Risman’s study has particular appeal because it is an 
early analysis of telework describing how this practice is not one-dimensional. 
As we argue here, the use of telework can be designed in substantially differ-
ent ways, depending on its strategic purpose within an organization and its 
intended purpose. We draw direct parallels to our conceptualization of employ-
er-oriented telework (which we argue means satisfying operational objectives) 
and employee-oriented telework (used for personal or family reasons). Some-
what similarly, Golden (2012: 257) differentiates between ‘traditional’ telework 
usually carried out during typical work hours and ‘nontraditional’ telework 
conducted outside of typical work hours, with the latter being deemed to be 
undesirable for employees since it could represent incremental, and unpaid, 
work. While we directionally agree with this logic, in our view, the more com-
pelling characteristic is the self-reported reason a person teleworks, because 
the notion of ‘typical’ work hours does not necessarily apply to telework, nor 
is it possible to easily differentiate between paid or unpaid telework (see also 
Hilbrecht et al., 2013). Certainly, Verbeke et al. (2008) outlined in great detail 
the potential positive effects of telework on employees, employers, and even 
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communities, and the reasons why strategically motivated employers (and, for 
that matter, governments) might encourage its use.  

To summarize, the mixed messages in the reviewed literature suggests that 
the supposed benefits of telework, in terms of efficiency and productivity gains 
for employers and as a means of saving commuting costs and time and facilitat-
ing better work-life balance for employees, do not consistently materialize in 
practice. Also, there is not a clear pattern about when and why employers use 
telework (i.e. whether to achieve innovation, involvement, cost-containment, or 
other strategies). In our opinion, it is not merely a peripheral issue whether a 
person teleworks because his and her job requires it versus choosing to telework 
based on one’s family situation, hobbies, and lifestyle preferences. Until tele-
work is separated into its two prima facie types (i.e. the employee-oriented and 
employer-oriented varieties), we would expect results to be mixed. We would 
argue that ignoring the different possible types of telework accounts for some of 
the inconsistencies in terms of whether telework reduces work-life balance (see 
Golden, 2012; Hilbrecht et al., 2013) or the extent to which telework increases 
job satisfaction levels (see Golden and Veiga, 2005). If employers are, on average, 
implementing telework in a strategically consistent (i.e. universalistic) manner, 
one would expect the employee-oriented variety to be more prevalent in work-
places with a strategic focus on innovation and involvement (where motivating 
and addressing the wants and needs of employees is presumably the goal as a 
means of improving processes and outputs) , and to be less prevalent in work-
places with a focus on cost containment (where labour is presumably viewed as 
an input cost to be minimized), whereas we would expect the opposite relation-
ships for the use of employer-oriented telework. While several SHRM studies 
have examined the link between human resource practices and organizational 
strategies, our contribution is to assess the strength of the relationship between 
organizational strategies and our two distinct types of telework.

 Thus, we put forward three hypotheses:

 HyPoTHEsIs 1: The greater the importance of an innovation strategy in a workplace, 
the higher the incidence of employee-oriented telework among its 
employees, and the lower the incidence of employer-oriented 
telework. 

HyPoTHEsIs 2: The greater the importance of an involvement strategy in a workplace, 
the higher the incidence of employee-oriented telework among 
its employees, and the lower the incidence of employer-oriented 
telework. 

HyPoTHEsIs 3: The greater the importance of a cost-containment strategy in a 
workplace, the lower the incidence of employee-oriented telework 
among its employees, and the higher the incidence of employer-
oriented telework. 
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methodology

Dependent Variables

Two types of telework were used as the dependent variables. They were based 
on the WES dataset question «Do you ever carry out the duties of this job at home?» 
The first dependent variable, ‘employee-oriented telework,’ identified those carry-
ing out work duties at home for a family or personal reason (with 1=yes, 0=no). 
Reasons coded as worker-related were: care for children or other family members, 
other personal or family responsibilities, better conditions of work, or to save time/
money. Conversely, our second dependent variable, ‘employer-oriented telework,’ 
identified those carrying out work duties at home for an operational or employer-
created (i.e. something other than a family or personal) reason (with 1=yes, 0=no). 
Reasons coded as operational or employer-created were: requirements of the job/
finish projects, usual place of work, or other. We included ‘other’ as part of employ-
er-oriented telework because the worker in question did not specifically indicate 
that he/she participated in this arrangement for personal or family reasons.  

Independent and Control Variables

Our three independent strategy variables, namely, innovation, involvement, and 
cost-containment, emerged via exploratory factor analysis from the set of 15 busi-
ness strategy questions asked of employers within the WES dataset. The alphas 
for the innovation, involvement, and cost containment variables were .81, .89, 
and .71, respectively. To be more precise, each item included the following scale: 
Crucial (6), Very important (5), Important (4), Slightly important (3), Not import-
ant (2), and Not applicable (1). The innovation strategy scale measured the extent 
to which one’s employer rated the relative importance of the following factors in 
terms of their workplace’s general business strategy: (Undertaking research and de-
velopment) + (Developing new products/services) + (Developing new production/
operating techniques) + (Expanding into new geographic markets), and ranged 
from 4 to 24. The involvement strategy scale measured the importance of the fol-
lowing factors in terms of their workplace’s general business strategy: (Total quality 
management) + (Improving product/service quality) + (Reorganizing the work pro-
cess) + (Enhancing labour-management cooperation) + (Increasing employee skills) 
+ (Increasing employee involvement/participation) + (Improving co-ordination with 
customers and suppliers) + (Improving measures of performance), and ranged from 
8 to 48. We chose the word ‘involvement’ to represent this strategy because the 
intent seems to be to optimize business processes by engaging, involving, and ‘un-
leashing’ its workforce. Possible alternative labels include ‘optimization’ or ‘quality’ 
or ‘high performance,’ among others. For those unfamiliar with factor analysis, it is 
important to note that the resulting three organizational strategies were generated 
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from the more tactical-level 15 strategic components (e.g. improving measures of 
performance), and each of these components fit with at most one of the three 
‘latent factors’ (i.e. our three strategy variables).  Although some of the strategic 
components of our ‘involvement’ strategy appear to be related to cost-contain-
ment or innovation, they ‘loaded on’ (i.e. fit with) the involvement factor, and not 
on either of the other two factors. Similarly, we assigned the label ‘innovation’ 
to the first strategy because it captures an emphasis on improving or expanding 
products and markets, as opposed to an emphasis on involvement or cost cut-
ting. Finally, the cost containment strategy scale measured the extent to which 
one’s employer rated the relative importance of the following factors in terms of 
their workplace’s general business strategy: (Reducing labour costs) + (Using more 
part-time, temporary or contract workers) + (Reducing other operating costs), and 
ranged from 3 to 18. These scales were standardized using a z-score transforma-
tion for use in the model analysis (the unstandardized scores are presented in the 
descriptive analysis). Further information on the factor analyses is available from 
the authors on request. A similar analysis was used in Cooke et al. (2008). 

The control variables we included were: occupation, education level, gender, 
worker age, marital status, presence of dependent children, whether or not a low-
wage worker, whether or not a unionized worker, whether in the non-profit sector, 
workplace size, and industry sector. The inclusion of these variables was based on the 
precedent set in published studies, briefly presented below, which tend to include 
a number of worker and workplace variables conceptually or empirically related 
to telework. The characteristics that are consistently identified with telework are 
occupation and gender. Research from North America shows that professionals and 
clericals predominate among teleworkers relative to blue-collar workers, whereas 
it appears that approximately the same proportion of males and females telework 
(Bailey and Kurland, 2002; Schweitzer and Duxbury, 2006; Tremblay, 2002; Tremblay 
and Najem, 2010). Similarly, Haddon and Brynin (2005) show that managers 
and professionals predominate among European teleworkers. It is thought that 
professionals, managers, and/or knowledge workers tend to have autonomy and 
control over their work and work environment, and thus are relatively likely to opt to 
telework (Clear and Dickson, 2005; Taskin and Edwards 2007; Tremblay and Najem, 
2010). By extension, we presume that more educated workers would tend to have 
positive telework experiences, while lower-wage workers would tend to have the 
opposite experience. Not surprisingly, it is common for researchers (e.g. Bailey and 
Kurland, 2002; Schweitzer and Duxbury, 2006; Tremblay and Najem, 2010; Verbeke 
et al. 2008) to include several worker characteristics, such as marital status, worker 
age and presence of dependent children, which are all logically connected to work-
life balance, and hence, are relevant to an analysis of telework. 

Although most of the research is conducted in private sector organizations, 
research shows that the sector is not a factor in the creation, acceptance and suc-
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cess of telework and that this practice exists both in the public and private sectors 
(Taskin and Edwards, 2007; Templer et al., 1999). Finally, according to Clear and 
Dickson (2005), teleworking exists in firms of any size or industry sector, although 
Mayo et al. (2009) found that teleworking was more prevalent in smaller organ-
izations. We expect that telework will be more prevalent in the service sector, 
since many studies (e.g. Zeytinoglu, 1999) suggest that jobs in this industry tend 
to have less traditional working conditions. Similarly, because telework necessar-
ily requires some customization to suit individuals’ needs, it could be expected 
that the incidence of telework is lower in unionized organizations (where stan-
dardization tends to be the norm), although Schweitzer and Duxbury (2006) did 
not find that unionization played a tangible role in their results. 

 We now turn to the operationalization of the control variables in our study. 
For occupation, workers were categorized as being a manager, professional, lower 
white collar (i.e. marketing/sales, clerical/administrative) worker, or blue collar (i.e. 
technical/trades, production) worker. We categorized workers according to their 
highest level of education: those with at most a high school education, those holding 
an undergraduate university degree or higher, and those in the middle who had 
some post-secondary education, but not a university degree. As for gender, workers 
were sorted into male and female categories. We used three age groupings: those 
under 30, 30-50, and over 50 were sorted as being younger, middle-aged, or older, 
respectively. In terms of marital status, two categories were used: those who were 
legally married and not separated or currently living with a common-law partner, 
or those with other marital status (i.e. single, never married, divorced, widowed, 
and not in a common-law relationship). Presence of dependent children was a 
dichotomous variable indicating whether or not an employee had one or more 
dependent children. We categorized the bottom quartile of hourly earners as being 
low-wage workers in this study. Unionized workers were identified as those who 
were members of a union and/or were covered by a collective bargaining agreement. 
We also used a dichotomous variable to separate those individuals working for a 
non-profit employer versus all others (i.e. those employed by a for-profit employer). 
Workplace size was a continuous variable based on the number of employees in 
a workplace. A logarithmic transformation was also undertaken to normalize the 
distribution. Finally, two industry sectors were used: those in the service sector versus 
those in any other sector (i.e. primary, manufacturing, or related).

Data and Analyses

Our quantitative analysis was based on Statistics Canada’s 2005 Workplace 
and Employee Survey (WES) dataset. This sample consists of 6,693 workplaces 
and their 24,197 employees. After dropping observations for missing values in 
our dependent variables, 5,630 workplaces and 23,639 employees remained in 
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our analyses, representing 11.8 million workers on a weighted basis (see WES 
Compendium, 2008). With some minor exceptions (for instance, those in public 
administration were excluded), the WES dataset represents most of the Canadian 
labour market. In addition to the exploratory factor analysis used to generate the 
scale-independent variables, the remaining analyses, generated using Statistics 
Canada’s Research Data Centre (RDC) files, consisted of descriptive statistics, 
bivariate correlations, and multivariate regressions. In the regression models, the odds 
ratio, coefficient, and significance level of each variable are provided. All presented 
analyses used sample survey weights and bootstrap weights as recommended 
by Statistics Canada (Chowhan and Buckley, 2005). The unit of analysis was at 
the worker level. Thus, we analyzed workers using their answers plus the linked 
answers provided by a representative of their workplace (i.e. organization).

Sample Characteristics

Due to space considerations, sample characteristics, which are shown in Table 
1, are reviewed very briefly. Somewhat surprisingly, the incidence of employee-
oriented telework was just under 6%, compared to the incidence of the employer-
oriented variety at 18%. These high incidences reflect our inclusive definition (i.e. 
working at home any of the time), which led to incidences of teleworking that are 
higher than most but not all other Canadian estimates.2 However, the prevalence 
of employer-oriented telework was not expected to be so much higher, given the 
focus in the literature on telework’s theoretical benefits for employees.  

The three unstandardized strategy variables were continuous. Their mean values 
could be interpreted more easily after adjusting for the number of items comprising 
the variable. The involvement scale had the highest adjusted score (31.3/8 = 3.91) 
followed by cost containment (10.1/3 = 3.37) and innovation (11.6/4 = 2.90). These 
scores imply that employers, on average, ranked the order of strategic importance 
as being involvement, cost containment, and then innovation. As for the control 
variables, roughly one quarter of the workers held either a managerial or profes-
sional occupation, almost one quarter were lower white collar workers, and almost 
half were blue collar workers. Approximately one quarter of Canadian workers had 
at most a high school education, slightly fewer had at least a university degree, and 
half had some post-secondary education (but not a degree). Slightly over half of the 
workers were female. While over half of the workers were grouped into our ‘mid-
dle-aged’ category, the remainder were fairly evenly split between the younger and 
older categories. Approximately two thirds of workers were married or in common-
law relationships, with the other third having other marital status (i.e. single, separ-
ated, divorced, widowed and not in a common-law relationship).  Approximately 
43% of workers had at least one dependent child. As for the remaining control 
variables, one quarter of the workers were unionized. By design, we categorized the 
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bottom-quarter of hourly earners as being low-wage workers, and these workers 
roughly earned under $13.00 per hour. One in five workers was employed by a non-
profit employer, and one third were in the primary/manufacturing sector, while two 
thirds were in the service sector. We also showed workplace size in terms of number 
of employees, but a logarithmic form was used to normalize the distribution.

Table 1

Sample Characteristics
  Mean/ Std.  
  Proportion Dev.

Key Variables employee-oriented telework  5.8

 employer-oriented telework  18.1

 organizational strategy innovation* 11.6 5.4

  involvement* 31.3 8.8

  Cost-containment* 10.1 3.3

Other/Control occupation manager 12.7
Variables  professional 17.1

  lower white collar 22.9

  Blue collar 47.3

 education at most high school education 26.8

  some post-secondary education 49.4

  Has university degree 23.7

 gender female 52.7

  male 47.3

 worker age younger 20.8

  middle-aged 55.8

  older 23.4

 marital status married/Common-law 68.1

  other marital status 31.9

 dependent children  43.1

 low waged  25.0

 unionized  26.2

 non-profit employer  20.5  

 workplace size (log form)  4.2 1.9

 industry sector primary & manufacturing 32.7

  service 67.3

  weighted sample size 11,753,385

  unweighted sample size 23,639 

*in the multivariate analyses, z-score transformed versions of these variables are used.



results

Bivariate Correlations

A correlation matrix is provided in Table 2 for the dependent and independent 
variables, showing that all pairs of employer strategies were significantly correlated. 
However, multicollinearity was not a concern as the correlations among the 
independent variables were moderate to strong (r = 0.40 to r = 0.65), although 
none were over the rule of thumb of r = 0.70. However, we were surprised at the 
strength of these relationships, because it means that some employers prioritized 
two or more of the three strategies concurrently. The two types of telework were 
negatively correlated, which was expected given the operationalized definitions used 
in this study. The bivariate correlations indicated that employee-oriented telework 
was positively correlated to working for an employer with an innovation strategy, 
but negatively correlated to working for an employer with an involvement or cost 
containment strategy. While two of these results were expected, we anticipated 
the opposite results for the involvement strategy. Moreover, correlation results 
were similar between the incidence of employer-oriented telework and employer 
strategies. This was contrary to our expectations, since the reviewed literature implied 
that these two types of telework are implemented, or could be implemented, for 
vastly different strategic reasons. The most important finding, however, was that the 
magnitudes of the correlations between both types of telework and any of the three 
strategy variables were, bluntly, very low, albeit statistically significant. The statistical 
significance likely reflects the large sample size, and should not be assumed to be an 
indication of a substantive relationship between the pairs of variables. 

Employer Strategies and Telework

In Table 3, logistic regression results are presented showing the statistical 
association between organizational strategies and employee-oriented telework. 
Estimates from the logistic regression analysis can either be presented as 
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Table 2

bivariate Correlations

 Variable 1   2   3   4

1 employee-oriented telework         

2 employer-oriented telework - 0.12 ***       

3 innovation strategy 0.03 *** 0.06 ***     

4 involvement strategy - 0.02 *** -0.01   0.53 ***  

5 Cost-containment strategy - 0.03 *** -0.03 *** 0.40 *** 0.65 ***

significance levels: *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10
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coefficients (i.e. log odds ratios) or odds ratios. For ease of interpretation, odds 
ratios are reported and discussed below.  Odds ratios compare the probability of 
events for two groups, with an odds ratio greater (less) than one implying the 
event is more (less) likely in the comparator group than the referent group. 

Table 3

Incidence of employee-oriented Telework – Regression Results

 Odds Reg. bootstrap 
 Ratio Coeff. Std. error Sig.

Independent Variables

organizational strategy innovation 1.200 0.182 0.081 **

 involvement 0.873 - 0.135 0.073 *

 Cost-containment 0.997 - 0.003 0.079  

Control Variables     

occupation manager 3.295 1.192 0.228 ***

 professional 3.222 1.170 0.231 ***

 lower white collar (ref.)     

 Blue collar 1.313 0.272 0.229  

education at most high school education (ref.)

 some post-secondary education 1.414 0.346 0.165 **

 Has university degree 2.100 0.742 0.219 ***

gender female 0.850 - 0.163 0.144  

 male (ref.)     

worker age younger 0.706 - 0.348 0.230  

 middle-aged (ref.)     

 older 0.754 - 0.282 0.134 **

marital status married/Common-law 1.029 0.029 0.158  

 other marital status (ref.)

dependent children  1.097 0.093 0.134  

low waged  0.585 - 0.536 0.266 **

unionized  0.601 - 0.510 0.226 **

non-profit employer  1.508 0.411 0.238 *

workplace size (log form)  0.971 - 0.030 0.036  

industry sector primary & manufacturing (ref.)

 service 1.557 0.443 0.160 ***

 Constant  - 3.774 0.368 ***

 weighted sample size   11,753,385

 unweighted sample size   23,639

 pseudo r-square     0.0902

significance levels: *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10
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The results indicate that, when controlling for other factors, those working 
for an employer valuing an innovation strategy were significantly more likely to 
participate in employee-oriented telework compared to those working for an 
employer that placed a lower strategic importance on innovation. In other words, 
workers at organizations that placed a relatively high strategic importance on 
innovation were 1.2 times more likely to use employee-oriented telework than 
workers at organizations placing an average level of importance on innovation. 
There was, however, a weak indication that those working for an employer valu-
ing involvement were less likely to participate in employee-oriented telework. 
Cost containment was not related to employee-oriented telework according to 
this model, with the odds ratio being very close to 1.0. If employers were using 
telework strategically and in the way we hypothesized, we would have expected 
innovation and involvement to be positive and significant factors here, with the 
cost containment strategy having a negative association. 

As for the control variables, several were statistically significant. The model in-
dicates that managers and professionals were more than three times as likely to 
participate in employee-oriented telework compared to lower white collar work-
ers. Also, more highly educated employees were more likely to participate rela-
tive to those with at most a high school education. Older workers were slightly 
but significantly less likely to participate in employee-oriented telework relative to 
the middle-aged reference group of workers. Low-wage and/or unionized workers 
were also markedly less likely to participate in this type of telework, compared to 
higher-wage or non-union workers, respectively. We also found a weak indication 
that employees working for a non-profit employer were more likely to participate in 
this type of telework, relative to those employed by for-profit organizations, perhaps 
because the former could not compete on wages, but could possibly offer this type 
of employee-oriented ‘perk.’ Finally, service sector workers were 56% more likely to 
participate in employee-oriented telework compared to those in the primary/manu-
facturing sector, presumably because the latter were involved with on-site equip-
ment or processes which were less conducive to work being done at home. 

In Table 4, we repeated the logistic regression model using employer-oriented 
telework as the dependent variable. If employers used telework strategically and 
in the universalistic manner we hypothesized, we should have found markedly 
different results in Table 4 compared to Table 3, However, the results were 
very similar. Those working for an employer with a high innovation focus were 
significantly more likely to participate in employer-oriented telework. Again, there 
was a weak indication that those working for an employer with an involvement 
strategy were less likely to participate in employer-oriented telework, while cost 
containment again had an insignificant effect. Thus, the same strategy was 
significantly associated with the existence of both types of telework, and the 
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same two strategies were either insignificantly or weakly related to the two types 
of telework. 

In summary, there was support for Hypothesis 1, that is, the greater the 
importance of an innovation strategy in a workplace, the higher the incidence 

Table 4

Incidence of employer-oriented Telework – Regression Results

 Odds Reg. bootstrap 
 Ratio Coeff. Std. error Sig.

Independent Variables

organizational strategy innovation 1.151 0.141 0.050 **

 involvement 0.920 - 0.083 0.060 *

 Cost-containment 1.012 0.012 0.062

Control Variables     

occupation manager 4.143 1.421 0.163 ***

 professional 2.321 0.842 0.149 ***

 lower white collar (ref.)

 Blue collar 1.143 0.134 0.136

education at most high school education (ref.)

 some post-secondary education 1.545 0.435 0.115 **

 Has university degree 2.515 0.922 0.145 ***

gender female 0.916 - 0.088 0.090

 male (ref.)

worker age younger 0.877 - 0.131 0.124

 middle-aged (ref.)

 older 1.080 0.077 0.112 **

marital status married/Common-law 1.238 0.213 0.116

 other marital status (ref.)

dependent children  1.307 0.268 0.091  

low waged  0.435 - 0.832 0.154 **

unionized  0.564 - 0.573 0.108 **

non-profit employer  .606 0.474 0.133 *

workplace size (log form)  1.006 0.006 0.029  

industry sector primary & manufacturing (ref.)

 service 1.028 0.028 0.120 ***

 Constant  - 2.608 0.193 ***

 weighted sample size  11,753,385

 unweighted sample size   23,639

 pseudo r-square     0.1359

significance levels: *** p<.01, ** p<.05, * p<.10
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of employee-oriented telework among its employees, and the lower the 
incidence of employer-oriented telework, as seen in the higher odds ratio of 
1.2 in Table 3 compared to the odds ratio of 1.15 in Table 4. Furthermore, given 
the reversal in direction for the involvement organizational strategy for both the 
employee-oriented and employer-oriented regressions, there was no support for 
Hypothesis 2 (i.e. the greater the importance of an involvement strategy in a 
workplace, the higher the incidence of employee-oriented telework among its 
employees, and the lower the incidence of employer-oriented telework). Finally, 
there was no support for Hypothesis 3 postulating that the greater the importance 
of a cost-containment strategy in a workplace, the lower the incidence of 
employee-oriented telework among its employees, and the higher the incidence 
of employer-oriented telework, given that neither of the odds ratios in Tables 3 
or 4 were significant for the cost-containment strategy.

As for the other variables, managers and professionals were again at least 
twice as likely as workers in other occupations to participate in employer-orient-
ed telework. Similarly, more highly educated workers were more likely to partici-
pate in this type of telework versus those with at most a high school education. 
As for age, older workers were slightly but significantly more likely to participate 
in employer-oriented telework than those in the middle-aged category. As with 
employee-oriented telework, low-wage and/or unionized workers were unlikely 
to participate in employer-oriented telework. Finally, as before, those employed 
by a non-profit employer and/or in the service sector were more likely to partici-
pate in employer-oriented telework.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between three 
organizational strategies and the incidence of employee-oriented and employer-
oriented telework. We categorized telework as being employee-oriented or 
employer-oriented based on answers provided by the workers themselves, using 
Statistics Canada’s 2005 Workplace and Employee Survey (WES) data. We 
hypothesized that employers favouring an innovation or involvement strategy 
would be more likely to use employee-oriented telework and less likely to use 
the employer-oriented variety, while the reverse would be the case for employers 
with a cost containment strategy. In other words, our (universalistic) thinking was 
that if employers are strategically using telework, the incidences of the two types 
of telework should be associated with different strategies. 

We found that employers focusing on innovation were significantly more like-
ly than other employers to use both types of telework, and were more likely to 
use employee-oriented telework compared to employer-oriented telework. On 
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the other hand, employers favouring an involvement strategy were less likely to 
use either type of telework, albeit at only a weak level of significance. Moreover, 
we did not find a statistical relationship between the cost containment strategy 
and either type of telework. Thus, the data only supported the first of our three 
hypotheses. As such, we are tempted to conclude that employers are generally 
not using telework in a strategic way, or at least not in a way that those with a 
universalistic perspective might expect.  

Upon reflection, however, alternative explanations also seem plausible. The 
results show that those working for more innovative employers participate more 
in both types of telework than those working for less innovative employers. 
Perhaps more innovative employers are simply more willing to implement (or 
allow) telework, due to a willingness to try new forms of work (see Peters et al., 
2010). The negative, albeit weak, association between an involvement strategy 
and both types of telework might reflect employers’ awareness of teleworkers’ 
concerns of isolation noted in the reviewed literature (e.g. Tremblay, 2002; 
Whittle and Mueller, 2009). These authors noted that some employers perceive 
that communication and commitment—key components of an involvement 
strategy—can be hindered if individuals are allowed to telework. We would argue 
that any sense of isolation is likely to be mitigated if workers are choosing to 
participate in employee-oriented telework (i.e. for personal or family reasons), or 
if employers take the pre-emptive steps outlined by Duxbury and Neufeld (1999) 
to avoid communication problems. Finally, if employers with a cost containment 
strategy seek consistency and standardization, they might perceive the inherently 
idiosyncratic nature of telework to be a poor strategic fit. It could also be that in 
today’s work environment, many employees simply have to take work home to 
complete their work duties, and completing them after hours at home is better 
than doing so at their employer’s premises. Although we offer these possible 
alternative explanations, we conclude that, rather than using the type of telework 
that is consistent with their organizational strategies, the evidence indicates 
that employers are not using the two distinctly different types of telework as 
strategically as they could, or that there are contingent strategic elements eluding 
us that account for when and why employers choose to implement telework. For 
example, perhaps some strategic employers allow some privileged workers to 
telework if they so choose, while not giving this choice to, or even imposing the 
employer-oriented type of telework, on less valued workers.

While the apparent lack of correlation between telework and organizational 
strategies is interesting from an academic perspective, this study provides poten-
tial evidence of a missed opportunity for practitioners. We believe that telework 
is a promising ‘tool’ available to employers, and that its different types can be 
implemented to align with organizational strategies to achieve synergies that 
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lead to better outcomes for both organizations and employees. If telework can 
potentially generate mutual benefits for employers and employees simultane-
ously, why wouldn’t an organization implement it in an employee-oriented man-
ner? From an individual viewpoint, telework offers the chance to better manage 
one’s schedule in order to balance work, family, leisure and other responsibilities, 
although Hilbrecht et al. (2013) remind us that finding such a balance is not nec-
essarily easy to achieve in practice (see also Golden, 2012).  

 Some questions that arise from our research and that are left to future 
investigations are: Why are employers not using telework in a way that matches 
their organizational strategies? For example, if an employer has adopted a 
cost-containment strategy, why wouldn’t this employer implement the type of 
telework that helps achieve this goal? Similarly, if an employer hopes to attract 
and retain involved and engaged workers, why wouldn’t this employer allow 
or encourage employees to use telework on an as-needed basis to minimize 
work-family conflict or other distractions? Is there some reluctance on the part of 
employers to embrace the possible benefits of telework, or is it that employers’ 
experiences with the use of telework do not correspond to the theoretical impacts 
or that the benefits of telework are contingent upon other factors? Are there 
potential moderators that decompose the relationship between strategy and the 
practice of telework that would aid in the identification of a more appropriate 
alignment? 

Finally, one earlier point bears repeating. Our intent is to contribute to the 
understanding of the nature of telework that is being used and in which circum-
stances. While we do not want to see telework implemented in a manner that 
is ‘unfriendly’ to employees, we think that more applied research is required to 
understand why the relationship between employers’ organizational strategies 
and the incidence of two distinct types of telework was found to be so small. 
We hold that it is unlikely that employees are the ones typically choosing to work 
at home for something other than personal or family reasons. We also propose 
that too much attention has been paid to the ‘how’ of telework (i.e. by studying 
the technological and communication logistics), and the ‘who’ of telework (i.e. 
the characteristics of teleworkers) while too little attention has been paid to the 
‘why’ of telework (focusing on details such as the types of telework implemented 
by employers, for which workers and under what circumstances).
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Notes

1 While the WES dataset ended in 2006, 2005 is the final year of this dataset containing full 
employee-level details.

2 Our estimate is consistent with Tremblay and Najem’s (2010) calculations which are also 
based on 2005 WES data.
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summary

Dialing it in: A Missed opportunity Regarding the strategic 
Use of Telework?

The purpose of this paper is to examine the degree of alignment of organizational 
strategies with two types of telework using statistics Canada’s 2005 Workplace 
and Employee Survey data. In this paper, we intentionally use the most inclusive 
definition of telework, because we are interested in all cases where an employee 
works from home at least some of the time. We consider telework to be ‘employee-
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oriented’ when an employee works at home to address his and her family-related or 
personal wants or needs, and ‘employer-oriented’ when an employee works at home 
due to the employer’s strategic or operational objectives. The three organizational 
strategies that we considered were innovation, involvement, and cost-containment. 
We found that employers focusing on innovation were significantly more likely than 
other employers to use both types of telework, with greater emphasis on employee-
oriented telework, whereas employers using an involvement strategy were less likely 
to use either type of telework, albeit at only a weak level of significance. Moreover, 
we did not find a statistical relationship between the cost containment strategy and 
either type of telework. We hypothesized that employee-oriented telework would be 
more common among workers in workplaces focusing on innovation or involvement, 
but less common among workers in workplaces focusing on cost containment. We 
hypothesized the reverse situation for the incidence of employer-oriented telework. 
on the whole, the results suggested that employers are not universally aligning the 
implementation of the two types of telework with their organizational strategies. 
Rather, either telework is not commonly used as a strategic tool or, alternatively, the 
strategic implementation of these two types of telework is more contingent upon 
other organizational or employee factors in specific circumstances.

KEyWoRDs: telework, home-based work, innovation, cost-containment, work-
family balance.

résumé

« Dialing It In » : une occasion ratée de recours à l’utilisation 
stratégique du télétravail.

Dans cet article nous proposons d’examiner le degré d’alignement des stratégies 
organisationnelles selon deux types de télétravail, et ce, à partir des données de 
l’Enquête sur le milieu de travail et les employés de 2005 de statistiques Canada. 
Nous adoptons intentionnellement la définition la plus inclusive du télétravail qui 
soit parce que nous nous intéressons à toutes les situations où un employé travaille 
à partir de son domicile et ce, pour au moins une partie de son temps de travail. 
Nous considérons que le télétravail est « orienté vers l’employé » lorsqu’un employé 
travaille à domicile pour répondre à ses souhaits ou à ses besoins pour des raisons 
familiales ou personnelles, et est « orienté vers l’employeur », lorsqu’un employé 
travaille à domicile pour répondre à un objectif stratégique et opérationnel de son 
employeur. Les trois stratégies organisationnelles que nous avons retenues sont 
l’innovation, l’implication et le contrôle des coûts.

Nos résultats suggèrent que les employeurs qui mettent l’accent sur la stratégie de 
l’innovation sont significativement plus susceptibles de recourir à l’un ou l’autre 
des deux types de télétravail (« orienté vers l’employé » et « orienté vers l’em-
ployeur ») tout en favorisant un télétravail « orienté vers l’employé », tandis que les 
employeurs qui ont recours à une stratégie d’implication étaient moins susceptibles 
de faire appel à l’un ou l’autre type de télétravail, quoiqu’à un plus faible degré 
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de signification. De plus, nous n’avons pas observé de relation statistique entre le 
recours à la stratégie de contrôle des coûts et une forme ou l’autre de télétravail. 

Nous avions formulé l’hypothèse que le télétravail orienté vers l’employé serait 
plus répandu chez les employeurs mettant l’accent sur l’innovation ou sur l’implica-
tion et moins répandu chez ceux mettant l’accent sur le contrôle des coûts. Et nous 
avions fait l’hypothèse inverse en ce qui attrait au télétravail orienté vers l’em-
ployeur. Globalement, nos résultats laissent à penser que les employeurs n’alignent 
pas systématiquement la mise en œuvre des deux types de télétravail avec leurs 
stratégies organisationnelles. Plutôt, soit le télétravail n’est pas généralement 
utilisé comme un outil stratégique, soit la mise en œuvre de ces deux types de 
télétravail dépend davantage de facteurs organisationnels ou liés aux personnes 
employées selon des circonstances spécifiques.

MoTs-CLés : télétravail, travail à domicile, innovation, réduction des coûts, concilia-
tion travail-famille.

resumen

« Dialing It In »: una ocasión perdida de recurrir a la utilización 
estratégica del teletrabajo

En este artículo, se propone examinar el grado de alineamiento de estrategias 
organizacionales según dos tipos de teletrabajo, utilizando para esto los datos de 
la Encuesta sobre los lugares de trabajo y los empleados de 2005 efectuada por 
Estadísticas Canadá. se adopta intencionalmente la definición más amplia del tele-
trabajo, pues el estudio aborda todas las situaciones en que un empleado trabaja 
a partir de su domicilio, al menos por una parte de su tiempo de trabajo. Conside-
ramos que el teletrabajo está “orientado hacia el empleado” cuando un empleado 
trabaja a domicilio para responder a sus deseos o a sus necesidades por razones 
familiares o personales. Al contrario, el teletrabajo será “orientado hacia el em-
pleador” cuando un empleado trabaja a domicilio para responder a un objetivo 
estratégico y operacional de su empleador. Las tres estrategias operacionales que 
hemos retenido son la innovación, la implicación y el control de costos.

Nuestros resultados sugieren que los empleadores que ponen el acento en la estra-
tegia de innovación son significativamente más susceptibles de recurrir a uno de 
los dos tipos de teletrabajo (“orientado hacia el empleado” y “orientado hacia el 
empleador”), favoreciendo al mismo tiempo teletrabajo “orientado hacia el em-
pleado”, mientras que los empleadores que recurren a una estrategia de implica-
ción son menos susceptibles de utilizar uno u otro tipo de teletrabajo, aunque a 
un menor grado de significación. Es más, no hemos observado ninguna relación 
estadística entre el recurso a la estrategia de control de costos y una forma u otra 
de teletrabajo.

Hemos formulado la hipótesis que el teletrabajo orientado hacia el empleado sería 
más extendido por los empleadores que ponen el acento en la innovación o en 



la implicación, y sería menos presente cuando el empleador pone el acento en el 
control de costos. y formulamos la hipótesis inversa en lo que concierne el tele-
trabajo orientado hacia el empleador. Globalmente nuestros resultados sugieren 
que los empleadores no alinean sistemáticamente la implantación de dos formas 
de teletrabajo con sus respectivas estrategias organizacionales. Dos situaciones al-
ternativas son observadas, sea el teletrabajo no es utilizado como instrumento 
estratégico o, en alternativa,  la implantación de estos dos tipos de teletrabajo 
dependen más bien de factores organizacionales o son vinculados a las personas 
empleadas según circunstancias específicas.

PALABRAs CLAVEs: teletrabajo, trabajo a domicilio, régimen de trabajo flexible, inno-
vación, conciliación trabajo-familia.

574 relations industrielles / industrial relations – 69-3, 2014


