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Abstract

We develop and validate a flexible work arrangements scale designed for use with shift workers. Consistent with research
on the benefits of flexibility and nature of shift work, the scale conceptualizes flextime as predictability and control over
the timing of work. The scale includes four components relevant to the experience of flextime in shift work positions: flex-
time availability, flextime use, interpersonal consequences, and scheduling consequences. A multi-phase approach is used
to develop, validate, and pilot scale items. The final scale is used to predict work attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction, turnover
intentions), individual well-being (e.g., work-family conflict, tension, sleep), and parenting (e.g., family dinner, parent—
child activity) correlates that are relevant for individual and family health and well-being. The results support the proposed
four-factor structure. Patterns of relationships with similar and unrelated constructs emerged as expected, providing initial
evidence of scale validity. Enabling control through the availability, use, and encouragement of flexible scheduling among
shift workers is associated with a variety of individual and parenting outcomes essential for maintaining health for shift

workers and their family members.
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Flexibility is widely touted as a tool for improving employee atti-
tudes and well-being (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Waples &
Brock Baskin, 2021), increasing its popularity among employers.
Despite this popularity, a substantial body of research on flexibil-
ity initiatives suggests effect sizes for the associations between
flexibility and work-family conflict or work-family enrichment
are negligible to small (Allen et al., 2013; French & Shockley,
2020), begging the question as to why such supports are not
empirically stronger predictors of the work-family interface.
One reason for small effect sizes may be that the measures
used to capture family-friendly workplace supports may not gen-
eralize across types of work (Agars & French, 2016; French &
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Agars, 2018; Kossek & Lautsch, 2018). Much of the flexibility
research was developed within and focused on white-collar, pro-
fessional workers. Consequently, flexibility initiatives have lim-
ited applicability to other forms of work, specifically shift work
(Lambert et al., 2012). We define shift work as work scheduled
outside of standard daytime hours (e.g., McMenamin, 2007).
For example, shift workers may have flexible work times in that
the start and end times of their work change, but little control or
future notice regarding scheduling changes. Shift workers are
currently a prominent portion of the workforce, with approxi-
mately 16% of the US labor force working nonstandard hours
(e.g., evening, rotating, overnight shifts; US Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2019); industries employing shift workers will only
continue to increase (Henderson, 2013). Thus, understanding
flexibility as it is enacted in shift work is an important concern
for a substantial portion of the workforce.

The purpose of the current study is to develop measures that
provide a comprehensive and accurate depiction of flextime as
it is enacted in shift work. Specifically, using data from two
studies, we develop and provide initial validity evidence for the
Shift Flextime Scales (SFS). In line with the broader work flex-
ibility literature, the SFS measures shift flexibility specifically in
terms of shift flextime (1) availability (ability to schedule work
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in a way that accommodates family needs); (2) use (changing
work schedules to accommodate family needs); (3) interpersonal
consequences (damage to interpersonal relationships at work as
aresult of changing work schedules); and (4) scheduling conse-
quences (damage to future scheduling opportunities as a result
of changing work schedules).

The SFS makes several notable contributions. First,
the SFS allows researchers and practitioners to assess
flextime in shift work positions. Such positions are his-
torically underrepresented in the work-family literature
in part because measurement tools are not developed for
assessing work-family phenomena in shift work contexts.
Additionally, the SFS taps into specific scheduling per-
ceptions and behaviors, as opposed to global perceptions
of schedule control. Our measure provides respondents
with concrete examples that are appropriate for shift
work positions, allowing researchers to assess specific
schedule control behaviors. Such specificity may be use-
ful for diagnosing scheduling flextime issues and design-
ing interventions for improving shift work flexibility. The
SFS also uniquely captures consequences associated with
using flextime in shift work. Consequences have been dis-
cussed as an influential negative outcome for scheduling
flexibility use among shift workers (Lambert et al., 2012).
However, researchers have yet to consider this aspect of
flexibility in quantitative work, particularly within the
shift work context. Using the SFS, we examine relation-
ships between shift work flextime availability, use, and
consequences with organizational, individual, and par-
enting outcomes relevant for performance and health. In
doing so, we replicate and extend findings on the benefits
of flextime found in typical professional worker samples.
We also meaningfully extend the flexibility literature to
under-explored correlates with implications for individual
and child health maintenance. We hope this extension not
only strengthens our empirical and theoretical knowledge
regarding flextime and its generalizability, but also helps
to advocate for policies and practices that promote flex-
time within shift work positions (see also, Rummler & The
19th, 2021; Schneider & Harknett, 2019a).

Flexible Work Arrangements

Flexible work arrangements are arrangements that give
employees discretion over when, where, and how long
they engage in paid work (Hill et al., 2008; Kossek &
Michel, 2011). There are two forms of flexibility: flextime
(control over timing of work) and flexplace (control over
where work is done). We use the broader term “flexibility”
throughout this paper to refer to both flextime and flex-
place. There is also an important distinction between flex-
ibility availability and use (Allen et al., 2013). Although
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flexibility opportunities may be available in an organiza-
tion, employees may be unable or unwilling to use these
opportunities due to restrictions, lack of need, or lack of
organizational support for flexibility policies (French &
Shockley, 2020; Perrigino et al., 2018; Ryan & Kossek,
2008).

Availability and use of flexible work arrangements are
theoretically positioned as a supportive employee resource,
in that flexibility allows workers greater control over where
and when to allocate time, attention, and energy resources
(Allen et al., 2013; French & Shockley, 2020). Because time,
energy, and attention resources are necessary to manage both
work and family (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Grandey &
Cropanzano, 1999; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), peo-
ple with flexibility should be better able to meet work and
home demands and have less conflict between their work and
family roles. For example, a flexible start time might allow a
parent to take their child to school, while also meeting their
employer’s expectations. In this way, flexibility also serves
as a resource that improves attitudes and well-being. When
individuals are able to re-arrange time, attention, and energy
in a way that suits their demands, they may feel more posi-
tive and satisfied with their work and home lives (Casper
et al., 2018; Hill et al., 2008), and they reduce stress and
burden associated with difficulties managing work and fam-
ily (Allen et al., 2013). Even simply offering flexible work
arrangements can serve as a powerful signal of employee
support, engendering positive feelings toward the job and
organizational attachment (Casper & Harris, 2008; Grover
& Crooker, 1995; Scandura & Lankau, 1997). This idea is
echoed in several resource-based occupational health theo-
ries. For example, conservation of resources (Hobfoll, 1989),
the job-demand-control-support model (Karasek, 1979),
the job-demands-resources model (Demerouti et al., 2001),
and the work-home resources model (ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012) each theorize support and control are critical
resources for addressing work (and home) demands and for
reducing worker strain associated with these demands.

In line with the theoretical role of flexibility as a sup-
portive resource, availability and use of flexible work
arrangements have a number of benefits for worker well-
being and productivity (Allen et al., 2015; Baltes et al.,
1999; French & Shockley, 2020; Gajendran & Harrison,
2007). For example, research suggests positive benefits
such as increased job satisfaction, greater sense of control,
and reduced turnover intentions (e.g., Gajendran & Har-
rison, 2007; Kelly et al., 2011; Moen et al., 2011; Scandura
& Lankau, 1997). Meta-analytic evidence also suggests
flexibility availability and to a lesser extent use are posi-
tively, albeit weakly, associated with work-family conflict
(Allen et al., 2013) and work-family enrichment (Lapierre
et al., 2018). Flexibility use and availability are also associ-
ated with individual health and well-being. For example,
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studies find associations with reduced stress, burnout, and
fatigue (Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Hill et al., 2008;
Kim et al., 2020), as well as improved happiness (Golden
et al., 2013) and sleep quality (Haley & Miller, 2015). A
recent field-based randomized controlled trial from the
Work, Family, and Health Network showed a flexibility
and support intervention reduced turnover intentions in
part through reductions in work-family conflict, burnout,
and stress (Moen et al., 2017).

A relatively smaller literature also suggests flexibility
has downstream effects on child health and well-being
through parenting behavior (c.f., Cho & Ciancetta, 2016).
For example, flextime availability has been associated
with increased parent—child time for mothers and fathers
(Kim, 2020), and flexplace use has been associated with
increased parent—child time for mothers (Genadek & Hill,
2017; Kim, 2020; although Roeters et al., 2010 finds no
relationship with flexibility availability). The Work, Fam-
ily, and Health Network flexibility and support intervention
produced increases in parent—child time, particularly for
mothers (Davis et al., 2015). Finally, a longitudinal study
found mothers’ perceptions of flextime availability are asso-
ciated with child sleep duration, mediated by child bedtime
adherence (Lee et al., 2019).

Flexibility benefits are particularly important for shift
workers given that non-standard schedules are associated
with disproportionately poorer individual and child health
and well-being compared to standard-hour workers (Bolino
et al., 2021; Goh et al., 2016; Li et al., 2014; Schneider &
Harknett, 2019b; Strazdins et al., 2006). Additionally, non-
standard schedules are negatively related to maternal sensi-
tivity and quality home environment (Grzywacz et al., 2011),
overall parenting quality (Haines et al., 2020), child cogni-
tive outcomes (Han, 2005), and child behavioral problems
(Schneider & Harknett, 2019a). In sum, there is a clear need
to consider flextime for shift workers due to its potential to
improve individual and family outcomes.

Flexibility as Enacted in Shift Work

The applicability of flexible work arrangement concepts to
shift work positions is debatable. Shift workers typically
do not have access to flexplace arrangements, as shift work
positions often require workers to be onsite (Swanberg et al.,
2008). We therefore limit our focus to flextime. Some argue
shift work in itself is a flextime arrangement, as shift work is
characterized by fluctuating work hours (Kossek & Michel,
2011). Additionally, flextime arrangements may be avail-
able to shift workers, such as compressed work week (Smith
& Wedderburn, 1998), reduced work hours, and changing
availability (Swanberg et al., 2008).

Others argue the flexibility allotted by shift work is not
consistent with flexible work arrangement assumptions
(Lambert et al., 2012, 2014). Under the traditional conceptu-
alization, flextime allows employees control over the timing
of work to accommodate family responsibilities (Kossek &
Michel, 2011). In contrast, shift work is often highly vari-
able, unpredictable, and not under the employee’s discre-
tion (Henly & Lambert, 2014; Henly et al., 2006; Lambert
et al., 2014; Swanberg et al., 2005). Shift workers who exert
control over their schedule may be punished via reduced
hours, less desirable shifts, and denied requests for schedule
changes (Lambert et al., 2012). Additionally, shift workers
most typically rely on their coworkers for flextime, and use
of flextime for one worker may increase workload for oth-
ers. Thus, exerting control has the potential to strain inter-
personal relationships and create backlash (Lambert et al.,
2012; Ryan & Kossek, 2008). Finally, some flextime options
(e.g., deciding start and end times) are typically not available
due to work design (Watson & Swanberg, 2011).

Flextime in shift work may be better conceptualized as
schedule control (Swanberg et al., 2011). Similar to tradi-
tional flexibility conceptualizations, flextime in shift work
can be divided into flextime availability and flextime use
(Allen et al., 2013). Qualitative research shows shift workers
exert control over work time informally by exchanging shifts
with coworkers, requesting time off, and having predictable
schedules that are received far in advance (French et al.,
2014; Henly & Lambert, 2014; Henly et al., 2006; Swanberg
et al., 2008). Thus, we define shift flextime availability is the
extent that employees can easily arrange their work sched-
ules to meet family responsibilities. This includes knowing
schedules in advance, having input into scheduling decisions
through heeded requests off and changes in availability, and
the ability to make last-minute changes to work schedules
(Henly & Lambert, 2014; Henly et al., 2006; Lambert et al.,
2012; Swanberg et al., 2008). Shift flextime use is the extent
to which employees engage in schedule change behaviors to
meet family needs.

Similar to salaried positions, shift workers may be pun-
ished when trying to gain schedule control (French et al.,
2014; Lambert et al., 2012). Such punishment has been iden-
tified and reflected in other measures of family supportive
workplaces (Allen, 2001; Thompson et al., 1999). These
measures largely focus on career consequences; however,
shift workers may have far fewer opportunities for career
advancement (Weigt & Solomon, 2008). Instead, shift
workers may be punished by management limiting their
work hours, allotting them less desirable work hours, or not
accommodating their requests (French et al., 2014; Lambert
et al., 2012). We label these as shift flextime scheduling con-
sequences, defined as perceptions of negative consequences
for future scheduling as a result of using shift flextime. Shift
workers might also receive interpersonal punishment from
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coworkers, whose workload may increase or become less
stable as a result of another coworker’s flextime requests
(French et al., 2014; Lambert et al., 2012). We label these
as shift flextime interpersonal consequences, defined as
perceptions of negative interpersonal consequences as a
result of using shift flextime. Our distinction recognizes the
consequences of using shift flextime might manifest in two
distinct forms.

Measures of schedule control are available in our online
OSF website.! A review of these measures reveals two
major limitations that we build upon to assess flextime as it
is enacted in shift work (i.e., schedule control); these limita-
tions apply to all but two measures (Henly & Lambert, 2014;
Swanberg et al., 2011). First, measures contain irrelevant
items (e.g., Monday through Friday 9 AM to 5 PM sched-
ule, Berman, 1997; individually customized work schedule,
Hornung et al., 2008; ability to change start and end times,
Hyland, 2000). Shift workers likely do not hold traditional
schedules and may not have direct ability to change start/
end times. Instead, shift workers enact flexibility by putting
in and receiving requested availability or having consistent
schedules communicated well in advance.

Second, many scales are generic and ambiguous, using
a single or few items to assess overall perceptions of flex-
ibility or control over working hours (average of 4 items
per scale, 57% of the reviewed scales of one or two items)
(e.g., Aryee et al., 1999). Control perceptions may be more
accurately measured with specific behaviors (e.g., putting
in scheduling requests) or perceptions (e.g., likelihood that
the organization will accommodate requests), as opposed
to single-item global perceptions. Specific items are also
more useful for diagnostic purposes (e.g., assessing which
flextime behaviors are used and which are not).

Finally, measures rarely capture flextime use, focusing
instead almost exclusively on availability (e.g., Galovan
et al., 2010; Swanberg et al., 2011). None of the studies
reviewed capture flextime consequences. Previous studies
also create measures in an ad hoc fashion, with little to no
explicit validation (e.g., Henly & Lambert, 2014; Swanberg
et al., 2011). Although researchers may be tempted to adapt
existing scales (e.g., by removing irrelevant items, for exam-
ple Griggs et al., 2013), this practice creates a new scale that
lacks validation evidence and introduces potential construct
contamination and/or deficiency (Aguinis & Vandenberg,
2014; Heggestad et al., 2019). A validated measure that is
specifically developed for the context of interest is therefore
preferable to post hoc scale adaptation.

! https://osf.io/uddfg/?view_only=41acc39d19c447¢68dd0389b4
Sbced7e

@ Springer

Present Study

The present study seeks to develop measures that capture
flextime as it is enacted in shift work. Specifically, we use a
deductive approach (Hinkin, 1998) to develop four factors
to capture aspects of flextime based on existing quantitative
and qualitative literature detailing shift work schedule con-
trol and flextime (e.g., Henly et al., 2006; Swanberg et al.,
2008): flextime availability, flextime use, interpersonal con-
sequences, and scheduling consequences.

While each of these subfacets is imperative for capturing
flextime for shift workers, we intend for each of the four
subfacets to be conceptually and empirically distinct, rather
than reflect an underlying superordinate construct. Each sub-
facet also ought to be directly associated with work, family,
and/or health outcomes as each serves as a means of facili-
tating or signaling control and support (flextime availabil-
ity, use) or thwarting/signaling lack of control and support
(interpersonal and scheduling consequences) (e.g., French &
Shockley, 2020). Furthermore, the four subfacets are posited
as related, consistent with previous theory and empirical
literature on formal and informal supports (e.g., French &
Shockley, 2020).

To gather evidence for construct validity, we examine
relationships between the SFS facets and several groups of
correlates across two samples. We assess convergent valid-
ity by examining whether the SFS are correlated with other
measures of schedule control. Specifically, we chose three
measures that represented the range of schedule control
measures found in our review (Beutell, 2010; Swanberg
et al., 2011; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Note that all three
measures tap into schedule availability; and thus, we expect
especially high correlations between our flextime availabil-
ity scale and the three existing control measures. We also
attempted to find convergent measures for flextime use,
interpersonal consequences, and scheduling consequences.
However, the existing measures that included flextime use
(Beham et al., 2011; Hyland, 2000) also included items
inappropriate for shift work contexts and were therefore not
used in this study, and no measures captured interpersonal
or scheduling consequences.

We also examined popular and similar measures of
family support in the workplace: family supportive super-
visor behavior (FSSB) (Hammer et al., 2013) and fam-
ily supportive organizational perceptions (FSOP) (Allen,
2001). Like the SFS, FSSB assesses supportive behaviors.
However, FSSB focuses exclusively on the supervisor, and
captures facets of support, rather than scheduling control
(Hammer et al., 2009). FSOP (Allen, 2001) focuses on
perceptions of support from the organization, but does
not assess availability or use of supports, nor does it cap-
ture specific behaviors that stifle flextime use. Thus, these
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existing constructs are related, but distinct, from the SFS
facets. Theoretically, they serve similar mechanisms for
improving work, family, and individual well-being in that
they are thought to allow autonomy and resources needed
to facilitate positive perceptions of the working environ-
ment, navigate work-family conflict, and meet personal
needs (Allen, 2001; Beutell, 2010; Crain & Stevens, 2018;
French & Shockley, 2020). Thus, for Hypotheses 1 and
2, we expect shift work flextime availability and use are
positively associated with (a) schedule control availability,
(b) FSSB, and (c) FSOP, albeit not to a degree that would
imply redundancy. For Hypotheses 3 and 4, we expect
interpersonal and scheduling consequences are negatively
associated with (a) schedule control availability, (b) FSSB,
and (c) FSOP.

We also examine discriminant validity by correlating
the SFS scales with several individual differences, includ-
ing personality factors and demographic factors. Flextime
availability, use, and consequences are most likely to vary
as a function of workplace policies and practices, rather
than based on individual worker characteristics. We are also
unaware of data or theory that might suggest flextime will
meaningfully differ based on individual differences such as
age, gender, or personality. We therefore expect there to be
non-significant and small correlations between shift work
flextime availability, use, interpersonal consequences, and
scheduling consequences and individual differences such as
demographic and personality factors.

Finally, we examine theoretically derived correlates to
test criterion-related validity. As reviewed above, flextime
is theoretically positioned as a resource that allows workers
autonomy and control over working time (Allen et al., 2013).
The availability of flextime and a family-friendly culture
that supports use of flextime also communicates support for
personal and family well-being (French & Shockley, 2020;
Grover & Crooker, 1995). Thus, workers who have flextime
available and who use flextime policies are more likely to feel
supported in prioritizing their personal and family needs and
empowered to change their working hours to better juggle
work, family, and personal demands (e.g., French & Shockley,
2020; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Henly & Lambert, 2014;
Scandura & Lankau, 1997). Conversely, workplaces that stig-
matize or punish workers for flextime create a culture in which
workers may feel unsupported and unable to prioritize per-
sonal and family demands (Perrigino et al., 2018; Thompson
et al., 1999). Consequently, this lack of support and control
communicated by negative interpersonal and scheduling con-
sequences may reduce workers’ attitudes and attachment at
work, increase stress, and reduce psychological and temporal
capacity to engage in parenting (e.g., Galinsky et al., 1996;
Repetti & Wang, 2014; Thompson et al., 1999). For Hypoth-
eses 5 and 6, we therefore posit flextime availability and use
will be positively associated with better worker attitudes ((a)

increased job satisfaction, (b) reduced turnover intentions,
(c) increased work engagement), health and well-being ((d)
reduced work-to-family conflict, (e) reduced family-to-work
conflict, (f) reduced tension, (g) reduced anxiety, (h) increased
health maintenance behaviors, (i) increased sleep hours, (j)
increased sleep quality, (k) reduced absenteeism, (1) reduced
presenteeism), and parenting outcomes ((m) increased family
dinner, and (n) increased parent—child activities, (o) reduced
parental overload, (p) reduced child consumption of conveni-
ence food). For Hypotheses 7 and 8, we also posit flextime
interpersonal and scheduling consequences will be negatively
associated with the same worker attitudes, individual well-
being, and parenting correlates.

Our measurement development procedure and analyses were
informed by best practice recommendations (Hinkin, 1995,
1998). We begin with item generation and content validation,
followed by two survey studies of shift workers to refine the
scale items and establish psychometric, convergent, discrimi-
nant, and criterion-related validity. All SFS items, syntax, code,
and R Markdown output files detailing all analyses described
in this paper are available at our OSF study website; data is
available from the first author upon request. For simplicity, we
show full results for select analyses which are most critical for
interpreting findings and using the SES in future work.

Study 1 Method
Part 1: Item Generation and Content Validation

First, the first two authors generated items to tap into each
of the four distinct characteristics of shift flextime: availabil-
ity, use, interpersonal consequences, and scheduling conse-
quences. Items were informed by the definitions of each facet,
as well as existing schedule control scales. Both authors are
PhD-level experts in the work-family field, with particular
expertise in shift work and low-income populations, as well
as training in psychometrics and measurement development.
Item generation yielded an initial pool of 35 items.

To establish content validity and item clarity, seven sub-
ject matter experts (SMEs) sorted items into their respec-
tive categories based on construct definition. SMEs included
PhD-level researchers and graduate students with expertise
in work-family and/or shift work. SMEs also provided feed-
back on clarity of instruction and item wording, content
deficiency, and contamination. Items were reviewed for
omission or revision if two or more SMEs incorrectly cat-
egorized the item, or if any one SME indicated a lack of clar-
ity, deficiency, or contamination. Based on SME feedback,
two items were removed, 17 items were revised, one new
item was written, and 16 items were retained, resulting in a
pool of 34 items (see our OSF study website).
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Part 2: Pilot Test

The content validated measure was pilot tested to establish
psychometric validity and convergent and discriminant
validity.

Participants and Procedure

Participants (N =293) were individuals working at least
20 h per week in a position with non-traditional hours
(working nonstandard hours such as early morning, even-
ing, night, or weekend hours; Henly & Lambert, 2014),
and who were married and/or had a child. All partici-
pants were recruited through online student participant
pools and courses from one of two university settings
in the Southeastern and Southwestern United States.
Students recruited through courses had the option to
find an eligible participant (snowball recruitment) or
complete surveys themselves if eligible. In addition to
meeting the eligibility criteria, participants had to cor-
rectly respond to three bogus items (e.g., “Please respond
‘Strongly Agree’ to this item.”) to ensure quality control.
The sample was predominantly female (77%), with 57%
reporting to be Hispanic® and 26% reporting White/non-
Hispanic. Participants worked in their current organiza-
tion for an average of 3 years and reported an average of
29 work hours per week. Sixteen percent of participants
(n=48) reported having a second job that they worked
at an average of 20.27 h per week. Ages ranged from 18
to 65 (mean =24). Most participants were married or
in a committed relationship (84%), and 41% had chil-
dren. Most had an Associates (54%) or Bachelors (14%)
degree, while 29% had a high school degree or GED, and
98% were currently enrolled in an educational institu-
tion. All measures were completed via an online survey
that took fewer than 30 min to complete. Participants
(or course snowball recruiters) received extra credit for
completed surveys.

Measures

See Table 1 for variable citations, number of observations,
anchors, and Cronbach’s alpha values.

2 Because most participants held a higher education degree and were
enrolled in an English-speaking educational institution, we had lim-
ited concerns regarding English-language comprehension.
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Study 1 Results
Psychometric Validity and Item Reduction

First, psychometric properties of the SFS were examined,
including descriptive statistics, item analysis statistics,
and confirmatory factor analysis to examine reliability
and confirm the hypothesized factor structure. Because
the constructs are proposed as related, but not indicative
of an underlying higher-order latent factor, it is expected a
correlated four-factor solution will provide the most appro-
priate fit for the data. To examine the factor structure, we
conducted multiple confirmatory factor analyses (CFA; ML
estimation) using lavaan in R with the 34 flextime items
(R Core Team, 2020; Rosseel, 2012).3 We tested a single-
factor model, a three-factor model where all consequence
items comprised a single factor, and the predicted four-
factor model. Models were compared using the difference
in chi-square test; a significant decrease in chi-square and
increase in CFI>0.01 is considered evidence of improved
model fit (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The four-factor
model demonstrated the best fit to the data (y*(521)=1502,
CFI=0.87, RMSEA =0.08, SRMR =0.06), and was sig-
nificantly improved from the three-factor model in which
all interpersonal and scheduling consequences items were
loaded onto a single consequences factor (A y*(3) =480,
p<0.01, ACFI=0.07) (see our OSF website for items and
loadings). All of the factor loadings were statistically sig-
nificant (p <0.01) and standardized loadings ranged from
0.37 to 0.90.

To identify items for the final scale, we considered item
content and redundancy and empirical recommendations
(i.e., loadings; Allen & Yen, 2001). We also consulted modi-
fication indices, which showed item redundancy (covariation
among item errors within a given facet) was the primary
source of misfit. We eliminated fifteen items, resulting in
a final 19-item scale. We confirmed the final items using
a four-factor CFA. The final model adequately fit the data
(r*(164) =424, CF1=0.94, RMSEA =0.07, SRMR =0.05).
Factor loadings ranged from 0.51 to 0.90 (p <0.01). Final

3 We opted for a CFA because we developed items with a theoreti-
cal a priori structure and SME reviews provided strong evidence of
our intended structure. Our choice of CFA is also consistent with
Hinkin’s (1995) best practice recommendations because it “allows
the researcher more precision in evaluating the measurement model”
(p- 977) and allowed for more direct alternative model testing to con-
firm the proposed factor structure. Post hoc EFA results are available
in our online OSF page. Given our theoretical understanding, CFA
model comparisons supporting the four-factor structure, subsequent
replication of our factor structure, and validity evidence that the two
consequences dimensions are distinct, we feel confident that the four-
factor structure is most appropriate for the scale.
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Table 1 Study 1 and Study 2 measures
Variable Citation Number  Anchors Study 1 o« Study 2 o
of Items
Shift work flexibility scale (SFS)
Flextime availability Study developed® 6 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree .86 .86
Flextime use Study developed® 3 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree .64 73
Interpersonal consequences Study developed® 4 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree .78 .81
Scheduling consequences Study developed® 6 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree 93 91
Convergent variables
Schedule control- Beutell (2010) (Beutell, 2010) 1 1 no control — 5 complete control NA NA
Schedule control- Thomas and Ganster (Thomas & Ganster, 1995) 6 1 no control — 5 complete control 73 .82
(1995)
Schedule control- Swanberg et al. (2011) (Swanberg et al., 2011) 3 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree .19 .83
Family supportive organizational percep- (Allen, 2001)° 10 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree .83 .83
tions (FSOP)
Family supportive supervisor behaviors (Hammer et al., 2013) 4 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree 92 91
(FSSB)
Discriminant variables
Age Study developed 1 Entered numeric value NA NA
Gender Study developed 1 1 male, 2 female, 3 other® NA NA
Education Study developed 1 1 some high school — 6 graduate degree NA NA
(MA, PhD)
Work Hours Study developed 1 Entered numeric value NA NA
Job Tenure (in years) Study developed 1 Entered numeric value NA NA
Extraversion (Donnellan et al., 2006)" 4 1 very inaccurate — 5 very accurate .79
Agreeableness (Donnellan et al., 2006) 4 1 very inaccurate — 5 very accurate .69
Conscientiousness (Donnellan et al., 2006)¢ 4 1 very inaccurate — 5 very accurate .60
Openness to new experience (Donnellan et al., 2006)¢ 4 1 very inaccurate — 5 very accurate .64
Study 1 correlates®
Job satisfaction (Cammann et al., 1983) 3 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree 92 93
Turnover intentions (Cammann et al., 1983) 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree 91 93
Engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2006) 17 1 never (never) — 7 always (every day) 94 94
Work interference with family (WIF) (Netemeyer et al., 1996) 5 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree 91 91
Family interference with work (FIW) (Netemeyer et al., 1996) 5 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree .87 .89
Tension (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995) 7 1 did not apply to me at all — 4 applied to .87 .90
me very much or almost all the time
Anxiety (Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995) 7 1 did not apply to me at all — 4 applied to .90 .85
me very much or almost all the time
Study 2 health correlates®
Health maintenance behaviors (Jayanti & Burns, 1998) 9 1 never — 5 always .79
Sleep hours (Buysse et al., 1989) 1 Entered numeric value NA
Sleep quality (Buysse et al., 1989) 1 1 very bad — 4 very good NA
Absenteeism Study developed 1 Number of times called off of work in the NA
last month
Presenteeism (Johns, 2011) 2 1 strongly disagree — 5 strongly agree 95
Study 2 parenting correlates®
Family dinner (Allen et al., 2008) 1 1 less than or equal to once per week — 5 NA
more than twice per day
Parent—child activities (Cho & Allen, 2012) 13 1 never — 7 26 times or more per month .90
Parent overload (Thiagarajan et al., 2006) 5 1 never — 5 always .87
Convenience food consumption Study developed based on (Col- 2 1 less than or equal to once per week — 5 .62

lins et al., 2010)

more than twice per day

*Description for final SFS items and Chronbach’s alpha values. Study 1 began with 21 flextime availability items, 4 flextime use items, 6 inter-
personal consequences items, and 12 scheduling consequences items. All items are available on our OSF study website. Similar to previous
research (Griggs et al., 2013), we removed four items because they did not apply to the target population (i.e., shift workers; for example, “Long
hours inside the office are the way to achieving advancement”). We recoded all “other” values as missing. “Emotional stability was measured
but omitted due to poor reliability (¢=.45). °For Study 2, items referred to the last month
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items and removal rationale can be found on our OSF
website.

Convergent, Discriminant, and Criterion-Related
Validity

First, we distinguished shift work flextime measures from
similar family supportive constructs: FSSB and FSOP. A
measurement model with six correlated factors demon-
strated acceptable fit (;(2(5 12)=985.11, p<0.01, CFI=0.93,
RMSEA =0.05, SRMR =0.07) (Hu & Bentler, 1999), sup-
porting the conclusion that the SFS facets are distinct from
FSSB and FSOP.

Second, we examined correlations to determine con-
vergent and discriminant validity (see Tables 2 and 3). For
convergent validity, we expected SFS facets to have sig-
nificant positive correlations with existing schedule control
measures, FSSB, and FSOP (Hypotheses 1-4 a—c). This pat-
tern of correlations emerged as expected, with correlation
magnitude ranging from 0.15 (flextime use and FSOP) to
0.69 (flextime availability and schedule control measured by
Swanberg and colleagues (2011)). Hypotheses 1-4 a, b, and
c received support. For discriminant validity, we expected
the SFS facets to have weak and non-significant correlations
with individual differences, namely the Big Five personal-
ity traits and demographics (age, gender, education, work
hours, tenure). Although some discriminant correlations
were significant, effect sizes were weak (r < or=I.16l). Thus,
the results supported discriminant validity.

Third, we examined relationships between the SFS facets
and correlates, namely job satisfaction, turnover intentions,
engagement, WIF, FIW, tension, and anxiety (Table 3). We
expected flextime availability and use to be associated with
desirable outcomes (higher satisfaction and engagement,
and lower turnover intentions, WIF, FIW, tension, and anxi-
ety) and interpersonal and scheduling consequences to have
opposite valence relationships (Hypotheses 5-8 a—g). In
general, shift work flextime availability and use were posi-
tively associated with desirable correlates, and scheduling
and interpersonal consequences were negatively associated
with desirable correlates as predicted (p <0.05; Table 3).
Hypotheses 5 (flextime availability and correlates) and 7
(flextime interpersonal consequences) received full support,
while Hypotheses 6 (flextime use and correlates) received
support for four of the seven correlates, and Hypothesis 8
(flextime scheduling consequences and correlates) received
support for six correlates. Consistent with previous research
(T. D. Allen et al., 2013), shift work flextime use appeared
most weakly associated with correlates; relationships with
FIW, tension, and anxiety were not significant (p > 0.05).
Thus, Hypothesis 6 e—g did not receive support. Schedul-
ing consequences was also not related to tension (p =0.10).
Thus, Hypothesis 8f did not receive support.

@ Springer

Incremental Variance Explained

Fourth, we investigated the extent to which the SFS facets
explained variance in correlates above and beyond other
schedule control measures. Full results are available on
our OSF website, and summarized results can be found in
Table 4. Flextime availability explained additional variance
in job attitudes (job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and
work engagement) as well as WIF, but not FIW, tension,
or anxiety. Similarly, interpersonal and scheduling con-
sequences explained variance in all correlates except ten-
sion (and anxiety for interpersonal consequences). Finally,
flextime use did not explain additional variance for any
correlates.

We also investigated whether SFS facets explained
variance in correlates above and beyond FSSB and FSOP.
Results were similar to those controlling for schedule control
measures. Flextime availability explained additional vari-
ance in all correlates except FIW and tension. Interpersonal
consequences explained additional variance in all correlates
except work engagement and tension. Scheduling conse-
quences only explained additional variance in WIF, FIW,
and anxiety. Finally, flextime use only explained additional
variance in WIF.

Relative Importance

To further explore the relative importance of the SFS sub-
scales, we ran dominance analyses. We ran dominance anal-
ysis using the domir package in R (Luchman, 2022). Results
can be found in Table 6. We found consistent support for the
idea that availability was more important than use for our
correlates of interest among shift workers. In fact, use was
consistently ranked last among the SFS subscales, account-
ing for 7% or less of the explained variance in any one cor-
relate. For work attitudes and tension, flextime availability
(28-44% of explained variance) and interpersonal conse-
quences (27-43% of explained variance) are most impor-
tant for explaining variance. Similarly, flextime availability
explained the largest portion of variance in WIF (39%), fol-
lowed by interpersonal consequences (27%) and scheduling
consequences (26%). For non-work related correlates (FIW,
anxiety), scheduling consequences (37-61% of explained
variance) and interpersonal consequences (25-35% of
explained variance) tend to be most dominant, followed by
flextime availability (10-21% of explained variance).

Study 1 Conclusion

Overall, the findings support content validity and psychomet-
ric structure of the SFS, and convergent, discriminant, and
criterion correlates were generally related as expected. Each
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Table 3 Bivariate correlations between the Shift Flextime Scales (SFS) and convergent, discriminant, and correlate constructs

Flextime availability ~Flextime use Interpersonal conse-  Scheduling conse-

quences quences

Study 1  Study2 Study1 Study2 Studyl Study2 Study1  Study?2

Convergent variables

Schedule control- Beutell (2010) 58" 46+ 46" 43 —.53% 28+ —35"% 01
Schedule control- Thomas d Ganster (1995) 45" A8* 35" 46 —43" —29% 25" - .04
Schedule control- Swanberg et al. (2011) .68 67* 49 .50% —67¢ —.61%* —41" — 40
Family supportive organizational perceptions (FSOP)  .36" .38% 18" 22% — 40" —.50%* - .54 —.56%
Family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) 527 S1# 33 28% —.58" —.41* —.43" —.26%
Discriminant variables

Age 2% .02 —.06 —.11

Gender -.04 -.01 —.08 .04 .10 .02 18" .18*
Education —.00 12 -.05 15% .06 —.08 .03 .01
Work hours —.09 -.07 —.13 —.08 .04 .02 —.12 -.07
Job tenure —-.07 .03 —-.04 .01 .10 -.09 -.02 —.12
Extraversion .06 .02 —.11 -.02
Agreeableness 13" .05 —.16 —.11
Conscientiousness .09 3% —.16* —.00

Openness to new experience .03 .04 —.11 —.16*

Study 1 correlates

Job satisfaction S1* 46* 25% 38* —.52% —.44* —.33* —.23*
Turnover intentions —.35% — 42% —.13* —.29% 36%* 33%* 25% 21%
Engagement 40* 31* 20% 25% —41* —-.33* —.28% —.14
Work interference with family (WIF) —.50* —.37* —.26%* —.20% A5* —.37* A2% 34*
Family interference with work (FIW) —.16* —.14 —.04 .05 21% A8* 28% 33*
Tension —.14* —.20% —.06 —.18* 14 20% .10 22%
Anxiety —.16* —.01 —.11 .00 19% .07 .18* 22%
Study 2 health correlates

Health maintenance behaviors 23% 25% —.26% -.02
Sleep hours 18% 12 —22% —.15%
Sleep quality 23% 27% —.14% -.07
Absenteeism .06 12 .05 20%
Presenteeism —.28% —-.12 30%* 32%
Study 2 parenting correlates

Family dinner 5% 16* —.12 12
Parent—child activities A5* A7% -.03 A7%
Parent overload —.18% —.16* 25% 37*
Convenience food consumption —-.04 —.00 .07 20%

FSSB, family supportive supervisor behaviors; FSOP, family supportive organizational perceptions

Significant correlations bolded for ease of interpretation. Correlations for Study 1 are cross-sectional (N=293). Correlations for Study 2 are

lagged over 1 month (N=199)
“p<.05

*Independent-samples Fisher r-to-z comparisons show the correlation is stronger than the alternative study (Bonferroni-adjusted p <.012)

form of validity evidence indicates the SFS items are valid
indicators of their underlying constructs. Moreover, flextime
availability, interpersonal consequences, and scheduling
consequences explain variance in work attitude, work-family

conflict, and psychological health correlates above and beyond
similar schedule control and support measures. Finally, flex-
time availability and consequences are relatively more impor-
tant for predicting correlates in comparison to flextime use.

@ Springer
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Flextime availability is relatively the most important for work
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high school degree or GED. All measures were completed via
an online survey that took approximately 20 min to complete.
Participants were paid $5 for each survey.

Measures

See Table 1 for variable citations, number of observations,
anchors, and Cronbach’s alpha values.

Results
Study 1 Replication

To confirm the factor structure, we conducted multiple con-
firmatory factor analyses (CFA; ML estimation) using the
lavaan package in R with the final 19 flextime items. For this
analysis, we used only data from Time 1 (N=299) to maxi-
mize sample size; results with the two-wave sample (N=199)
reached the same conclusions. The four-factor model with
covaried factors demonstrated adequate fit (y*(146)=301.91,
CFI=0.95, RMSEA =0.06, SRMR =0.07). All of the factor
loadings were statistically significant (p <0.01) and standard-
ized loadings ranged from 0.43 to 0.88.

We also collected the correlates from Study 1 in our Study
2 surveys in order to replicate the correlation patterns found in
Study 1 (see Tables 2 and 3). We compared correlations across
independent samples using a Fisher’s 7-to-z transformation with a
Bonferroni-corrected significance level (p <0.012, four compari-
sons per correlate; Table 3). Only two correlations were weaker
in Study 2 compared to Study 1. In sum, our results indicated that
correlations are comparable across samples, replicating validation
evidence from Study 1 using a non-student sample. The compara-
bility of estimates also suggests validity coefficients are relatively
stable when examining cross-sectional and lagged correlations in
two different samples. Finally, we also examined test—retest cor-
relations and found SFS subscale scores were relatively stable over
time (availability Time 1 and Time 2 r=0.72, use Time 1 and Time
2 r=0.65, interpersonal consequences Time 1 and Time 2 r=0.71,
scheduling consequences Time 1 and Time 2 r=0.74).

We also ran the same incremental variance analyses in Study
1 to identify whether patterns replicated. To keep the correla-
tions comparable across studies in terms of design and power,
we used only data from the first time point (Study 2 N=299,
cross-sectional design). Full results can be found on our OSF
page (Study 2 html output). Although most conclusions were
replicated, some differences emerged with the overall pattern
suggesting stronger evidence for incremental prediction. Overall,
Study 2 incremental variance analyses reach a similar conclusion:
flextime availability, interpersonal consequences, and schedul-
ing consequences explain variance in work attitude, work-family
conflict, and psychological health correlates above and beyond
other control measures and measures of work support. In Study 2,

flextime use also shows a bit more incremental validity evidence,
particularly beyond other work-family support variables.

Relationships with Individual Health Maintenance
Correlates

Next, we examined relationships between each of the four
shift work flextime facets at Time 1 and individual health
correlates (Hypotheses 5-8 h-1), as well as parenting behav-
iors (Hypotheses 5-8 m—p) at Time 2. Correlations are in
Tables 2 and 3. We first discuss individual health correlates.
Regarding health maintenance (Hypotheses 5-8 h), flextime
availability (r=0.23, p<0.01) and use (r=0.25, p<0.01)
were associated with more health maintenance, whereas inter-
personal consequences (r= —0.26, p=0.01) was associated
with less health maintenance. Scheduling consequences was
not associated with health maintenance behaviors (r= —0.02,
p=0.73). Regarding sleep hours (Hypotheses 5-8i), flex-
time availability was associated with more hours (r=0.18,
p=0.01), whereas interpersonal consequences (r= —0.22,
p<0.01) and scheduling consequences were associated with
fewer hours (r= —0.15, p=0.03). Flextime use was not asso-
ciated with sleep hours (r=0.12, p=0.08). Regarding sleep
quality (Hypotheses 5-8j), flextime availability (r=0.23,
p<0.01) and use (r=0.27, p<0.01) were associated with
better quality sleep, whereas interpersonal consequences was
associated with worse sleep quality (r= —0.14, p=0.047),
and scheduling consequences was not associated with
sleep quality (r= —0.07, p=0.32). Regarding absenteeism
(Hypotheses 5-8 k), scheduling consequences was associated
with increased absenteeism (r=0.20, p <0.01), and flextime
availability, use, and interpersonal consequences were not
associated with absenteeism (p > 0.05).* Finally regarding
presenteeism (Hypotheses 5-8 1), flextime availability was
associated with reduced presenteeism (r= —0.28, p<0.01),
and interpersonal consequences (r=0.30, p <0.01) and sched-
uling consequences (r=0.32, p <0.01) were associated with
increased presenteeism. Flextime use was not associated with
presenteeism (r= —0.12, p=0.08).

In sum with regard to individual health correlates, flex-
time availability was associated with all health correlates as
expected except absenteeism (Hypothesis 5 mostly supported,
Hypothesis 5 k not supported). Flextime use was associated

4 We also post hoc explored whether shift work flextime factors were
associated with the number of times individuals did not find some-
one to cover a shift in the event when absent from work. Interpersonal
(r=.15, p=4.04) and scheduling consequences (r=.24, p<.01) were
associated with inability to find coverage, consistent with our a pri-
ori rationale. Flextime availability and use were not associated with
being able to find coverage (p>.37).
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with health maintenance behavior and sleep quality, but not
sleep hours, absenteeism, or presenteeism (Hypotheses 6 h
and 6j supported and Hypothesis 6i—1 not supported). Flex-
time interpersonal consequences was associated with all
health correlates as expected (Hypothesis 7 fully supported).
Flextime scheduling consequences was associated with sleep
hours and presenteeism, but not health maintenance behavior,
sleep quality, or absenteeism (Hypotheses 8i and 8 1 supported
and Hypotheses 8 h, 8j, and 8 k not supported).

Relationships with Parenting Correlates

Finally, we examined correlations with parenting behaviors to
examine the extent that flextime enables parenting behaviors
that promote health and well-being for children. Regarding fam-
ily dinner (Hypotheses 5-8 m), flextime availability (r=0.15,
p=0.04) and use (r=0.16, p=0.02) were associated with more
frequent family dinners, but interpersonal and scheduling con-
sequences were not associated with family dinner frequency
(p>0.08). Regarding parent—child activities (Hypotheses 5-8n),
flextime availability (r=0.15, p=0.04), use (r=0.17, p=0.02),
and scheduling consequences (r=0.17, p=0.02) were asso-
ciated with more frequent activities, whereas interpersonal
consequences was not associated with parent—child activities
(r=-0.03, p=0.72). Regarding parental overload (Hypoth-
eses 5-80), flextime availability (r= —0.18, p<0.01) and use
(r=-0.16, p=0.03) were associated with reduced overload,
whereas interpersonal (r=0.25, p<0.01) and scheduling con-
sequences (r=0.37, p<0.01) were associated with increased
overload. Lastly regarding convenience foods (Hypotheses
5-8p), scheduling consequences was associated with increased
child consumption of convenience foods (r=0.20, p<0.01), but
flextime availability, use, and interpersonal consequences were
not associated with convenience food consumption (p >0.32).

In sum with regard to parenting correlates, flextime
availability and use were associated with all parenting
correlates as expected except child consumption of con-
venience foods (Hypotheses 5 and 6 mostly supported,
Hypotheses 5p and 6p not supported). Flextime scheduling
and interpersonal consequences were both only associated
with parental overload as predicted (Hypotheses 7 and 8
mostly not supported, Hypotheses 7 and 8 m, n, and p not
supported). Flextime scheduling was significantly associ-
ated with parent—child activities, but in the opposite of the
hypothesized direction.

Incremental Variance Explained

Similar to Study 1, we investigated the extent to which the
SFS facets explained variance in Study 2 health and par-
enting correlates above and beyond other schedule control
measures (see Table 5). Looking at analyses controlling for
schedule control, flextime availability explained additional
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Table 5 Summary of Study 2 incremental variance analyses for health and parenting correlates

Parent Conveni-

Absenteeism Family Par-

Presentee-

ism

Sleep qual-
ity

Sleep hours

Health

SFS facet

Covariates

ence food
consump-

overload
tion

ent—child

dinner

maintenance
behaviors

activities

AR?

AF  AR* AF AR* AR*> AF AR*> AF AR* AF

AR*> AF AF AR* AF AR?

AF

.00
.01

1.0
2.1

.00
.00
.00
.00

.01

0.1
1.2
1.1
1.3

.00

0.7
0.1

.03

.03
.00

.06

9.9%

0.5
20.0%*

.03
.00
.06
.10
.00
.00
.01

9.9%

0.5
20.0*

.00
.00

0.1

.00

3.8

.03
.06
.02

.00

9.7%
18.1*

Flextime availability

Schedule control variables

.00
.01

.00
.06
10

1.2
1.1
1.3
2.6
4.8%

1.9 .01
0.3

8.5%
5.0%

Flextime use

Schedule control variables

.00
.03

0.2
11.0%

3.8
5.8*

0.1

.01

5.8% 32

Flextime interpersonal consequences

Schedule control variables

.02
.00

.10
.00
.00
01

34.9%

34.9%

.00
.01

.03
.00
.00
.02
.03

9.9%
1.3

Flextime scheduling consequences

Schedule control variables

FSOP and FSSB
FSOP and FSSB
FSOP and FSSB
FSOP and FSSB

—
<

4.6*
6.0*

0.3

2.6

.00

1.2
0.1

1.2
0.1

23
11.2* 0.0

.01

2.3

Flextime availability

I
<

.02
.00
.00

4.8%
0.3

.00
.00
0.5

0.0
2.3
4.5%

.00
01

.02

.04
.01

13.5%

Flextime use

.00
.03

4.2%
12.0*

4.2%
12.0%

.00

5.0%
8.8*

33
0.7

35

Flextime interpersonal consequences

10.9*

.01

.03

.03 .03

.00

0.5

.00

1.1

Flextime scheduling consequences

FSOP, family supportive organizational perception; FSSB, family supportive supervisor behaviors; SFS, shift work flextime scale; WIF, work interference with family; FIW, family interference
with work; AF, change in the F statistic when adding the SFS facet above and beyond covariates; AR?, change in variance explained when adding the SFS facet above and beyond covariates

Significant AF bolded for ease of interpretation

p<.05
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variance in health maintenance behaviors, sleep quality, and
parent overload. Flextime use predicted additional variance
in absenteeism, health maintenance behaviors, sleep hours,
and sleep quality. Interpersonal consequences explained
additional variance in health maintenance behaviors, sleep
hours, and parent overload. Finally, scheduling consequences
explained additional variance in presenteeism, absenteeism,
and all parenting correlates except family dinner.

Looking at analyses controlling for work-family sup-
port (FSOP and FSSB), flextime availability only explained
additional variance in parent—child activities. Flextime use
explained additional variance in the same correlates (absen-
teeism, health maintenance behaviors, sleep hours, sleep
quality) as well as family dinner and parent—child activities.
Interpersonal consequences only explained additional vari-
ance in presenteeism and parent overload. Finally, scheduling
consequences explained additional variance in the same cor-
relates as when controlling for schedule control (presenteeism,
absenteeism, all parenting correlates except family dinner).

Table 6 Dominance analysis results for Study 1 and Study 2

Again, we can conclude SFS subscales show predictive
validity above and beyond other schedule control measures
and family supportive measures. In particular, flextime use
appears to be especially unique for predicting health main-
tenance behaviors for the self and the family (absenteeism,
health maintenance, sleep, family dinner, parent—child activ-
ities). Additionally, scheduling consequences and to a lesser
extent interpersonal consequences are unique predictors of
presenteeism and parent overload. Scheduling consequences
was also a unique predictor of absenteeism, child conveni-
ence food consumption, and parent—child activities.

Relative Importance

We again explored relative importance of the SFS subscales
using dominance analysis. Results are shown in Table 6.
Replicating Study 1, we found availability was more impor-
tant than use for explaining variance in job attitudes, WIF,
FIW, and anxiety among shift workers. For tension, stand-
ardized dominance estimates were similar (19% for flextime

Flextime availability ~ Flextime use Interpersonal conse-  Scheduling conse- Total R?
quences quences

General  Std General  Std General  Std General  Std

Domi- Domi- Domi- Domi- Domi- Domi- Domi- Domi-

nance nance nance nance nance nance nance nance

S1 S22 S1 S2 S1 S2

St S2 St S22 St S2 S1 S22 S1 S2 S1 S2

Study 1 correlates

Job satisfaction A3 .09 40 37 .02 .06
Turnover intentions .07 .09 40 50 .01 .03
Engagement .07 .04 38 31 .01 .03
Work interference with family (WIF) .12 .07 .39 .33 .02 .0l
Family interference with work (FIW) .01 .01 .10 .10 .00 .01

Tension .01 .01 44 .19 .00 .02
Anxiety .01 .00 21 .05 .00 .00
Study 2 health correlates

Presenteeism .04 27 .01
Absenteeism .01 12 .01
Health maintenance behaviors .02 21 .03
Sleep hours .01 24 .01
Sleep quality .02 31 .05
Study 2 parenting correlates

Parent overload .01 .06 .02
Convenience food consumption .00 .02 .00
Family dinner .01 18 .01
Parent—child activities .02 27 .02

07 23 .14 08 43 32 .03 .02 .11 .08 .32 .25
07 19 06 .04 39 21 02 .02 .14 .10 .17 .19
.07 20 08 .05 41 44 03 01 .14 05 20 .13
07 .07 08 .06 27 28 .08 .06 .26 .32 .30 .20
04 .10 02 01 25 .11 .05 .08 .61 .69 .09 .12
07 22 01 01 36 .16 .00 .03 .14 43 .03 .08
07 02 02 00 35 .06 .02 .05 37 .87 .05 .05

.04 .04 26 .06 43 14
18 .01 .08 .04 .62 .07
32 .04 42 .01 .05 .10
.10 .03 47 .01 .19 .05
57 .01 .09 .00 .03 .08
.10 .03 .16 11 .68 .16
.01 .00 .07 .04 91 04
17 .01 21 .03 44 .07
20 .00 .05 .04 A48 .08

General Dominance, general dominance weight as a raw amount of variance explained in the correlate (within rounding error raw weights will
sum to R?); Std Dominance, standardized dominance rescaled as a percentage of predicted variance in the criterion variable attributed to each
predictor (within rounding error rescaled weights sum to 100%); S1, Study 1; S2, Study 2

Relative weights for Study 1 are cross-sectional (N=293). Relative weights for Study 2 are lagged over 1 month (N=199). Significant correla-

tions bolded for ease of interpretation
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availability compared to 22% for flextime use). Regarding
health correlates, we found a similar contrast for presentee-
ism and sleep hours, suggesting availability is more impor-
tant than use for these health correlates as well. However,
sleep quality, health maintenance behaviors, and to a lesser
extent absenteeism had the opposite trend, such that flex-
time use (18-57% of explained variance) was ranked higher
than flextime availability (12-31% of explained variance).
Regarding parenting correlates, flextime availability (2-27%
of explained variance) and use (1-20% of explained vari-
ance) had similarly sized (small) weights. Similar to Study
1, we also saw trends that suggest scheduling and interper-
sonal consequences are particularly important for health
and non-work correlates. Scheduling consequences was the
top ranked predictor for FIW, tension, anxiety, presentee-
ism, absenteeism, and all parenting correlates (43-91% of
explained variance) and the second ranked predictor for
WIF (32% of explained variance). As exceptions, scheduling
consequences explained relatively little variance in health
maintenance behavior (5%), sleep hours (19%), and sleep
quality (3%). Interpersonal consequences was often second-
or third-ranked across all correlates, accounting for a non-
negligible portion of explained variance (21% on average),
in line with findings from Study 1.

Study 2 Conclusion

Overall, Study 2 replicates conclusions from Study 1 in
showing that SFS subscales adhere to the a priori psycho-
metric structure, are distinct from similar support measures,
and are associated with correlates as expected. Furthermore,
all four SFS subscales explain variance in health and parent-
ing correlates above and beyond other schedule control and
work-family support measures. Finally, dominance analyses
show flextime availability and consequences are relatively
more important for predicting job attitude and work-family
correlates in comparison to flextime use. Flextime use did,
however, explain relatively more variance than availability
in health maintenance behaviors and sleep. Similar to Study
1, scheduling consequences is relatively most important for
non-work correlates, including parenting, followed by inter-
personal consequences.

Discussion

In order to better understand flexibility as it is enacted in
shift work (Lambert et al., 2012), we developed a measure
of flextime availability, use, interpersonal, and scheduling
consequences, with the aim of better understanding the
implications of flextime for the large portion of the work-
force with non-traditional schedules. Across three phases

@ Springer

and two independent samples, we developed concise meas-
ures for all four aspects of flextime, with support for con-
tent, convergent, discriminant, and criterion-related validity.
Consistent with the broader flexibility literature, we found
flextime availability and, to a lesser extent, use are associ-
ated with increased job attitudes, health and well-being, and
parenting behavior among shift workers. Our measures of
shift flextime availability, interpersonal consequences, and
scheduling consequences also predicted work-, health and
well-being—, and family-related correlates above and beyond
other measures of schedule control, family supportive super-
vision, and perceptions of work support. We also found evi-
dence for discriminant validity, as flextime availability, use,
and consequences were not associated with personality or
demographic factors.’ Finally, dominance analyses across
the two study samples showed flextime availability is a more
powerful predictor of work attitudes and WIF than flextime
use, flextime use was a relatively more powerful predictor
of individual health maintenance behaviors and sleep, and
scheduling consequences (and to a lesser extent interper-
sonal consequences) was particularly important and a unique
predictor of nonwork and parenting correlates.

Theoretical Implications

Our study supports the growing chorus of scholars contend-
ing that the work-family interface (Agars & French, 2011,
2016; French & Agars, 2018; Grzywacz et al., 2008) and
flexibility (Henly & Lambert, 2014; Henly et al., 2006; Lam-
bert et al., 2012) meaningfully differ for those with non-
standard work arrangements. We expand on these critiques
by creating a validated measure to capture flextime as it is
enacted within shift work. We also expand the nomological
network of flextime to correlates pertinent to worker health
(absenteeism, presenteeism, health maintenance) and parent-
ing (parenting overload, child consumption of convenience
foods, family dinner, parent—child activities) that receive rare
attention. A well-validated measurement is a critical first
step for generating empirical work that develops solutions
for worker health and happiness beyond traditional work-
ing populations. Further underscoring the importance of our
study is the fact that shift workers are an under-researched
and vulnerable working arrangement associated with racial,
socio-economic, and health disparities (Goh et al., 2016;
Leupp et al., 2021; Semyonov et al., 2011). Improving

5 Independent-samples #-tests show no evidence that levels of SFS
scales, WIF, or FIW differ for those working daytime shifts compared
to other shifts, nor for workers with one job compared to workers
with two jobs (p>05). In Study 1, full-time workers reported greater
interpersonal consequences and WIF compared to part-time workers,
and in Study 2, part-time workers reported greater scheduling conse-
quences and FIW compared to full-time workers.
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flextime for shift workers may be one way to address these
disparities (Schneider & Harknett, 2019a).

We further expanded our conceptualization of flextime in
the shift work literature by deriving and creating measures
of two distinct consequences that are particularly relevant to
shift workers: interpersonal and scheduling consequences.
Each form of consequence is distinct and associated with
critical work, health, and parenting outcomes. By developing
measures for these two facets of flextime use consequences,
we bring explicit attention to the fact that employees’ deci-
sion to use shift flextime may result in complex negative out-
comes that reflect the organization’s broader norms and atti-
tudes regarding the balance of work and family. Assessing
barriers to flexibility is increasingly recognized as a critical
aspect of supporting workers’ autonomy and control (French
& Shockley, 2020; Perrigino et al., 2018). These scales have
the potential to yield insight into when and for whom flex-
time is possible and effective within shift work contexts.

Our correlations suggest an interesting pattern with
potential for inductive theoretical insight. Work attitudes
appear to be more weakly associated with flextime use
compared to flextime availability. Flextime use also explains
relatively little incremental variance above and beyond con-
vergent variables. Dominance analyses similarly show flex-
time use explains relatively minimal variance in job attitudes
(availability accounted for 11-33% more variance explained
than use) and perceptions and behaviors that prioritize work
over family such as WIF and presenteeism (availability
accounted for 23-32% more variance explained than use).
These weaker associations with flextime use compared to
availability are consistent with the broader flexibility lit-
erature (Allen et al., 2013). Overall, these trends suggest
availability is more important than use for psychologically
reflecting on work and its impact on family.

In contrast, correlates that involve personal health (health
maintenance, sleep quality, absenteeism) and parenting (par-
ent—child activities, convenience food consumption, family
dinner) tend to be similarly associated with both flextime
availability and flextime use. Furthermore, flextime use
explains incremental variance in these outcomes, and flex-
time use is a dominant predictor of both sleep quality and
presenteeism. Perhaps for work-related attitudes and per-
ceptions, merely having flextime available and a supportive
interpersonal context are enough to make people feel sat-
isfied and supported. However, when it comes to enacting
nonwork and social responsibilities such as getting a good
night’s sleep, maintaining personal health, and parenting,
use and scheduling consequences become more important
than having resources available. This is a notable contribu-
tion, given that it is generally accepted that availability is
more beneficial than actual flextime use, and that supportive
work contexts are critical for understanding how employers

support the work-family interface (French & Shockley,
2020). Our results suggest personal health and the social
demands of parenting are important boundary conditions
for these conclusions, and that use matters when looking at
outcomes beyond worker attitudes.

Finally, scheduling consequences clearly drive vari-
ance explained for parenting correlates, emphasizing the
importance of structural work hour decisions for parent-
ing behavior. Although the magnitudes of correlations
between flextime availability and use were comparable to
scheduling consequences, dominance analyses and incre-
mental variance analyses clearly point to scheduling con-
sequences as the most unique and dominant predictor. For
example, in Study 1 and Study 2, scheduling consequences
is the top-ranked predictor for FIW and anxiety (account-
ing for 61-87% of explained variance), and in Study 2,
scheduling consequences is the top-ranked predictor for
tension, presenteeism, absenteeism, and all four parenting
correlates (accounting for 43-91% of explained variance).
Scheduling consequences also explains a substantial por-
tion of the variance in WIF in Study 1 (ranked 3", 26%)
and Study 2 (ranked 2™, 32%). For these same work-fam-
ily and health correlates, interpersonal consequences was
most often ranked 2™ in terms of importance for variance
explained (accounting for 5-36% of explained variance;
although relationships are weakest for parenting corre-
lates). Although others have suggested family supportive
climates are important (Allen, 2001; French et al., 2018;
Thompson et al., 1999), our measure pinpoints punishing
future scheduling opportunities as a consequence specific
to shift work that has unique implications. Again, our find-
ings point away from a focus on offering flextime policies
and instead suggest that when it comes to parenting, facili-
tating a positive climate in which workers are not punished
through scheduling changes may be most critical.

Practical Implications

We hope the SFS will be of use to organizations and prac-
titioners that seek to improve the quality of life for shift
workers. The SFS could be used to assess and track per-
ceptions of flextime availability and use, as well as detect
interpersonal and scheduling barriers that may ameliorate
potential benefits of flexible scheduling. We show flextime
and the consequences associated with flextime are associ-
ated with productivity and health metrics organizations
care about, such as engagement, turnover, absenteeism,
coverage of missed shifts (see Footnote 3), and presentee-
ism, as well as health and parenting outcomes critical for
worker well-being. Thus, human resources managers and
organizational leaders who address these consequences
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might directly improve bottomline indicators of success
(i.e., retention, performance), as well as the health of
workers and their children.

Our findings can help inform current policy efforts to
improve scheduling flexibility for shift workers (Rummler
& The 19th, 2021). Indeed, scheduling flexibility has been
identified as a crucial resource for retaining and protecting
the well-being of workers with marginalized identities,
including Black employees, Latinx employees, and women
of color employees, all of whom report greater exposure
to unpredictable work schedules (Schneider & Harknett,
2019a). In particular, our results underscore the impor-
tance of scheduling practices as a systemic and tangible
way to help shift workers address their family needs (e.g.,
Henly & Lambert, 2014; Schneider & Harknett, 2019a).
The findings also buttress current efforts to train supervi-
sor supportive behaviors in shift work populations (e.g.,
Hammer et al., 2011) and suggest an important focus for
future practice and intervention research.

Limitations and Future Recommendations

The data across studies are cross-sectional or lagged. This
choice was purposeful, as the constructs examined in our
studies, and particularly those in the SFS, are likely rela-
tively stable over time. It is possible that the associations
observed here are inflated due to person-level confounds
such as personality or disposition. Future research might
use longitudinal and experimental designs to more clearly
disentangle temporal precedence and causality.

It is possible that other forms of flexibility may
increase control and support, but were not included here.
For example, shift workers may engage in job crafting
to idiosyncratically alter tasks, relationships, and think-
ing about work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Two of
the reviewed job control measures include one crafting
item each (Ala-Mursula et al., 2006; Hill et al., 2001),
and job crafting has been studied in shift work popula-
tions such as police and health care professionals (Gordon
et al., 2015; Petrou et al., 2015). Our measure is squarely
focused on exerting flexibility and control over work
time. We encourage future work to explore further pos-
sibilities to understand the ways in which shift workers
exert control and autonomy.

We similarly only examine direct relationships between
each SFS scale and correlates. However, in practice, rela-
tionships among the scales may be more complicated. For
example, previous research suggests flexibility policies are
most strongly associated with work-family experiences when
enacted in contexts that facilitate use (French & Shockley,
2020). Thus, it may be that interpersonal or scheduling con-
sequences weaken the relationship between flextime use
and correlates. Alternatively, interpersonal and scheduling

@ Springer

consequences may act as constraints that reduce availabil-
ity or use of flextime (French & Shockley, 2020) and thus
indirectly predict work, family, and health correlates. These
possibilities could be more thoughtfully disentangled with
appropriate longitudinal and/or qualitative designs.

At first blush, the shift work flextime use measure
has less sufficient evidence for its reliability and validity
in comparison with the other three SFS subfacets. The
relatively low Cronbach’s alpha estimates are largely due
to the small number of items combined with items that
capture specific behaviors and cover the breadth of the
construct domain (Cortina, 1993). Furthermore, flextime
use had relatively small correlations, incremental vari-
ance explained, and explained the least variance in most
correlates in comparison to other subfacets. However, this
pattern is in line with theory that suggests flexibility use
facilitates overwork and role blurring, resulting in weaker
associations with correlates compared to flexibility avail-
ability (Allen et al., 2013; Schieman & Glavin, 2017,
Schieman & Young, 2010). Nevertheless, we suggest that
further validation evidence would be a prudent next step.

We encourage future work that expands the nomo-
logical network of our scale. In particular, it would be
interesting to directly compare the nomological network
of the SFS with more traditional standard-hour workers
and flexibility measures. Another avenue would be con-
tinued exploration of behaviors relevant to child health
(Allen et al., 2015; Davis et al., 2015; Schneider & Hark-
nett, 2019a). It could also be possible that parenting and
child demands impact flexibility (Cho & Ciancetta, 2016;
Major et al., 2004). For example, those with more parent-
ing demands might select jobs that are more flexible, be
more likely to use policies, or have reduced consequences
due to perceived need.

Conclusion

Researchers have yet to fully understand work-family chal-
lenges faced by the ever-growing shift work population. In
response, we developed measures of shift flextime availa-
bility, use, and scheduling and interpersonal consequences.
The measures extend beyond existing broad measures
of family-friendly organizations and ad hoc measures of
schedule control by capturing specific behaviors and con-
sequences associated with flextime as they are enacted in
shift work contexts. It is our hope that these measures will
yield a greater understanding of the ways in which organiza-
tions and individuals can harness and manage flextime for
improved individual and family performance, health, and
well-being.



Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:19-44

4

Declarations

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no competing interests.

References

Agars, M. D., & French, K. A. (2016). Considering underrepresented
populations in work and family research. In T. D. Allen & L. T.
Eby (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of work and family, (vol. 1).
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/97801
99337538.013.28

Agars, M. D., & French, K. A. (2011). What if work and family
research actually considered workers and their families? Indus-
trial and Organizational Psychology, 4(3), 375-378. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2011.01355.x

Aguinis, H., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2014). An ounce of prevention is
worth a pound of cure: Improving research quality before data
collection. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 569-595. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev-orgpsych-031413-091231

Ala-Mursula, L., Vahtera, J., Kouvonen, A., Vdidninen, A., Linna,
A., Pentti, J., & Kivimiki, M. (2006). Long hours in paid and
domestic work and subsequent sickness absence: Does control
over daily working hours matter? Occupational and Environ-
mental Medicine, 63(9), 608—616. https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.
2005.023937

Allen, T. D. (2001). Family-supportive work environments: The role
of organizational perceptions. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
58(3), 414-435. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1774

Allen, M. J., & Yen, W. M. (2001). Introduction to measurement
theory. Waveland Press.

Allen, T. D., Shockley, K. M., & Poteat, L. F. (2008). Workplace fac-
tors associated with family dinner behaviors. Journal of Voca-
tional Behavior, 73(2), 336-342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.
2008.07.004

Allen, T. D., Johnson, R. C., Kiburz, K. M., & Shockley, K. M.
(2013). Work—family conflict and flexible work arrangements:
Deconstructing flexibility. Personnel Psychology, 66(2), 345—
376. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12012

Allen, T. D., Golden, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2015). How effec-
tive is telecommuting? Assessing the status of our scientific
findings. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 16(2),
40-68. https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100615593273

Aryee, S., Fields, D., & Luk, V. (1999). A cross-cultural test of
a model of the work-family interface. Journal of Manage-
ment, 25(4), 491-511. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206399
02500402

Baltes, B., Briggs, T., Huff, J., Wright, J., & Neuman, G. (1999).
Flexible and compressed workweek schedules: A meta-analysis
of their effects on work-related criteria. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 84, 496-513. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.
84.4.496

Beham, B., Drobni¢, S., & Priag, P. (2011). Work demands and
resources and the work—family interface: Testing a salience
model on German service sector employees. Journal of Voca-
tional Behavior, 78(1), 110-122. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.
2010.07.008

Berman, L. M. (1997). When flexibility “works” and when it “fails”:
an in-depth analysis of alternatives to the nine-to-five work week
[Ph.D., University of Maryland, College Park]. https://www.
proquest.com/docview/304352493/abstract/ A872EA5AAS8
D941DAPQ/1

Beutell, N. J. (2010). Work schedule, work schedule control and satis-
faction in relation to work-family conflict, work-family synergy,
and domain satisfaction. Career Development International,
15(5), 501-518. https://doi.org/10.1108/13620431011075358

Bolino, M. C., Kelemen, T. K., & Matthews, S. H. (2021). Working
9-to-5? A review of research on nonstandard work schedules.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 42(2), 188-211. https://doi.
org/10.1002/job.2440. APA Psyclnfo.

Buysse, D. J., Reynolds, C. F., III., Monk, T. H., Breman, S. R., &
Kupfer, D. J. (1989). The Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index: A
new instrument for psychiatric practice and research. Psychia-
try Research, 28(2), 193-213. https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-
1781(89)90047-4

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, D., & Klesh, J. R. (1983). Michi-
gan organizational assessment questionnaire. In S. E. Seashore,
E. E. Lawler, P. H. Mirvis, & C. Cammann (Eds.), Assessing
organizational change: A guide to methods, measures, and prac-
tices (pp. 71-138). Wiley-Interscience.

Casper, W. J., & Harris, C. M. (2008). Work-life benefits and organi-
zational attachment: Self-interest utility and signaling theory
models. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 72(1), 95-1009. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.10.015

Casper, W. J., Vaziri, H., Wayne, J. H., DeHauw, S., & Greenhaus, J.
(2018). The jingle-jangle of work—nonwork balance: a compre-
hensive and meta-analytic review of its meaning and measure-
ment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(2), 182-214. https://
doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259. APA Psyclnfo.

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit
indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 9(2), 233-255. https://
doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Cho, E., & Allen, T. D. (2012). Relationship between work interfer-
ence with family and parent—child interactive behavior: Can guilt
help? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 80(2), 276-287. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.12.002

Cho, E., & Ciancetta, L. (2016). Child outcomes associated with par-
ent work—family experiences. In T. D. Allen & L. T. Eby (Eds.),
The Oxford handbook of work and family (Vol. 1, pp. 151-164).
Oxford University Press https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/97801
99337538.013.12

Collins, C. E., Watson, J., & Burrows, T. (2010). Measuring dietary
intake in children and adolescents in the context of overweight
and obesity. International Journal of Obesity, 34(7), 1103-1115.
https://doi.org/10.1038/ij0.2009.241

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 78(1), 98—104.

Crain, T. L., & Stevens, S. C. (2018). Family-supportive supervisor
behaviors: a review and recommendations for research and prac-
tice. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(7), 869-888. https://
doi.org/10.1002/job.2320. APA Psyclnfo.

Davis, K. D., Lawson, K. M., Almeida, D. M., Kelly, E. L., King, R.
B., Hammer, L., Casper, L. M., Okechukwu, C. A., Hanson, G.,
& McHale, S. M. (2015). Parents’ daily time with their children:
A workplace intervention. Pediatrics, 135(5), 875-882. https://
doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-2057

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B.
(2001). The job demands-resources model of burnout. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 499—512. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.86.3.499

Donnellan, M. B., Oswald, F. L., Baird, B. M., & Lucas, R. E. (2006).
The Mini-IPIP Scales: Tiny-yet-effective measures of the big
five factors of personality. Psychological Assessment, 18(2),
192-203.

Edwards, J. R., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). Mechanisms linking work
and family: Clarifying the relationship between work and family
constructs. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 178-199.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199337538.013.28
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199337538.013.28
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2011.01355.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2011.01355.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091231
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091231
https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.2005.023937
https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.2005.023937
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1774
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12012
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100615593273
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500402
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639902500402
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.496
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.4.496
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.07.008
https://www.proquest.com/docview/304352493/abstract/A872EA5AA8D941DAPQ/1
https://www.proquest.com/docview/304352493/abstract/A872EA5AA8D941DAPQ/1
https://www.proquest.com/docview/304352493/abstract/A872EA5AA8D941DAPQ/1
https://doi.org/10.1108/13620431011075358
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2440
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2440
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199337538.013.12
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199337538.013.12
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2009.241
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2320
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-2057
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2014-2057
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

42

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:19-44

French, K. A., & Agars, M. D. (2018). Work—family culture in low-
income environments: Can we generalize? Journal of Career
Development, 45(1), 50-67. https://doi.org/10.1177/0894845316
664178

French, K. A., & Shockley, K. M. (2020). Formal and informal sup-
ports for managing work and family. Current Directions in Psy-
chological Science, 29(2), 207-216. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963721420906218

French, K. A., Dumani, S., Allen, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2018). A
meta-analysis of work—family conflict and social support. Psy-
chological Bulletin, 144(3), 284-314. https://doi.org/10.1037/
bul0000120

French, K. A., McConnaughy, J., Agars, M. D., Tortez, L., & Martinez,
M. (2014). Work-family issues in low income contexts: a qualita-
tive investigation. Annual Society for Industrial-Organizational
Psychology Conference, Honolulu, HI

Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the
unknown about telecommuting: Meta-analysis of psychological
mediators and individual consequences. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 92(6), 1524-1541. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.
92.6.1524

Galinsky, E., Bond, J. T., & Friedman, D. E. (1996). The role of
employers in addressing the needs of employed parents. Journal
of Social Issues, 52(3), 111-136. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
4560.1996.tb01582.x

Galovan, A. M., Fackrell, T., Buswell, L., Jones, B. L., Hill, E. J., &
Carroll, S. J. (2010). The work—family interface in the United
States and Singapore: Conflict across cultures. Journal of Family
Psychology, 24(5), 646—656. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020832

Genadek, K. R., & Hill, R. (2017). Parents’ work schedules and time
spent with children. Community, Work & Family, 20(5), 523—
542. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2017.1371672

Goh, J., Pfeffer, J., & Zenios, S. A. (2016). The relationship between
workplace stressors and mortality and health costs in the United
States. Management Science, 62(2), 608—628. https://doi.org/10.
1287/mnsc.2014.2115

Golden, L., Henly, J. R., & Lambert, S. (2013). Work schedule flex-
ibility: A contributor to happiness? Journal of Social Research
and Policy, 4(2), 107-135.

Gordon, H., Demerouti, E., Blanc, P. M., & Bipp, T. (2015). Job craft-
ing and performance of Dutch and American health care profes-
sionals. Journal of Personnel Psychology, 14, 192-202. https://
doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000138

Grandey, A. A., & Cropanzano, R. (1999). The conservation of
resources model applied to work—family conflict and strain. Jour-
nal of Vocational Behavior, 54(2), 350-370. https://doi.org/10.
1006/jvbe.1998.1666

Griggs, T. L., Casper, W. J., & Eby, L. T. (2013). Work, family and
community support as predictors of work—family conflict: A
study of low-income workers. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
82(1), 59-68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.11.006

Grover, S. L., & Crooker, K. J. (1995). Who appreciates family-respon-
sive human resource policies: The impact of family-friendly poli-
cies on the organizational attachment of parents and non-parents.
Personnel Psychology, 48(2), 271-288. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1744-6570.1995.tb01757.x

Grzywacz, J. G., Carlson, D. S., & Shulkin, S. (2008). Schedule flex-
ibility and stress: Linking formal flexible arrangements and per-
ceived flexibility to employee health. Community, Work & Fam-
ily, 11(2), 199-214. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802024652

Grzywacz, J. G., Daniel, S. S., Tucker, J., Walls, J., & Leerkes, E.
(2011). Nonstandard work schedules and developmentally gen-
erative parenting practices: An application of propensity score
techniques. Family Relations, 60(1), 45-59. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1741-3729.2010.00632.x

@ Springer

Haines, V. Y., Doray-Demers, P., Guerrero, S., & Genin, E. (2020).
Nonstandard work schedules, resource shortfalls, and individual/
family functioning. International Journal of Stress Management,
27(4), 346-357. https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000159

Haley, M. R., & Miller, L. A. (2015). Correlates of flexible work-
ing arrangements, stress, and sleep difficulties in the US work-
force: Does the flexibility of the flexibility matter? Empiri-
cal Economics, 48(4), 1395-1418. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00181-014-0836-4

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson,
G. C. (2009). Development and validation of a multidimensional
measure of family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB). Jour-
nal of Management, 35(4), 837-856. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206308328510

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmer-
man, K. L. (2011). Clarifying work-family intervention pro-
cesses: The roles of work-family conflict and family supportive
supervisor behaviors. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(1),
134-150. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020927

Hammer, L. B., Ernst Kossek, E., Bodner, T., & Crain, T. (2013).
Measurement development and validation of the Family Sup-
portive Supervisor Behavior Short-Form (FSSB-SF). Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 18(3), 285-296. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0032612

Han, W.-J. (2005). Maternal nonstandard work schedules and child
cognitive outcomes. Child Development, 76(1), 137-154. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00835.x

Heggestad, E. D., Scheaf, D. J., Banks, G. C., Monroe Hausfeld,
M., Tonidandel, S., & Williams, E. B. (2019). Scale adapta-
tion in organizational science research: a review and best-
practice recommendations. Journal of Management, 45(6),
2596-2627. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319850280.
APA Psyclnfo.

Henderson, R. (2013). Industry employment and output projections
to 2022. Monthly Labor Review. https://heinonline.org/HOL/
Page?handle=hein.journals/month136&div=95&g_sent=1&
casa_token=-gqVdFReeEIAAAAA:SnN26mWzS6bH3T-
552F35UQzY 8R-DAjuDMHDiOUy6TIHWNzsNO6v56j9CIx-
Oab4p7kZu-HwnA&collection=journals

Henly, J. R., & Lambert, S. J. (2014). Unpredictable work timing in
retail jobs: Implications for employee work—life conflict. Indus-
trial and Labor Relations Review, 67(3), 986—-1016. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0019793914537458

Henly, J. R., Shaefer, H. L., & Waxman, E. (2006). Nonstandard
work schedules: Employer- and employee-driven flexibility in
retail jobs. Social Service Review, 80(4), 609—634. https://doi.
org/10.1086/508478

Hill, E. J., Hawkins, A. J., Ferris, M., & Weitzman, M. (2001). Find-
ing an extra day a week: The positive influence of perceived
job flexibility on work and family life balance. Family Rela-
tions, 50(1), 49-58. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.
00049.x

Hill, E. J., Jacob, J. 1., Shannon, L. L., Brennan, R. T., Blanchard,
V. L., & Martinengo, G. (2008). Exploring the relationship of
workplace flexibility, gender, and life stage to family-to-work
conflict, and stress and burnout. Community, Work & Family,
11(2), 165-181. https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802027564

Hinkin, T. R. (1995). A review of scale development practices in the
study of organizations. Journal of Management, 21(5), 967-988.

Hinkin, T. R. (1998). A brief tutorial on the development of meas-
ures for use in survey questionnaires. Organizational Research
Methods, 1(1), 104-121. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428198
00100106

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources. American Psycholo-
gist, 12. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513


https://doi.org/10.1177/0894845316664178
https://doi.org/10.1177/0894845316664178
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420906218
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721420906218
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000120
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000120
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.6.1524
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1996.tb01582.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1996.tb01582.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020832
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2017.1371672
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.2115
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2014.2115
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000138
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000138
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1666
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01757.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1995.tb01757.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802024652
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2010.00632.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2010.00632.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000159
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-014-0836-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00181-014-0836-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020927
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032612
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032612
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00835.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00835.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319850280
https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/month136&div=95&g_sent=1&casa_token=-gqVdFReeEIAAAAA:SnN26mWzS6bH3T-552F35UQzY8R-DAjuDMHDi0Uy6TJHwNzsN06v56j9CJx-0ab4p7kZu-HwnA&collection=journals
https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/month136&div=95&g_sent=1&casa_token=-gqVdFReeEIAAAAA:SnN26mWzS6bH3T-552F35UQzY8R-DAjuDMHDi0Uy6TJHwNzsN06v56j9CJx-0ab4p7kZu-HwnA&collection=journals
https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/month136&div=95&g_sent=1&casa_token=-gqVdFReeEIAAAAA:SnN26mWzS6bH3T-552F35UQzY8R-DAjuDMHDi0Uy6TJHwNzsN06v56j9CJx-0ab4p7kZu-HwnA&collection=journals
https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/month136&div=95&g_sent=1&casa_token=-gqVdFReeEIAAAAA:SnN26mWzS6bH3T-552F35UQzY8R-DAjuDMHDi0Uy6TJHwNzsN06v56j9CJx-0ab4p7kZu-HwnA&collection=journals
https://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/month136&div=95&g_sent=1&casa_token=-gqVdFReeEIAAAAA:SnN26mWzS6bH3T-552F35UQzY8R-DAjuDMHDi0Uy6TJHwNzsN06v56j9CJx-0ab4p7kZu-HwnA&collection=journals
https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793914537458
https://doi.org/10.1177/0019793914537458
https://doi.org/10.1086/508478
https://doi.org/10.1086/508478
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.00049.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2001.00049.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802027564
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819800100106
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819800100106
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:19-44

43

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D. M., & Glaser, J. (2008). Creating flex-
ible work arrangements through idiosyncratic deals. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 655-664

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covari-
ance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alterna-
tives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Jour-
nal, 6(1), 1-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Hyland, M. M. (2000). Flexibility in work arrangements: how avail-
ability, preferences and use affect business outcomes [Ph.D.,
Rutgers The State University of New Jersey - New Brunswick].
https://www.proquest.com/docview/304535057/abstract/B503D
DB404548D2PQ/1

Jayanti, R. K., & Burns, A. C. (1998). The antecedents of preventive
health care behavior: An empirical study. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 26(1), 6-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/00920
70398261002

Jeffrey Hill, E., Grzywacz, J. G., Allen, S., Blanchard, V. L., Matz-
Costa, C., Shulkin, S., & Pitt-Catsouphes, M. (2008). Defining
and conceptualizing workplace flexibility. Community, Work &
Family, 11(2), 149-163. https://doi.org/10.1080/1366880080
2024678

Johns, G. (2011). Attendance dynamics at work: The antecedents and
correlates of presenteeism, absenteeism, and productivity loss.
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(4), 483-500.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025153

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and men-
tal strain: Implications for job redesign. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 24(2), 285-308. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392498

Kelly, E. L., Moen, P., & Tranby, E. (2011). Changing workplaces to
reduce work-family conflict: Schedule control in a white-collar
organization. American Sociological Review, 76(2), 265-290.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122411400056

Kim, J., Henly, J. R., Golden, L. M., & Lambert, S. J. (2020). Work-
place flexibility and worker well-being by gender. Journal of
Marriage and Family, 82(3), 892-910. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jomf.12633

Kim, J. (2020). Workplace flexibility and parent—child interactions
among working parents in the U.S. Social Indicators Research,
151(2), 427-469 https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2032-y

Kossek, E. E., & Michel, J. S. (2011). Flexible work schedules. In APA
handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, Vol 1:
Building and developing the organization (pp. 535-572). Ameri-
can Psychological Association

Kossek, E. E., & Lautsch, B. A. (2018). Work-life flexibility for
whom? Occupational status and work-life inequality in upper,
middle, and lower level jobs. Academy of Management Annals,
12(1), 5-36. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0059

Lambert, S. J., Haley-Lock, A., & Henly, J. R. (2012). Schedule flex-
ibility in hourly jobs: Unanticipated consequences and promising
directions. Community, Work & Family, 15(3), 293-315. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2012.662803

Lambert, S. J., Fugiel, P. J., & Henly, J. R. (2014). Precarious work
schedules among early-career employees in the US: a national
snapshot (p. 24) [Research brief]. University of Chicago,
Employment Instability, Family Well-Being, and Social Policy
Network (EINet)

Lapierre, L. M., Li, Y., Kwan, H. K., Greenhaus, J. H., DiRenzo, M.
S., & Shao, P. (2018). A meta-analysis of the antecedents of
work—family enrichment. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
39(4), 385-401. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234. APA Psyclnfo.

Lee, S., Hale, L., Berger, L. M., & Buxton, O. M. (2019). Maternal
perceived work schedule flexibility predicts child sleep mediated
by bedtime routines. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 28(1),
245-259. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1262-6

Leupp, K., Kornrich, S., & Brines, J. (2021). ‘Stuck’ in nonstand-
ard schedules? Married couples’ nonstandard work schedules

over the life course. Community, Work & Family, 24(1), 20-38.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2019.1619517

Li, J., Johnson, S. E., Han, W.-J., Andrews, S., Kendall, G., Strazdins,
L., & Dockery, A. (2014). Parents’ nonstandard work schedules
and child well-being: A critical review of the literature. The Jour-
nal of Primary Prevention, 35(1), 53-73. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10935-013-0318-z

Lovibond, P. F., & Lovibond, S. H. (1995). The structure of negative
emotional states: Comparison of the Depression Anxiety Stress
Scales (DASS) with the Beck Depression and Anxiety Invento-
ries. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 33(3), 335-343. https://
doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U

Luchman, J. N. (2022). domir: tools to support relative importance
analysis (R package version 1.0.0). https://CRAN.R-project.org/
package=domir

Major, D. A., Cardenas, R. A., & Allard, C. B. (2004). Child health:
A legitimate business concern. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 9(4), 306-321. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.
4.306

Matthews, R. A., Winkel, D. E., & Wayne, J. H. (2014). A longitudinal
examination of role overload and work-family conflict: The medi-
ating role of interdomain transitions: INTERDOMAIN TRAN-
SITIONS. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(1), 72-91.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1855

McMenamin, T. M. (2007). A time to work: recent trends in shift work
and flexible schedules. Monthly Labor Review, 13

Moen, P., Kelly, E. L., Tranby, E., & Huang, Q. (2011). Changing work,
changing health: Can real work-time flexibility promote health
behaviors and well-being? Journal of Health and Social Behav-
ior, 52(4), 404-429. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146511418979

Moen, P., Kelly, E. L., Lee, S.-R., Oakes, J. M., Fan, W., Bray, J.,
Almeida, D., Hammer, L., Hurtado, D., & Buxton, O. (2017).
Can a flexibility/support initiative reduce turnover intentions and
exits? Results from the work, family, and health network. Social
Problems, 64(1), 53-85. https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spw033

Netemeyer, R. G., Boles, J. S., & McMurrian, R. (1996). Development
and validation of work-family conflict and family-work conflict
scales. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(4), 400—410. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400

Perrigino, M. B., Dunford, B. B., & Wilson, K. S. (2018). Work—family
backlash: The “dark side” of work—life balance (WLB) policies.
Academy of Management Annals, 12(2), 600-630. https://doi.
org/10.5465/annals.2016.0077

Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2015). Job craft-
ing in changing organizations: Antecedents and implications
for exhaustion and performance. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 20(4), 470-480. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0039003

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P.
(2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A criti-
cal review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.88.5.879

R Core Team. (2020). R: a language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://
www.R-project.org/

Repetti, R. L., & Wang, S.-W. (2014). Employment and parenting.
Parenting, 14(2), 121-132. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.
2014.914364

Roeters, A., Lippe, T. V. D., & Kluwer, E. S. (2010). Work characteris-
tics and parent-child relationship quality: The mediating role of
temporal involvement. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(5),
1317-1328. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1741-3737.2010.00767.x

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: an R package for structural equation mod-
eling. Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1-36. https://doi.
org/10.18637/jss.v048.102

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://www.proquest.com/docview/304535057/abstract/B503DDB404548D2PQ/1
https://www.proquest.com/docview/304535057/abstract/B503DDB404548D2PQ/1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070398261002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070398261002
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802024678
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802024678
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025153
https://doi.org/10.2307/2392498
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122411400056
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12633
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12633
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-018-2032-y
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0059
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2012.662803
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2012.662803
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1262-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2019.1619517
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-013-0318-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-013-0318-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(94)00075-U
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=domir
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=domir
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.4.306
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.4.306
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1855
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022146511418979
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spw033
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0077
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0077
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039003
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2014.914364
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2014.914364
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00767.x
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02

44

Journal of Business and Psychology (2024) 39:19-44

Rummler, O., & The 19th. (2021). How a law on shift scheduling in
advance helps women workers in Seattle. Fortune. https://fortu
ne.com/2021/10/25/retail-service-workers-hours-secure-sched
uling-advance-notice-caregivers-compensation/

Ryan, A. M., & Kossek, E. E. (2008). Work-life policy implemen-
tation: Breaking down or creating barriers to inclusiveness?
Human Resource Management, 47(2), 295-310. https://doi.org/
10.1002/hrm.20213

Scandura, T. A., & Lankau, M. J. (1997). Relationships of gender,
family responsibility and flexible work hours to organizational
commitment and job satisfaction. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 18(4), 377-391. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-
1379(199707)18:4%3¢377::AID-JOB807%3e3.0.CO;2-1

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). The measure-
ment of work engagement with a short questionnaire: A cross-
national study. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
66(4), 701-716. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471

Schieman, S., & Glavin, P. (2017). Ironic flexibility: When normative
role blurring undermines the benefits of schedule control. The
Sociological Quarterly, 58(1), 51-71. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00380253.2016.1246905

Schieman, S., & Young, M. (2010). Is there a downside to sched-
ule control for the work-family interface? Journal of Family
Issues, 31(10), 1391-1414. https://doi.org/10.1177/01925
13X10361866

Schneider, D., & Harknett, K. (2019a). It’s about time: how work
schedule instability matters for workers, families, and racial
inequality (The Shift Project Research Brief). Washington Center
for Equitable Growth. https://shift.hks.harvard.edu/files/2019a/
10/1ts-About-Time-How-Work-Schedule-Instability-Matters-for-
Workers-Families-and-Racial-Inequality.pdf

Schneider, D., & Harknett, K. (2019b). Consequences of routine work-
schedule instability for worker health and well-being. American
Sociological Review, 84(1), 82-114. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0003122418823184

Semyonov, M., Lewin-Epstein, N., & Bridges, W. P. (2011). Explain-
ing racial disparities in access to employment benefits. Ethnic
and Racial Studies, 34(12), 2069-2095. https://doi.org/10.1080/
01419871003687552

Smith, P. A., & Wedderburn, A. A. I. (1998). Flexibility and long shifts.
Employee Relations, 20(5), 483—489. https://doi.org/10.1108/
01425459810238774

Smith, C. E., Wayne, J. H., Matthews, R. A., Lance, C. E., Griggs,
T. L., & Pattie, M. W. (2022). Stability and change in levels of
work—family conflict: A multi-study, longitudinal investigation.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 95(1),
1-35. https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12372

Strazdins, L., Clements, M. S., Korda, R. J., Broom, D. H., & D’Souza,
R. M. (2006). Unsociable work? Nonstandard work schedules,
family relationships, and children’s well-being. Journal of Mar-
riage and Family, 68(2), 394-410. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1741-3737.2006.00260.x

Swanberg, J. E., Pitt-Catsouphes, M., & Drescher-Burke, K. (2005).
A question of justice: Disparities in employees’ access to flex-
ible schedule arrangements. Journal of Family Issues, 26(6),
866—895. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X05277554

@ Springer

Swanberg, J. E., James, J. B., Werner, M., & McKechnie, S. P. (2008).
Workplace flexibility for hourly lower-wage employees: A
strategic business practice within one national retail firm. The
Psychologist-Manager Journal, 11(1), 5-29. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10887150801963836

Swanberg, J. E., McKechnie, S. P., Ojha, M. U., & James, J. B. (2011).
Schedule control, supervisor support and work engagement: A
winning combination for workers in hourly jobs? Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 79(3), 613-624. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jvb.2011.04.012

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A resource perspec-
tive on the work—home interface: The work—home resources
model. American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0027974

Thiagarajan, P., Chakrabarty, S., & Taylor, R. D. (2006). A confirma-
tory factor analysis of Reilly’s role overload scale. Educational
and Psychological Measurement, 66(4), 657—-666. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0013164405282452

Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive
work variables on work-family conflict and strain: A control per-
spective. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(1), 6-15. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6

Thompson, C. A., Beauvais, L. L., & Lyness, K. S. (1999). When
work—family benefits are not enough: The influence of work—
family culture on benefit utilization, organizational attachment,
and work—family conflict. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54(3),
392-415. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1681

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2019). Job flexibilities and work
schedules summary. https://www.bls.gov/news.release/flex2.
nr0.htm

Waples, E. P., & Brock Baskin, M. E. (2021). Not your parents’ organ-
ization? Human resource development practices for sustain-
able flex work environments. Advances in Developing Human
Resources, 23(2), 153-170. https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422320
982933

Watson, E., & Swanberg, J. E. (2011). Rethinking workplace flexibility
for hourly workers: Policy brief. Georgetown University.

Weigt, J. M., & Solomon, C. R. (2008). Work-family management
among low-wage service workers and assistant professors in the
USA: A comparative intersectional analysis. Gender, Work &
Organization, 15(6), 621-649. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
0432.2008.00419.x

Wrzesniewski, A., & Dutton, J. E. (2001). Crafting a job: Revisioning
employees as active crafters of their work. The Academy of Man-
agement Review, 26(2), 179-201. https://doi.org/10.2307/259118

Publisher's note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of
such publishing agreement and applicable law.


https://fortune.com/2021/10/25/retail-service-workers-hours-secure-scheduling-advance-notice-caregivers-compensation/
https://fortune.com/2021/10/25/retail-service-workers-hours-secure-scheduling-advance-notice-caregivers-compensation/
https://fortune.com/2021/10/25/retail-service-workers-hours-secure-scheduling-advance-notice-caregivers-compensation/
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20213
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20213
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199707)18:4%3c377::AID-JOB807%3e3.0.CO;2-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199707)18:4%3c377::AID-JOB807%3e3.0.CO;2-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2016.1246905
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2016.1246905
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X10361866
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X10361866
https://shift.hks.harvard.edu/files/2019a/10/Its-About-Time-How-Work-Schedule-Instability-Matters-for-Workers-Families-and-Racial-Inequality.pdf
https://shift.hks.harvard.edu/files/2019a/10/Its-About-Time-How-Work-Schedule-Instability-Matters-for-Workers-Families-and-Racial-Inequality.pdf
https://shift.hks.harvard.edu/files/2019a/10/Its-About-Time-How-Work-Schedule-Instability-Matters-for-Workers-Families-and-Racial-Inequality.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418823184
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418823184
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419871003687552
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419871003687552
https://doi.org/10.1108/01425459810238774
https://doi.org/10.1108/01425459810238774
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12372
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00260.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00260.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X05277554
https://doi.org/10.1080/10887150801963836
https://doi.org/10.1080/10887150801963836
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282452
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164405282452
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1998.1681
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/flex2.nr0.htm
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/flex2.nr0.htm
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422320982933
https://doi.org/10.1177/1523422320982933
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2008.00419.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0432.2008.00419.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/259118

	The Shift Flextime Scale: a Measure of Flextime Availability, Use, and Consequences for Shift Workers
	Abstract
	Flexible Work Arrangements
	Flexibility as Enacted in Shift Work
	Present Study
	Study 1 Method
	Part 1: Item Generation and Content Validation
	Part 2: Pilot Test
	Participants and Procedure
	Measures

	Study 1 Results
	Psychometric Validity and Item Reduction
	Convergent, Discriminant, and Criterion-Related Validity
	Incremental Variance Explained
	Relative Importance

	Study 1 Conclusion
	Study 2 Method
	Participants and Procedure
	Measures

	Results
	Study 1 Replication
	Relationships with Individual Health Maintenance Correlates
	Relationships with Parenting Correlates
	Incremental Variance Explained
	Relative Importance

	Study 2 Conclusion
	Discussion
	Theoretical Implications
	Practical Implications
	Limitations and Future Recommendations

	Conclusion
	References


