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ABSTRACT

Flexible Work Arrangements:
Attraction to Flextime, Flexplace, or Both? (December 2011)
Rebecca Jean Thompson, B.A., Texas A&M University

Chair of Committee: Dr. Stephanie C. Payne

Flexible work arrangements (FWAs) are widely implemented in organizations
today. Yet very little information exists about why individuals are attracted to
organizations that offer FWAs. The purpose of the current study was to tease apart the
influence of the dimensions of FWAs: flextime and flexplace (both structural and
perceived), as well as the combination of the two on organizational attraction and
anticipated organizational support. Individual difference variables that have the potential
to impact individuals’ attraction to organizations that offer FWAs were also examined as
moderating variables. The mediating effect of anticipated organizational support was
also examined. Upper level undergraduate students (N = 190) participated in a 3x3
within-subjects experiment in which they rated nine hypothetical organizations that
varied in flextime and flexplace. Results from multilevel analysis indicated that
significant variance in organizational attraction as well as anticipated organizational
support is attributable to the type of work arrangement offered (both flexibility in time
and place), with flextime having a stronger effect than flexplace. Contrary to

expectation, effects were independent; there was not a significant interaction between
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flextime and flexplace. The relationship between (both structural and perceived)
flexplace and organizational attraction was stronger for individuals who prefer to
integrate their work and nonwork roles. Additionally, the relationship between (both
structural and perceived) flextime and organizational attraction was stronger for
individuals who reported a stronger need for medical treatment. Finally, the relationship
between perceived flextime and organizational attraction as well as the relationship
between perceived flexplace and organizational attraction were stronger for those who
reported more role demands. Contrary to expectation, sociability did not moderate the
flexplace-organizational attraction/anticipated organizational support relationships.

Limitations and future directions for research on FWAs are discussed.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Today more organizations are recognizing that employees have lives outside of
work and that employees seek opportunities to balance work and nonwork roles
(Mantell, 2011; World at Work, 2009). One way organizations acknowledge employees’
multiple roles is to give employees more flexibility as to when and where they work.
Specifically, organizations offer flexible work arrangements (FWAs) as a part of their
benefit packages, so employees have more opportunities to fulfill needs that arise for
these various life roles. Whereas it is not always feasible to offer the same types of
FWAs to all employees in various jobs (particularly those whose jobs are constraining in
time, place, or both), some researchers argue that the consideration of flexibility should
not be limited by the job and that organizations should attempt to offer some form of
flexibility to all employees (Williams & Huang, 2011).

When applicants are deciding which organizations to apply to, one of the things
they are likely to consider is the extent to which organizations offer policies designed to
facilitate balancing work and nonwork roles. Research has shown that organizations that
offer FWAs are more attractive to applicants than organizations that do not offer FWAs
(Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Rau & Hyland, 2002; Thompson & Aspinwall, 2009).

Theoretically, this attraction may be enhanced for people with certain characteristics;

This thesis follows the style of Journal of Applied Psychology.



however this has not been empirically tested. As a result, organizations may not be
marketing these benefits to the people who would be most interested in them and/or
benefit from them. This study responds to calls for a greater understanding of who
needs, wants, and uses FWAs in organizations and why, as well as how, the use of these
benefits affects organizational outcomes (Frone, 2003; Kossek & Michel, 2011;
Shockley & Allen, 2010).

FWAs alter the time or place in which work may be conducted. Thus, FWAs
vary on two dimensions: (flex)time and (flex)place. However, it is not clear which of
these two dimensions or the combination of the two is perceived as more attractive and
supportive. This study begins to address this gap in the research literature.

The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) to identify the extent to which flextime,
flexplace, and the combination of the two influence applicant attraction to the
organization and anticipated organizational support, and (2) determine the extent to
which these relationships are enhanced by the following individual difference
characteristics: role demands, sociability, need for medical treatment, and preference for
integration between work and nonwork roles.

Flexible Work Arrangements (FWAS)

FWAs are “employer provided benefits that permit employees some level of
control over when and where they work outside of the standard workday” (Lambert,
Marler, & Gueutal, 2008, p. 107). Two of the most widely implemented and therefore
studied FWAs are flextime and flexplace (SHRM Foundation, 2010). Galinsky, Bond,

and Hill (2004) examined data from the 1992 and 2002 National Study of the Changing



Workforce surveys and determined that wage and salaried employees with access to
traditional flextime had increased from 29 to 43 percent. They also noted that employees
with access to daily flextime, in which employees are permitted to change their
schedules on a daily basis, increased from 18 to 23 percent. Additionally, Galinsky et al.
(2004) reported that 73% of the wage and salaried employees who have flextime
available use it. With regard to flexplace, Galinsky et al. (2004) found that 82% of the
employees surveyed worked mainly at the employer’s fixed location, while only 2%
worked mainly from home. However, the authors noted that “among employees who do
not work any regularly scheduled hours at home (89% of wage and salaried workers), 43
percent would like to be able to do so” (p. 20). They also noted that 79% of employees
surveyed indicated a desire to have more flexible work options. They concluded that
flexibility is no longer just a perk to be offered but a competitive tool that organizations
can use to meet their objectives.
Flextime

The U. S. Department of Personnel Management defines flextime or flexible
hours as:

The times during the workday, workweek, or pay period within the tour of duty

during which an employee covered by a flexible work schedule may choose to

vary his or her times of arrival to and departure from the work site consistent

with the duties and requirements of the position. (para. 2)

A traditionally defined flextime schedule includes “core time” (e.g., 9 am — 3

pm) that corresponds to certain hours that employees are required to conduct work at the



main work site, as well as a “flexible time” which corresponds to the hours when
employees can choose to work at the main work site (Cohen & Gadon, 1978, p. 34).
Although core times tend to be similar across organizations, the specific times an
employee is required to be at the main work site are decided based on the needs and
expectations of the organization (Cohen & Gadon, 1978).

Theoretically, flextime allows employees to choose the times they start and end
their work day around a core time; however some organizations require employees to
choose set starting and ending times that are the same each day (Galinsky et al., 2004).
Thus, employees may choose their times (based on the core work hours) independent of
other employees and must arrive and depart each day at their specified times. Other
arrangements permit employees to choose when they arrive and leave on a daily basis
(Galinsky et al., 2004). The latter type of flextime permits even more flexibility.

Although the term “flextime” is frequently used to refer to a schedule in which
employees have core time, consistent with Shockley and Allen (2007), I use the term
flextime to refer to a continuum of discretion over when employees conduct their work.
Correspondingly, for the present study, I operationalize flextime as a trichotomous
variable, as depicted in Figure 1. The extremes of the flextime continuum are no
discretion (i.e., set hours every work day) and complete or full discretion (work can be
conducted at any hour of any day). Thus, this FWA dimension refers to the amount of
discretion employees have over when they start and stop work time.

[ use the phrase “flextime schedule” to refer to a schedule with core time. I

define core time as certain hours that employees are required to conduct work. This



limits the definition to only work time and does not place any restrictions on workplace
and prevents confounding between flextime and flexplace. Within the flextime
continuum, a flextime schedule with core time would be considered a moderate amount

of flextime as depicted in Figure 1.
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Study design and experimental conditions. Flexplace denotes amount of discretion over
work outside of the main worksite.
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Flexplace

Flexplace is another dimension on which FWAs can vary. I define flexplace as a
continuum of discretion concerning how frequently employees conduct their work away
from the main work site. Employees have discretion over the amount of time they spend
away from the main worksite. The extremes of the flexplace continuum are (1) no
discretion over working away from the main work site and (2) full discretion over how
much they work away from the main worksite. Correspondingly and similar to the
operationalization of flextime, for the present study, I operationalize flexplace as a
trichotomous variable, as depicted in Figure 1. I operationalize partial-flexplace as
working away from the main work site two days a week which is close to half of the
work week.

Flexplace is frequently implemented as telework or telecommuting (Shockley &
Allen, 2007). Gajendran and Harrison (2007) define telecommuting as “an alternative
work arrangement in which employees perform tasks elsewhere that are normally done
in a primary or central workplace, for at least some portion of their work schedule, using
electronic media to interact with others inside and outside the organization” (p. 1525).
Telework is often perceived as a valuable alternative to traditional work arrangements
for employees, because it reduces the amount of time employees spend commuting to
work.

Garrett and Danziger (2007) posit that there are four dimensions to the definition
of telework (flexplace) that have been studied in the literature. First, work takes place in

a location other than the organization’s central office. Second, the work is facilitated



through technology. Third, work time is distributed across different locations. This
recognizes that some individuals work away from the office some of the time but may
work at the central office as well. Thus, individuals perform at least some portion (if not
the majority) of their work away from the central office. Fourth, there is a relationship
between the employer and the employee. This differentiates teleworkers from self-
employed home-based workers (Garrett & Danziger, 2007).

While it is theoretically beneficial for all employees to have flexibility in where
they are permitted to work, it is important to acknowledge that not all jobs permit
flexplace or telework. Many tasks cannot be conducted away from the main job site or in
a time other than that specified by the organization. Some jobs require being physically
present, often at a specific time, to use specialized equipment or to serve clients at the
workplace. Additional job confines may include reliance on sensitive or secure materials
that have to be accessed and reviewed in a secure location, thus not permitting
employees the ability to take their work outside of the office. However, flexplace is an
option that many employees are interested in (Galinsky et al., 2004), and many
employers could potentially implement some form of this arrangement depending on the
nature of the work in their organization. In a 2011 survey, approximately, one-half of all
employers who responded to the survey and did not offer these types of arrangements
indicated jobs were not conducive to FWAs as the primary reason for not offering these
arrangements (WorldatWork, 2011). Thus, many organizations not currently utilizing
FWASs could offer these programs to some if not all of their employees, but are not

currently doing so for other reasons (e.g., resistance from management).



Theoretically, flexplace is a continuous variable that is independent of flextime
(as depicted in Figure 1; Shockley & Allen, 2007). However, teleworkers are often given
flexibility over when they work, thus they are permitted to alter both the time and place
in which they conduct their work. As a result, it is unclear if many of the outcomes
including organizational attraction associated with telework are a function of flextime,
flexplace, or both. In this study, I avoid this pitfall by manipulating flextime and
flexplace independently, so as to examine the perceived attractiveness and
supportiveness of flextime, flexplace, and the combination of the two in a recruitment
context.
Perceived Flexibility

FWAs modify structural aspects of the job, and in the current study, they are
manipulated in descriptions of hypothetical organizations. Whereas the structural aspects
of such policies are important to assess, I argue that it is even more important to assess
the perceptions of associated psychological states (e.g., flexibility) which are likely
mediating mechanisms that explain relationships between structural variables and
various outcomes (Gajendran & Harrison, 2002). Theoretically, structural aspects of the
environment should correspond to perceptual evaluations of the environment. However,
perceptions can be idiosyncratic and relative to personal standards; thus they do not
always align with structural aspects. Research examining other situational characteristics
and experimental conditions has demonstrated the need to make the structural versus
perceptual distinction (e.g., task complexity, Campbell, 1988; interdependence,

Wageman, 2001). Correspondingly, in the current study, I also measure perceived



flexibility in time and place and expect the structural or manipulated variables to
positively relate to perceptions of these same constructs.

Hypothesis 1: Flextime will be positively related to perceived flexibility

concerning when one is expected to work.

Hypothesis 2: Flexplace will be positively related to perceived flexibility

concerning where one is expected to work.

It could be argued that the outcomes associated with flextime and flexplace are
contingent on perceptions of flexibility. For example, Woodward (2000) identified three
components to successful implementations of FWAs. He argued employees must
perceive the arrangements as truly flexible (rather than organizationally mandated) in
order for FWAs to have the desired impact, both for current employees and for potential
applicants. As Kelly and Moen (2007) note, there are conceptual differences between
perceived flexibility, or “the felt ability to alter one’s work hours and/or work location in
response to one’s personal life as well as one’s assessment of work demands,” and actual
flexibility (p. 493). Thus perceptual variables convey psychological states and are
therefore likely to explain why structural variables relate to various outcomes. In other
words, perceptions are likely to serve as explanatory mechanisms for relationships
between manipulated (structural) variables and theoretically relevant outcomes.

Given the strong association expected between structure and perception, all
hypotheses concerning flextime and flexplace will be tested with both manipulated

(structural) flextime and flexplace variables, as well as perceived flexibility with regard
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to time and perceived flexibility with regard to place (see Appendix A for results for the
perceptual variables).
FWA and Organizational Attraction

The first objective of the current study is to identify the extent to which flextime
and flexplace influence applicant attraction to organizations. I use need for autonomy,
expectancy theory, and anticipated organizational support to explain why both flextime
and flexplace are desirable states for employees to pursue.

Autonomy

In theory, FWAs are desirable because they increase the extent to which
employees have the ability to alter the time and/or place in which they conduct their
work. Having such flexibility enhances perceptions of self-control or autonomy
(Gajendran & Harrison, 2007; Nieminen, Nicklin, McClure, & Chakrabarti, 2010) which
are associated with many positive outcomes including lower stress (Halpern, 2005) and
better health (Butler, Grzywacz, Ettner, & Liu, 2009). Recognizing the value of FWAs
requires applicants to potentially associate flexibility with perceptions of control and
contemplate strategies on how they can utilize this control to achieve outcomes of
interest to them (e.g., more work-life balance).

Consistent with Karasek’s (1979) job demands-control model, individuals with
little control over extremely demanding jobs (i.e., work load) experience negative
outcomes such as mental strain, dissatisfaction, and other outcomes (Ganster & Perrew¢,
2010). FWAs have been described as a mechanism by which individuals can control

some aspects of their work environment that would facilitate positive outcomes such as
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job satisfaction (Fonner & Roloff, 2010; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Correspondingly,
individuals should be more attracted to organizations they perceive as more flexible or
offering more control.

Organizational recruitment is about marketing an organization to prospective
applicants, appealing to the applicants (often assessed as attraction to the organization),
and convincing qualified applicants to apply for a job at the organization. In recruitment
research studies, applicant ratings of organizational attraction and job pursuit intentions
are the primary dependent variables (Chapman et al., 2005). Correspondingly, in this
study, I measure organizational attraction. Theoretically, I expect FWAs to foster

perceptions of flexibility which in turn relate to organizational attraction (Figure 2).
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Figure 2

The role of structural and perceived flexibility on anticipated support and organizational

attraction.
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Expectancy Theory

Why individuals are attracted to an organization that offers FWAs and therefore
apply to or accept a job offer can also be explained by Vroom’s (1964) expectancy
theory (Rynes, 1991). Expectancy theory posits that motivation can be calculated based
on an algebraic formula using three main components: valence, instrumentality, and
expectancy. While these concepts are traditionally used in the Industrial and
Organizational (I/O) psychology literature to explain motivation to perform, they can
also be used to explain applicant motivation to apply and accept job vacancies (cf.
Rynes, 1991).

Expectancies refer to individuals’ subjective beliefs about the likelihood that
desired outcomes will follow from their actions. In a recruitment context, this is the
likelihood that if individuals apply (and get the job), they will have access to FWAs.
Other expectancies would be the likelihood that having access to FWAs leads to the
ability to take advantage of FWAs which leads to greater perceived flexibility.
Instrumentality is the degree to which one outcome leads to another. In a recruitment
context, this is the likelihood applicants will experience favorable outcomes such as
greater flexibility and work-life balance from using FWAs. Valence refers to an
individual’s feelings toward specific outcomes (e.g., benefits, etc.) such that a positively
valent outcome is one that an individual desires (e.g., FWA) and a negatively valent
outcome is one that an individual would like to avoid (e.g., a traditional, less-flexible
work arrangement, in either time or place). In a recruitment context, valence is the

desirability of specific vacancy characteristics like flextime and flexplace.
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Rynes (1991) noted that applicants can perceive the likelihood of successful job
pursuit (expectancies of offers), as well as the instrumentalities (organizational benefits
and their associated outcomes) for the available alternatives. Organizations may be able
to influence these uncertainties through the manipulation of instrumentalities associated
with the job and the organization as a whole. Thus, organizations can actively attempt to
influence how attractive they appear to applicants and therefore increase the likelihood
that applicants will accept offers once they are made. One way to do this would be to
offer benefits that applicants clearly value. Barber and Roehling (1993) found that
compared to information adequacy and probability of hire, vacancy characteristics
received the most attention and appeared to play the largest role in applicants' decisions
to interview. Benefits are a key factor that applicants attend to when deciding to
interview (Barber & Roehling, 1993). Based on a verbal protocol analysis, Barber and
Roehling found that participants contemplating whether or not to interview at fictitious
organizations paid a substantial amount of attention to benefits packages. The package
that offered “competitive benefits, including three full weeks of vacation for new hires”
received the most attention (p. 853) which they suggest supports Rynes’ (1991)
argument that individuals are likely to consider unusual benefits when considering job
decisions. Further, Williams and Dreher (1992) found that flexibility in benefit choice,
or the extent to which employees can tailor benefits to their needs, was negatively
related to the amount of time it took an organization to fill open positions.

To summarize, organizational attraction research has shown that applicants

attend to and make decisions based on the benefits that are offered by organizations.
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Whereas research studies indicate that the benefits an organization offers (such as
healthcare options, vacation time, and FWAs) are likely to influence applicants’
decisions, the extent to which flextime, flexplace, and the combination of the two
influence employee attraction has not been empirically determined. Further, because
FWASs vary on two independent dimensions (flextime and flexplace), a targeted study
comparing applicants’ preferences for each arrangement relative to the others would be
theoretically and practically beneficial to organizations.

FWA Dimensions

The degree to which a benefit varies along the FWA dimensions (flextime and
flexplace) can also impact how flexible an individual perceives a benefit. I now discuss
how each of these dimensions can lead to perceptions of flexibility and therefore other
outcomes.

Flextime. When employees are given discretion over when they work, they have
more autonomy over when they can take care of nonwork activities (e.g., school
appointments, doctor’s appointments) as well. Correspondingly, flextime is believed to
enable employees to better accommodate their family-related needs and thus reduce
work-family conflict (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Kossek &
Michel, 2011; Shockley & Allen, 2007); and empirical research supports reduced work-
family conflict (Dunham, Pierce, & Castafieda, 1987; Guerts, Beckers, Taris, Kompier,
& Smulders, 2009). Thus, I expect participants to report that organizations that offer

more flextime are more attractive than organizations that offer less flextime.
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Hypothesis 3: Participants will report stronger attraction to organizations that

offer more flextime than to organizations that offer less flextime.

Flexplace. When employees have discretion over how frequently they work
away from the worksite, they can reduce the amount of time they spend commuting
which has been proposed to lead to lower gas usage and greenhouse emissions (Bailey &
Kurland, 2002; Lister & Harnish, 2011). They also have more discretion over what types
of nonwork tasks they can complete simultaneously while accomplishing work tasks
(e.g., being present for children when they arrive home from school, being available for
appointments when repair people visit one’s home; Fonner & Roloff, 2010; Gajendran &
Harrison, 2007).

In a study of teleworkers and nonteleworkers, Thompson, Cook, Payne, and
Henning (2011) recently content coded answers to the survey question “Why do you
telework?” Responses included both flextime- and flexplace-related reasons. Flexplace-
related reasons included personal needs (e.g., the need to commute to a doctor’s
appointment that was closer to home than the main worksite), perceived greater
productivity at home (e.g., fewer distractions from coworkers or additional assignments
from supervisors), and the opportunity to wear preferred attire (i.e., wear more
comfortable clothes). Thus, there appear to be a wide variety of reasons why flexplace is
perceived to be attractive.

What is less clear is how important it is for employees to work at the main work
site. Some researchers have proposed that “face time” or visibility at an organization’s

central location is important for individual career success (i.e., promotions; Gajendran &
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Harrison, 2007; O’Mahoney & Barley, 1999). Working at the main work site gives
employees the opportunity to demonstrate performance to others (Gajendran & Harrison,
2007; McCloskey & Igbaria, 2003). Therefore face time may actually be beneficial for
employees in the long term. To the extent that individuals perceive this benefit or enjoy
interacting with others face-to-face, they may actually prefer to work at the main
worksite at least some of the time. That said, flexplace reflects a continuum of discretion
with the highest level of flexplace consisting of complete control over how much time
employees work at the main work site. Given all the benefits associated with control and
flexibility, I hypothesize more discretion over where work is conducted will be most
attractive.

Hypothesis 4: Participants will report stronger attraction to organizations that

offer flexplace than organizations that offer a traditional work schedule.

As Karasek (1979) explains, job strain can often be alleviated by allowing
employee’s the opportunity to have decision latitude over their jobs without sacrificing
productivity. Thus, individuals have better outcomes when they are given the ability to
choose aspects of their task structure. When employees are given discretion over both,
when (flextime) and where (flexplace) they work, they should perceive the highest level
of flexibility and control. Thus, together the combination of flextime and flexplace gives
employees the most flexibility and therefore is expected to yield the highest level of
attraction and corresponding benefits. As previously mentioned, teleworkers are often
given discretion over when they work in addition to discretion over where they work.

Whereas these circumstances confound flexplace and flextime, they may also
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demonstrate the potential joint effects that result when employees have both flextime
and flexplace. Theoretically, I conceptualize flextime as the moderator as it enhances the
perceived flexibility and corresponding benefits associated with flexplace. By having the
ability to work at different times at home, employees can quickly switch between work
and nonwork roles at times that are most convenient for each. For example, an employee
can participate in a conference call with clients in another time zone early in the morning
and then make breakfast for his/her children before sending them off to school. That is,
flexplace is even more attractive when offered with flextime.

Consistent with my proposition, telework has been associated with various
positive outcomes (Fonner & Roloff, 2007; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). I expect the
combination of a high level of flextime and a high level of flexplace to yield the highest
level of organizational attraction. This type of arrangement allows individuals the ability
to control both where they work and when, thus offering the most control, and therefore
potentially the most positive outcomes (Fonner & Roloff, 2007; Gajendran & Harrison,
2007; Karasek, 1979). Correspondingly, I expect the combination of a high level of
flextime and a high level of flexplace to yield the highest level of organizational
attraction.

Hypothesis 5: There will be a significant interaction between flextime and

flexplace on organizational attraction such that participants will report the

strongest attraction to an organization that offers both flextime and flexplace.
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Anticipated Organizational Support

To date, little is known about which dimensions of FWAs (i.c., flextime,
flexplace) are most appealing to potential applicants and to what extent applicants may
be interested in these benefits. Some research suggests that organizations that offer
FWAs are more attractive than organizations that do not offer FWAs (Casper &
Buffardi, 2004; Rau & Hyland, 2002; Thompson & Aspinwall, 2009). For example,
Casper and Buffardi found that hypothetical organizations were more attractive to
potential hires if they offered flextime than if they offered a traditional schedule. I
extend Casper and Buffardi’s research by examining flexplace and the interaction
between flextime and flexplace.

FWAs may also make organizations more attractive, because they are a sign of
organizational support. As Casper and Buffardi (2004) note, although applicants cannot
directly experience an organization’s culture, they can become aware of and form
opinions about the culture through information gathered through the recruitment process.
“Information about an organization’s work-life benefits might foster expectations that
the organization would be supportive of employees’ personal needs” (Casper &
Buffardi, 2004, p. 394). Similarly, Grover and Crooker (1995) argue that by formally
sponsoring these types of policies, organizations offer symbols of concern. Thus
employees perceive that they are cared for by the organization, regardless of whether
they personally benefit from these policies (Grover & Crooker, 1995). I extend this logic
to applicants. Correspondingly, I predict that flextime and flexplace will be positively

associated with anticipated organizational support, and I expect participants to report
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that organizations that offer more flextime and flexplace are more supportive than
organizations that offer less flextime and less flexplace.

Hypothesis 6: Organizations that offer more flextime will be perceived as more

supportive than organizations that offer less flextime.

Hypothesis 7: Organizations that offer more flexplace will be perceived as more

supportive than organizations that offer less flexplace.

Hypothesis 8: There will be a significant interaction between flextime and

flexplace on anticipated organizational support, such that participants will

report the strongest anticipated support from an organization that offers both
flextime and flexplace.

Indeed, in a study examining applicants’ intentions to pursue jobs, Casper and
Buffardi (2004) found that schedule flexibility uniquely predicted anticipated
organizational support and that anticipated organizational support mediated the
relationship between schedule flexibility and job pursuit intentions. Additionally, Grover
and Crooker (1995) found that employees had greater affective attachment for
organizations that offered “family-friendly policies” regardless of whether they
personally benefitted from these policies. They also found that this did not predict
turnover intentions for individuals who did or could benefit from those policies better
than those that could not. They argue that one explanation for these findings is that
individuals are more attached to organizations that offer policies that they perceive as

supportive, due to the symbolism of the policy (Greenberg, 1990; Grover & Crooker,
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1995). 1t is likely that applicants can and would perceive these same types of symbolic
cues as well.

Thus it seems applicants and employees can and do infer organizational support
from the benefits/policies offered which can impact decisions they make in regards to
the organization. Therefore it is likely that individuals will be attracted to organizations
offering FWAs, at least in part because they perceive them as being supportive.

Hypothesis 9: Anticipated organizational support partially mediates the

relationship between flextime and organizational attraction.

Hypothesis 10: Anticipated organizational support partially mediates the

relationship between flexplace and organizational attraction.

Who is most attracted to organizations that offer FWAs?

The second objective of the current study is to determine the extent to which
attraction to organizations that offer flextime and flexplace depends on individual
difference characteristics.

In a policy capturing study, Thompson and Aspinwall (2009) modeled the extent
to which four work/life benefits predicted potential job choice. They found that childcare
benefits influenced the likelihood of accepting a job for 58% of the sample, flextime
influenced 33%, eldercare benefits influenced 33%, and telecommuting influenced 26%.
Thus, most individuals indicated that they would be likely to accept jobs that offered one
or more of these benefits, yet not all of the benefits were preferred equally. Therefore it
may be important for organizations to consider the unique needs and preferences of

applicants when designing and marketing benefits packages.
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Attraction Selection Attrition (ASA)

Organizations recruit employees in the hopes that they will become productive,
contributing members of the organization. One way for individuals to identify if an
organization is one in which they will be comfortable staying in for a long period of time
is by assessing characteristics of the organization such as the benefits that are offered.
By offering FWAs, organizations directly communicate their values to potential
employees. Thus employees use job descriptions and vacancy information in order to
determine if they are compatible with an organization.

Schneider (1987) proposed a framework for understanding organizational
behavior based on the makeup of the individuals that comprise the organization. The
differences between organizations can be explained, in large part, by the attraction,
selection, and attrition (ASA) of the employees within the organizations. Although
organizations select employees, as Schneider (1987) points out, individuals also select
into organizations. They are attracted to organizations that they perceive are made up of
individuals that are similar to themselves. I propose that offering FWAs enable
organizations to attract a wider range of applicants in both quantity and quality by
allowing applicants to identify an organization as a place where they would be likely to
fit in and succeed.

Schneider’s (1987) ASA model has been used to explain person-organization (P-
O) fit or the extent to which an employee perceives he/she fits the organization. P-O fit
is an extension of person-environment fit or the match between an individual and his/her

environment. In a way, FWAs manipulate the environment (time and place) to
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accommodate more employees, expanding the number of employees who will “fit” into
a given organization. In other words, they allow more individuals to identify the
organization as a good match or one where they will succeed.

Not only do FWAs enable organizations to attract more applicants, FWAs can
directly facilitate employee productivity (Baltes, 1999). First, most individuals have
peak or prime times in which they are more alert and focused (Belanger, Collings &
Cheney, 2001; Horne & Ostberg, 1977), and these may not match up with typical work
schedules for all employees. Flextime gives employees the opportunity to work more
hours during their prime time, which in turn is likely to increase the amount of work that
they are able to accomplish. Pierce and Newstrom (1980) suggested that individuals
should link their circadian rhythms to their work schedule via FWAs in order to
maximize productivity, noting that research suggests implications for performance with
attaining balance for each individual employee. Second, flextime and flexplace give
employees the flexibility to take care of non-work issues (e.g., doctor’s appointments, be
home for repair person) that traditionally take place during a standard work week away
from the work site. This reduces employee tardiness and absenteeism. Third, because
FWAs give employees the flexibility they need to take care of nonwork-related issues,
employees may be less distracted by these traditionally competing demands. Employees
may even use time during the work day to take care of some of these non-work issues at
the main work site (e.g., scheduling personal appointments) when, if their schedule

permitted, they would be more likely to take care of these things at a more convenient
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time (for them and the organization) away from the office. Thus, FWAs might enable
employees to be less distracted by lingering nonwork activities.

Organizations that offer FWAs are not only offering a potential benefit, they are
offering potential employees a preview of what they can anticipate if they choose to
work there. Thus based on ASA, individuals who seek flexibility and organizational
support are likely to be attracted to organizations that offer FWAs. Correspondingly,
individuals who perceive organizations that offer FWAs as ones in which they would
succeed are most likely to be attracted to, apply to, and accept job offers from those
organizations.

Individual Differences and FWAs

In this study, I examine four individual difference variables theoretically
expected to relate to a preference for flextime, flexplace, or both. These are role
demands, sociability, need for medical treatment, and preference for integration. Each of
these is discussed in turn.

Role Demands

I propose that individuals with a large amount of role demands or life
responsibilities will be especially attracted to organizations that offer flextime and
flexplace. There is a well established link between role conflict and negative outcomes
such as lower job satisfaction, (Agho, Mueller, & Price, 1993) as well as performance,
and fatigue (Van Sell, Brief, & Schuler, 1981). When the expectations for certain roles

exceed the amount of time or resources individuals have, they may feel overloaded
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(Agho et al., 1993; Rizzo, House, & Lirtzman, 1970). Therefore the amount of role
demands an individual has is likely to directly affect his/her desire for flexibility.

Shockley and Allen (2010) hypothesized that individuals with a high need for
occupational achievement consistently need to accomplish difficult tasks and compete
with their peers. They proposed that individuals with a strong need for occupational
achievement use flextime to maximize their productivity, taking advantage of “personal
peak efficiency times” (Shockley & Allen, 2010). Contrary to expectation, Shockley and
Allen (2010) did not find a direct relationship between need for occupational
achievement and flextime use or flexplace use. However, they found that family
responsibility (a limited operationalization of role demands) moderated the relationship
between need for occupational achievement and flextime use, such that need for
occupational achievement was positively related to flextime use for those with a high
level of family responsibilities. Need for occupational achievement and flextime use
were negatively related for those with a low level of family responsibilities. Likewise,
Rau and Hyland (2002) found that individuals with a high level of role conflict (Work-
to-Family, Family-to-Work, and Work-to-School) were more attracted to organizations
that offered FWAs, whereas individuals with low levels of role conflict preferred
organizations that offered telework. Consistent with role theory and previous empirical
research, [ propose that flextime and flexplace will be more attractive to individuals with
more role demands.

Hypothesis 11: Role demands will moderate the relationship between (a) flextime

and organizational attraction and (b) flexplace and organizational attraction
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such that individuals with a high level of role demands will report stronger

attraction to organizations that offer both flextime and flexplace.
Sociability

Sociability, a facet of the Big Five factor Extraversion (Moon, Hollenbeck,
Marinova, & Humphrey, 2008) is likely to negatively relate to applicants’ attraction to
flextime and flexplace. Individuals with a high level of extraversion are often described
as sociable, outgoing, talkative, and energetic (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Watson and
Clark (1997) explain Extraversion can be divided into two separate constructs:
ascendance/surgency and sociability. Subsequent research supports sociability as a
meaningful facet of extraversion (e.g., Moon et al., 2008). Individuals with a high level
of sociability are friendly, expressive, and enjoy being around other people (Watson &
Clark, 1997).

Shockley and Allen (2010) suggested that need for affiliation is negatively
related to FWA use; however, they did not find evidence of this. This may be because
need for affiliation does not adequately capture the elements of socialization that
individuals miss when they are not a part of the standard work schedule and/or work
environment. Sociability, however, may better capture this desire to interact and
socialize with coworkers.

Because individuals who have high a level of sociability typically enjoy
interacting with others, they may look forward to daily contact with their coworkers.
Whereas there are many potential opportunities for individuals to have social

interactions, it is likely that highly sociable individuals will feel left out if they do not
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experience face-to-face interactions with colleagues on a regular basis. Thus, highly
sociable employees are expected to prefer to work at the main worksite on a regular
basis and therefore be less attracted to opportunities to work from other locations (i.e.,
flexplace).

Hypothesis 12: Sociability will moderate the relationship between flexplace and

organizational attraction such that individuals with a high level of sociability

will report weaker attraction to organizations that offer flexplace.
Other Predictors of Preferences for FWAs

Need for medical treatment. Individuals with serious illnesses, diseases, or
disabilities are likely to be attracted to organizations that offer FWAs as they may better
accommodate their sometimes frequent treatment schedules. For example, there are
approximately 26 million adults in the U.S. with Chronic Kidney Disease which can lead
to kidney failure (National Kidney Foundation, 2010). Individuals with end stage kidney
failure need regular dialysis treatments in medical facilities or at home. Approximately
110,000 individuals began treatment for kidney failure in 2007 (CDC, 2010). The
standard schedule for treatment is three times a week for three to four hours at a time
(Davita.com). Similarly, people with cancer require regular radiation and/or
chemotherapy treatments. If these individuals do not receive regular treatment, their
health will suffer resulting in complications and/or hospitalization. Therefore employees
with medical conditions can benefit from being able to control when and/or where they

work.
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Flextime gives employees the autonomy to work around doctors’ appointments
and treatments. Flexplace gives individuals the privacy to take care of health-related
activities and work tasks simultaneously or with shorter time lags in between. This can
offer individuals with health issues the privacy to complete their treatments discretely in
a clean and comfortable environment rather than in a work setting that may be less
private, clean, and/or comfortable. Additionally, they may have health issues that
manifest in an overtly physical manner causing them to feel more comfortable working
from home. Finally, individuals may have issues that require treatment or other related
needs that prohibit working in public view all of the time. So, a full-time or even part-
time flexplace arrangement may enable them to continue working while meeting normal
productivity standards. Some researchers are beginning to suggest that FWAs would be a
reasonable accommodation for individuals with disabilities (Lister & Harnish, 2011),
however little research has examined these issues. Overall, organizations that offer
FWAs are likely to be more attractive to individuals who need frequent medical
treatment than organizations that do not offer FWAs.

Hypothesis 13: Need for regular medical treatment will moderate the

relationship between (a) flextime and organizational attraction and (b) flexplace

and organizational attraction such that individuals with a need for regular
medical treatment will report stronger attraction to organizations that offer

flextime and flexplace.
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Preference for Integration

Preference for integration, a construct that has been repeatedly linked to work-
nonwork conflict, describes the extent to which individuals maintain boundaries between
their various work and nonwork roles (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000). Some people
prefer to keep roles integrated and work best when boundary lines are not clearly
defined, whereas others prefer clearly identifiable boundaries that separate their multiple
roles.

Shockley and Allen (2010) found that individuals with higher levels of a “need
for segmentation” (the opposite of preference for integration) used FWA less than those
with less of a need for segmentation. Thus need for segmentation was negatively related
to FWA use. FWAs are frequently portrayed as the universal cure for work-nonwork
conflict in the popular press. However, these results suggest that FWAs are not a
practical way for all individuals to manage conflict, especially those who prefer to
segment their roles (Shockley & Allen, 2010).

In addition to “need for segmentation,” other researchers have examined similar
constructs and referred to them as “preference for segmentation” (Kreiner, 2006) and
“boundary management strategy” (Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2006). I examine
preference for integration and individual’s tendencies to integrate their work and
nonwork roles. I propose that individuals with a strong preference for integration will
evaluate organizations that offer flexplace as more attractive than organizations that do

not offer flexplace.
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Hypothesis 14: Preference for integration will moderate the relationship between
flexplace and organizational attraction such that individuals with a high
preference for integration will report stronger attraction to organizations that

offer flexplace.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Participants, Design, and Procedure
Study participants consisted of undergraduate students from a large university in
the southwest in various majors in upper level classes. Professors of junior and senior
level classes were contacted and asked to offer their students the opportunity to
participate in the current study, with the option of awarding extra credit as determined by
the instructors. One hundred ninety individuals responded; the majority (63%) were
women (N = 119). The mean age for the sample was 21.13 (SD = 1.14). The sample was
primarily (75%) White, and the second largest race/ethnic group was Hispanic (18%).
Fifty-one percent of participants indicated they were single (i.e., never married), 40%
were in a committed/dating relationship, and two individuals indicated they were
married. The majority (77%) of the participants were juniors or seniors and graduating
within 18 months; therefore, they were likely to be looking for jobs in the near future.
Indeed, 68% of the participants indicated they intend to apply for jobs after graduation.
One advantage of utilizing a young sample was that it is unlikely that the
participants would have dependents, allowing for a test of the appeal of FWA
dimensions to individuals who do not currently have dependents. Indeed, only two
individuals in the entire sample indicated that they had children (both indicated having
one child). When the participants were asked about plans to have children, 66% of the
participants indicated they definitely wanted to have children at some point in the future,

whereas only three individuals indicated they definitely did not want children. Other
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information related to role demands such as expectations concerning caring for parents
was also asked. On average, participants anticipated they would likely play a role in
taking care of their parents in the future (1 = Not at all, 3=Somewhat, 5=Definitely; M =
3.91,SD =1.01).

A 3 (flexplace: no discretion over working away from the main work site, some
discretion over how frequently they work away from the main work site, full discretion
over how frequently they work away from the main worksite) x 3 (flextime: set work
time, core hours, no discretion; see Figure 1 and Appendixes A and B) within-subjects
experimental design was conducted. Participants read nine vacancy descriptions that
represented fictitious organizations offering benefits packages which had constant levels
of both salary and benefits but varied in levels of flexplace and flextime offered.
Participants were asked to rate perceived flexibility (both of flextime and flexplace),
anticipated organizational support, and organizational attraction for each description.
Each job description included a generic, nondescript organization name (e.g.,
“Organization BCA”) and some information about salary and a general benefits package
(e.g., 401(k), maternity leave, etc.).

Graham and Cable (2001) note that policy-capturing approaches are likely to be
most effective when participants are familiar with the situations they are evaluating. The
sample in this study, juniors and seniors in college, are frequently the target of
recruitment efforts by organizations. These individuals were likely to be evaluating
organizations and determining what they are looking for from prospective employers (as

indicated by the majority with plans to seek full-time employment after graduation). As
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Casper and Buffardi (2003) noted, using a sample of individuals seeking employment
maximizes task salience; thus the participants were likely to be primed to notice and
interpret differences in vacancy descriptions.

Additionally, manipulation check items were included in order to evaluate
whether or not the participants detected the differences between the scenarios. Finally,
the scenarios were presented to participants randomly in order to ensure that there were
not any systematic order or sequence effects.

Measures

Pilot. A pilot test of the measures was conducted with a sample of 25
undergraduate psychology majors from the psychology subject pool. The majority (85%)
of respondents got the manipulation check items right, suggesting the manipulation was
strong enough to detect an effect. Variability in both structural and perceived flexibility
were tested in the pilot analyses. All measures are listed in Appendix C. Each measure
was assessed on a 5-point agreement scale unless otherwise specified (1 = strongly
disagree, 5 = strongly agree).

Demographic Variables. Participant age, sex, ethnicity, marital status, and
number of children were assessed. Other demographics measured include work
experience, date of graduation, and plans after graduation.

Manipulation Check Items. After participants responded to all nine scenarios,
they were presented with eight manipulation check items that served as assessments of
the manipulation. The items simply asked whether or not the scenarios (organizations)

differed (yes/no) or varied (yes/no) on each of the four benefits offered by the fictitious
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organizations (i.e., flextime, telework [flexplace], salary, and benefits). The items were
designed to determine if participants could distinguish between the benefits that differed
between the scenario (i.e., flextime and flexplace) and those that remained constant (i.e.,
salary and benefits). For example, one item read “Did the organizations differ on
whether or not they offered Flextime?”” Another item read “did the organizations differ
on whether or not they offered a competitive salary?” (see Appendix C for complete list
of items).

Role Demands. Although researchers have developed scales for role conflict
(Rau & Hyland, 2002) and family responsibility (Rothausen, 1999), a validated scale for
role demands has yet to be developed. To assess role demands, participants were asked
to list each (up to ten) of their major life roles (with the first role given to them,
“Student”). Then they were asked to list the number of hours they spend per week on
each role and reminded that there are 168 hours in a week. The number of hours spent
per week in each role was then summed (there could be a total of 168 hours per role, for
a total of 1680 possible hours for all ten roles; see Table 1).

Need for Medical Treatment. Need for medical treatment was assessed by
asking four questions developed for this study concerning the participant’s health. An
example item read, “How frequently do you need to receive medical treatment (i.e.,
doctor’s appointments, specific treatments, or hospital visits)?”” Participants were asked
to report frequency (every six months or less, every other month, once a month, every

two weeks, once a week, three or more times a week).
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Sociability. Ten items from the International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg,
1999) were used to measure Sociability, a facet of Extraversion. Participants were
instructed to “Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the
future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you
know of the same gender as you are, and roughly your same age.” Example items
included “enjoy bringing people together” and “don't like crowded events.” Responses
were measured on a scale from 1 (very inaccurate) to 5 (very accurate; 3 represented
neither inaccurate nor accurate).

Preference for Integration. Preference for integration was assessed by asking
participants five questions about how they feel about combining their work and home
roles. Questions were adapted from Kreiner’s (2006) preference for segmentation scale
which assesses the degree to which individuals prefer to separate their home and work
lives. Example items read “I don’t like to have to think about work when I’m at home”
(from Kreiner, 2006) and “I don’t mind doing work at home.” Items were scored such
that higher scores represented a stronger desire to integrate rather than separate roles.

Organizational Attraction. Overall organizational attraction was measured by
combining a one item measure of organizational attraction and a two item measure of
job pursuit intentions. Organizational attraction was directly assessed using the item
“How attracted are you to this organization” modeled after items used in Harold and
Ployhart (2008). Job pursuit intentions were measured using Aiman-Smith, Bauer, and
Cable’s (2001) items; “How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this

organization?”” and “How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this
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organization?” Participants then rated their level of overall attraction to each
organization (A-I) on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = extremely) after each vacancy
description.

Perceived Flexibility. Perceived flexibility was measured using one item for
perceived flexibility in time and one item for perceived flexibility in place. These items
were adapted from items used in Kossek, Lautsch, and Eaton (2006). The item for
perceived flexibility in terms of time read “To what extent do you think this job would
permit you to decide WHEN the work is done?”” The item for perceived flexibility with
regard to place read “To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide
WHERE the work is done?”

Anticipated Organizational Support. Modeled after Casper and Buffardi’s
(2004) adaptation of Eisenberger et al.’s (1997) Perceived Organizational Support Scale,
anticipated organizational support was measured with three items. An example item read
“This organization would care about my opinions.”

Control Variables. To the extent that there is wide variability in the following
variables and they relate to the dependent variables of interest, the following variables
were considered as possible covariates in the analyses: previous experience
with/knowledge of FWAs and anticipated/cultural expectations concerning role demands
(i.e., caring for one’s parents) by family. Experience with FWAs was assessed by asking
participants how familiar they were with FWAs prior to the study. For individuals who

responded as anything other than “not at all,” they were also asked to indicate how they
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learned about them. Options included “parents,” “friends,” “job,” “news,” “school,”
“don’t know,” and “other.”

Additionally, participants were asked whether they anticipate taking care of their
parents in the future. They were also asked about the extent to which they feel there is a
cultural expectation their parents will live with them some day. These items indicated
the extent to which individuals were likely (or plan) to care for their parents. While
many young individuals make plans for children, the extent to which young individuals
plan to care for their parents is less clear. These items allowed us to examine if
anticipated caretaking relates to organizational attraction.

Analyses

A power analysis indicated that a sample size of 190 (alpha = .05) provided
power greater than .99 for the observed effects for Hypothesis 1 (r = .43) and Hypothesis
3; (proportion reduction in variance [pmv] = .07; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The data
set was hierarchical in nature, with response-level data (Level 1) nested within
individual-level data (Level 2). Thus each participant rated eight items (three for
anticipated organizational support, one for perceived flexibility in place, one for
perceived flexibility in time, and three for organizational attraction) for each
organizational description/condition. To appropriately analyze this data set, Hierarchical
Linear Modeling (HLM) was used to simultaneously assess within person and between
person variance in the criteria (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Hofmann, 1997; Hypotheses
3-6). In this study, the nine manipulated conditions serve as an aggregating factor. HLM

can account for intercorrelation of responses by the same individual, and therefore is
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more appropriate than other statistical techniques that assume independent observations
(e.g., ordinary least squares regression).

Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three steps for testing for mediation were used to test
the extent to which anticipated support mediated the flextime/flexplace-applicant
attraction relationships (Hypotheses 7 and 8). Moderated multiple regression analyses
were used to test the extent to which role demands, sociability, need for medical
treatment, and preference for integration moderate the flextime/place — organizational

attraction relationships (Hypotheses 9-12).
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CHAPTER 111
RESULTS

Prior to any analyses, respondents’ scores on the manipulation check items were
examined. One hundred thirty participants correctly answered all eight manipulation
check items. Results for the full sample (N = 190) and the reduced sample (n = 130)
were not substantially different, thus, results for the full sample are reported here.
Analyses were also run with and without the theorized control variables. Again, results
were almost identical, so analyses without the control variables are reported here.

A random intercept model was used to assess the variance in the criteria between
conditions. The conditions of flextime and flexplace were dummy coded (-1, 0, and 1) to
represent the degree of flexibility in each condition as well as to center the variables to
test the interactions between flextime and flexplace. Table 1 shows descriptive statistics
and zero-order correlations for all Level 1 and Level 2 variables.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that flextime would be positively related to perceived
flexibility in time (concerning when one is expected to work). Consistent with
expectations, flextime had a significant positive correlation with perceived flexibility in
time, I = .46, p <.05 (see Table 1). Similarly, Hypothesis 2 proposed that flexplace
would be positively related to perceived flexibility in place (concerning where one is
expected to work). As expected, flexplace was positively related to perceived flexibility

in place, r = .63, p <.05.
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To test Hypotheses 3-5', first an analysis of the variance in organizational
attraction between conditions was conducted. Both flextime and flexplace were treated
as continuous predictors because their categories were ordered, even if not necessarily
equally spaced. Results indicated that flextime had a significant main effect on
organizational attraction F (1, 1504.69) = 122.51, p <.05). The proportion reduction in
variance (pmv) for the effect of flextime on organizational attraction was medium (pmv
=.07). In other words, organizations offering a high level of flextime were rated as more
attractive than organizations offering no flextime (i.e., a traditional 8am-5pm schedule).

Mean comparisons indicated that there was a significant difference in
organizational attraction between a high level of flextime (M =4.02, SD = 0.83) and a
low level of flextime (M = 3.88, SD =0.79), t(940.11)=3.56, p < .05 (see Tables 2).
Additionally, there was a significant difference in levels of organizational attraction
between the organizations that offered a low level of flextime (M = 3.88, SD = 0.79) and
no flextime (M = 3.59, SD =0.85, t(941.11) = 8.02, p <.05). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was
fully supported; participants reported stronger levels of attraction to organizations that
offered more flextime than to organizations that offered less (or no) flextime.

Flexplace also had a significant main effect on organizational attraction (F (1,
1504.55) = 57.83, p <.05; pmv = .04). In other words, organizations offering a high level
of flexplace were rated as more attractive than organizations offering no flexplace (i.e., a

traditional work environment). Mean comparisons revealed that organizations with a low

! Results for all hypotheses with perceived variables were the same with the exception of H11 which was
supported for perceived flexibility in place but not flexplace.



40

level of flexplace (M =3.91, SD = 0.80) were more attractive than organizations that did
not offer flexplace (M = 3.64, SD = 0.85, 1(940.94) = 7.05, p < .05). However, applicants
did not rate organizations with a high level of flexplace (M = 3.94, SD = 0.84) as
significantly more attractive than organizations with a low level of flexplace (M =3.91,
SD =0.81, t(940.48) = 0.72, p > .05). Overall Hypothesis 4 was supported; participants
reported stronger levels of attraction to organizations that offered flexplace than to
organizations that did not offer flexplace.

Contrary to prediction, the interaction between flextime and flexplace was not
significant F (1, 1518.09) = 0.16, p > .05. Thus, the interaction between flexplace and
flextime does not appear to predict individuals’ attraction to organizations beyond either
flextime or flexplace. Therefore Hypothesis 5 was not supported.

Hypotheses 6 and 7 posited significant main effects for flextime and flexplace,
respectively, on anticipated support. The omnibus test revealed a significant main effect
for flextime F (1, 1517.84) = 52.88, p < .05 (see Table 3). Mean comparisons further
supported the trend that more flextime was perceived as more supportive. Participants
rated organizations that offered a low level of flextime (M = 3.68, SD =0.77) as
significantly more supportive than organizations without flextime (M = 3.55, SD = 080,
1(940.36) = 4.14, p <.05). Additionally, a high level of flextime (M =3.78, SD = 0.82)
was rated as significantly more supportive than a low level of flextime (M = 3.68, SD =
0.77), 1(939.58) = 3.25, p <.05. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 was supported; there was a

main effect for flextime on anticipated organizational support such that organizations



Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables

M SD Level 1
1 2 3 4
1. Sociability 3.76 0.65 (.84)
2. Pref for Integration 2.89 0.67 -.05 (.75)
3. Need Med 1.67 0.72 -.11 - 18*  (.75)
Treatment
4. Role Demands® 238.41 275.92 .05 .05 -.00 --
Level 2
1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Flextime -- -- --
2. Flexplace -- -- .00 --
3. Perceived Flextime 3.40 1.20 46%* 4%
4. Perceived Flexplace 3.33 1.37 1% 3% 36%* --
5. Ant Org Support 3.67 0.80 1% 09%* - 33%% - 27**  (.90)
6. Org Attraction 3.83 0.84 21%* AS5HK 39Fk 33wk 63k (.93)

Note. Where applicable, reliabilities (coefficient alphas) are on diagonal; N = 186 for Level 1 variables, 1712 for Level 2 Pref
for Integration = Preference for Integration, Need Med Treatment = Need for Medical Treatment, Ant Org Support =
Anticipated Organizational Support, Org Attraction = Organizational Attraction; *. Role Demands was created specifically for
this study. Not all participants had the same number of roles nor would be expected to spend the same amount of time on each
role. Thus, the extreme variability is not unexpected. * p <.05; **p <.01 (two-tailed).

1t



Table 2

Means of Organizational Attraction by Condition

No Flextime Low Flextime High Flextime Flexplace
Independent of Flextime
High Flexplace 3.70 3.99 4.13 3.94°
Low Flexplace 3.66 3.95 4.12 3.91°
No Flexplace 3.40 3.71 3.81 3.63
Flextime 3.59 3.88 4.02
Independent of Flexplace
Note. * = conditions of flexplace that were not significantly different from one another.
Table 3
Means of Anticipated Organizational Support by Condition
No Flextime Low Flextime High Flextime Flexplace
Independent of Flextime
High Flexplace 3.62 3.71 3.87 3.73%
Low Flexplace 3.61 3.74 3.85 3.73%
No Flexplace 3.43 3.59 3.62 3.55
Flextime 3.55 3.68 3.78

Independent of Flexplace

Note. *= conditions of flexplace that were not significantly different from one another

(4%
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that offered more flextime were perceived as more supportive than organizations that
offered less or no flextime.

There was also a significant main effect for flexplace on anticipated
organizational support F (1, 1504.55) = 57.83, p < .05; pmv = .03. Contrary to
expectations, a high level of flexplace (M = 3.73, SD = 0.84) was not rated as more
supportive than a low level of flexplace (M =3.73, SD = 0.76, 1(939.58) = -.07, p > .05).
However, consistent with expectations, participants rated organizations with a low level
of flexplace (M = 3.73, SD = 0.76) as significantly more supportive than organizations
that did not offer flexplace (M = 3.54, SD = 0.79), t(940.27) = 5.99, p < .05. The effect
of flexplace on anticipated organizational support was small (pmv =.02). Thus,
Hypothesis 7 was supported; organizations that offered flexplace were perceived as more
supportive than organizations that did not offer flexplace.

Contrary to expectation, the interaction between flextime and flexplace on
anticipated organizational support was not significant F (1, 1518.09) = 0.16, p > .05.
Thus, the influence of flexplace on anticipated support does not depend on flextime.
Therefore, Hypothesis 8 was not supported.

Hypotheses 9 and 10 proposed anticipated organizational support as a mediator
of the flextime/flexplace-organizational attraction relationships. Consistent with these
hypotheses, when anticipated organizational support was controlled for, the relationship
between flextime and organizational attraction decreased but remained significant (b =
.14, p <.05). As stated above, flextime was a positive predictor of anticipated

organizational support as well as organizational attraction. Thus, based on Baron and



44

Kenny’s (1986) three step procedure for mediation, there was evidence that anticipated
organizational support partially mediated the relationship between flextime and
organizational attraction. The Sobel (1982) test indicated that the indirect effect was
significant (z = 6.85, p <.05), supporting Hypothesis 9.

Hypothesis 10 proposed that anticipated organizational support would mediate
the relationship between flexplace and organizational attraction. As stated previously,
flexplace predicted both anticipated organizational support as well as organizational
attraction. When anticipated organizational support was controlled for, the relationship
between flexplace and organizational attraction decreased but remained significant (b =
.09, p <.05). Again, based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure for mediation, there
was evidence that anticipated organizational support mediated the relationship between
flexplace and organizational attraction. The Sobel test (1982) test indicated that the
indirect effect was significant (z = 5.62, p <.05); therefore Hypothesis 10 was also
supported. Anticipated organizational support partially mediated the flexplace-
organizational attraction relationship.

Hypothesis 11 proposed that role demands would moderate the relationship
between (a) flextime and organizational attraction and (b) flexplace and organizational
attraction. Contrary to expectations, role demands did not significantly interact with
flextime to predict organizational attraction (F (1, 1378.90) = 1.63, p > .05). Similarly,
role demands did significantly interact with flexplace to predict organizational attraction

(F (1, 1378.99) = .02, p > .05). Thus, Hypotheses 11a and 11b were not supported.
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Sociability was expected to moderate the relationship between flexplace and
organizational attraction (H12). Results revealed that sociability did not significantly
interact with flexplace to predict organizational attraction F (1, 1474.96) = .26, p > .05.
Therefore, Hypothesis 12 was not supported.

Hypothesis 13 proposed that need for frequent medical treatment would
moderate the relationship between (a) flextime and organizational attraction and (b)
flexplace and organizational attraction. As expected, there was a significant interaction
between flextime and need for frequent medical treatment on organizational attraction F
(1, 1377.56) = 5.01, p <.05. However, as depicted in Figure 3, the relationship between
flextime and organizational attraction was stronger for individuals with a less frequent
need for medical treatment. Contrary to expectation, need for frequent medical treatment
did not moderate the relationship between flexplace and organizational attraction F (1,

1377.56) = .20, p >.05. Therefore, Hypotheses 13 was not supported.
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In support of Hypothesis 14, there was a significant interaction between flexplace
and preference for integration on organizational attraction F (1, 1443. 21) =33.16, p <
.05 (see Figure 4). Preference for integration moderated the relationship between
flexplace and organizational attraction. Consistent with expectations, participants who
prefer to integrate their work and nonwork lives reported a higher level of attraction to

organizations that offered flexplace; thus Hypothesis 14 was supported.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Previous research has shown that organizations that offer FW As are more
attractive to applicants than organizations that do not offer FWAs (Casper & Buffardi,
2004; Rau & Hyland, 2002; Thompson & Aspinwall, 2009). However, prior to this
study, it was unclear to what extent flextime and flexplace independently or jointly
contributed to organizational attraction. The current study demonstrated that individuals
perceive organizations that offer flextime as attractive and supportive, as well as
organizations that offer flexplace as attractive and supportive. Although an organization
that offers both flextime and flexplace was perceived as the most attractive and
supportive; the combination of the two was simply additive and not synergistic in any
way. Additionally, results of this study begin to reveal who is more attracted to FWAs
by examining specific individual difference characteristics (e.g., preference for role
integration and need for medical treatment) that are likely related to the need or desire to
control over when and where they work. Finally, the current study demonstrated the
robust effects of flextime and flexplace by showing consistent patterns of results across
structural and perceived operationalizations of flexibility.

Flextime, Flexplace, or Both?

Based on the desirability of control (Karasek et al., 1979), both flextime and
flexplace were expected to significantly contribute to organizational attraction. The
current study proposed that participants would be more attracted to organizations that

offered flextime than those that did not offer flextime. Additionally it was predicted that
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participants would be more attracted to organizations that offered flexplace. Consistent
with predictions, participants were more attracted to organizations that offered a high
level of flextime than organizations that offered a low level or no flextime. Similarly,
individuals perceived higher levels of anticipated support from organizations that offered
a high level of flextime than organizations that offered low/no flextime. Thus, it appears
that individuals value the ability to control when they start and stop work, and they
perceive these benefits as a signal that the organization will be supportive of them.
These results are consistent with previous research which has shown that
individuals perceive benefits as supportive when the benefits are perceived as flexible or
offer a degree of control (Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).
Karasek’s (1979) job demands-control model posits that individuals with more
discretion over their job tasks will have better outcomes. Thus, it is logical that
individuals would choose organizations that offer them control over their work. The
results of the current study are consistent with this in that, when given a choice,
individuals chose more discretion or flexibility over less discretion or flexibility.
Organizations that offer FWAs are also offering indicators of their support for potential
future employees (cf. Grover & Crooker, 1995; Greenberg, 1990). Thus, applicants may
infer that organizations offering flextime are likely to be supportive of their desire for
control and autonomy as well as supportive of both their work and nonwork roles.
Participants were also more attracted to organizations that offered flexplace and
perceived them as more supportive than those that did not. Interestingly, full discretion

over the ability to work away from the worksite (the option to work from home every
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day) was perceived as equally attractive and supportive as some discretion over how
frequently one completes work away from the worksite (the option to work from home
up to two days a week) as there was not a significant difference between the means for
these two levels of discretion .Thus, it seems that participants in this study did not
perceive an appreciable difference between these two levels of flexplace. The degree to
which individuals perceive discretion over how frequently they work away from the
main worksite may simply be less of a continuous construct and more of a dichotomous
construct. In other words, it does not appear to matter how much one is permitted to
work at an alternative worksite as much as simply having the opportunity to do so at all.
Additional research parsing out different levels of discretion over how frequently one
works away from the main worksite (e.g., half of a day, 3 days a week, 1 day a month) is
needed to determine if this is true or if there is a minimum amount of flexplace
necessary before individuals will consider an organization attractive. Based on this
study, organizations that offer part-time telework may obtain the same outcomes (e.g.,
attract the same number of applicants) as those that offer full-time telework.

Because the combination of flextime and flexplace offer the most control over an
individual’s job environment (Karasek, 1979), it was predicted that the effect of
flexplace would be enhanced by the presence of flextime on both organizational
attraction and anticipated support. Whereas organizations offering each of these
dimensions were rated as more attractive, contrary to expectations, the influence of these
two dimensions were not dependent upon one another for attraction or support. Thus, it

appears that applicants do not consider the discretion over when they work when rating
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the attractiveness and supportiveness of organizations that offer discretion over where
they work.

Anticipated organizational support was proposed and found to be an explanatory
mechanism for the relationships between flextime/flexplace and organizational
attraction. These results are consistent with Casper and Buffardi’s (2004) findings that
anticipated organizational support mediated the relationship between work schedule
flexibility and the likelihood of accepting a job from an organization. Therefore, it seems
that one of the reasons why flexibility benefits influence recruiting outcomes is because
they signal organizational support.

Individual Differences Characteristics

The second objective for the current study was to determine if the influence of
flextime and flexplace on organizational attraction and support was stronger for some
individuals than others. In the popular press (Greenhouse, 2011; Mantell, 2011;
Peterson, 2011), it is practically universally accepted that all employees want FW As.
However, this may not always be true. One individual difference that may illuminate
how universally appealing these benefits are to applicants is growth need strength, or the
extent to which individuals wish to achieve feelings of development or growth through
their work (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). It may be the case that individuals with low
level of growth need strength are perfectly happy working traditional hours at the main
worksite and have no interest in discretion of when and where they work. In fact, they

actually prefer to not have such autonomy.
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It was proposed that individuals with more role demands would be more attracted
to organizations that offer flextime and flexplace. Results revealed that individuals who
perceived flextime arrangements as flexible and had a high level of role demands were
more likely to rate such arrangements as attractive then individuals with less role
demands.

High levels of role demands are likely to result in role conflict. Individuals with
high levels of role conflict are likely to be attracted to organizations that offer FWAs
(Rau & Hyland, 2002). Additionally, family responsibility has been shown to alter
flextime use (Shockley & Allen, 2010). Whereas role conflict is a fairly commonly
studied construct in the I/O psychology literature, role demands are not as frequently
studied. In this study, role demands were operationalized as both the amount of roles and
the amount of time spent on each role. Although most participants were not married and
did not have children, a large percentage of the respondents listed family roles (e.g., son,
aunt), suggesting that family demands/responsibilities are important for all individuals.
Future researchers may want to consider the salience of each role as well as the time
devoted to each role when investigating their impact on relevant outcomes.

Sociable individuals were proposed to be more attracted to organizations that
offered flexplace than less sociable individuals. Contrary to expectation, sociability did
not moderate the relationship between flexplace and organizational attraction, both for
structural and perceived flexibility in place. Thus, an individual’s desire to be around
and interact with colleagues at work may not be a determinant of whether or not an

individual prefers flexplace. Alternatively, the sample in this study may not fully
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anticipate the isolation one might experience from working away from the main
worksite. Another possibility is that individuals may not plan to work away from the
main worksite frequently enough to miss interactions with coworkers.

Contrary to expectation the relationship between flexplace and organizational
attraction did not appear to depend on a need for frequent medical treatment. Very few
individuals in the sample reported a high “need for medical treatment” (n = 15). The lack
of variability in this particular sample resulted in range restriction for this variable.
Future researchers may want to seek out samples of individuals with medical issues to
differentiate the value of flexibility in when vs. where one works for individuals with
greater medical treatment needs.

Finally, it was hypothesized that preference for integration would alter the
relationship between flexplace and organizational attraction. In support of this,
individuals who prefer to integrate their work and nonwork roles were more attracted to
organizations that offered high levels of flexplace than organizations that offered low
levels or no flexplace (see Figure 3). Thus, individuals who prefer to integrate their work
and nonwork roles also prefer working arrangements that allow them to switch between
these roles very quickly.

Theoretical and Applied Implications

Consistent with Karasek et al.’s job control model (1979), the results of this
study indicated that individuals are attracted to organizations that offer the ability to
control some portion of their work environment (either time or place). Likewise,

organizations that offered a high level of both were rated as the most attractive and
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supportive. It was not the case that the combination of the two yielded something more
than the benefits of the two added together. There may be a threshold beyond which
additional control does not lead to better outcomes. Alternatively, the participants in this
sample may not have been able to fully anticipate the synergy that may occur when these
two benefits are combined. Additional research is warranted with a sample that is more
familiar with and experienced with FWAs (i.e., used flextime and flexplace policies).

Similar to previous research on other situational characteristics (Campbell, 1988;
Wageman, 2001), flextime and flexplace can be operationalized as either structural or
perceived constructs. In this study, structural and perceived flexibility in time and place
were related yet distinct constructs. In the future, researchers may want to examine the
extent to which various FWAs are perceived as truly flexible in order to determine the
factors that impact both perceptions and subsequent use of FWAs. Additionally,
organizations offering these types of benefits should periodically gather survey data to
determine the extent to which individuals perceive such policies result in perceived
flexibility. If employees who use them do not perceive greater flexibility, the policies
may not be having the intended effects.

Flextime and flexplace are separate and distinct arrangements that can co-occur,
but are not necessarily concomitant. Organizations wishing to gain the attention of
potential applicants should consider incorporating these and other benefits that afford
individuals flexibility in their work environment in order to be competitive in their

recruitment efforts.
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Additionally, organizations should be aware of the types of messages their
vacancy characteristics may be sending. Consistent with the findings of Casper and
Buffardi (2004), the current study demonstrated that individuals perceived organizations
as more supportive if they offered FWAs (flextime or flexplace) than organizations that
did not offer FWAs. According to Grover and Crooker (1995), the benefits an
organization offers provide symbolic cues for potential future employees (Greenberg,
1990). Organizations can indicate to applicants through FWAs the extent to which the
organization would be likely to value employees and support them in the future thus
enhancing their attractiveness. Rynes (1991) explained that organizations can influence
the uncertainty individuals have of applying for and accepting a job through the benefits
(instrumentalities) they offer. Organizations that wish to attract quality employees as
well as present the image of support to future employees (as well as current employees)
should consider offering benefits that allow flexibility in time and/or place in order to
enhance recruitment and retention (Grover & Crooker, 1995).

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study, like any other, has certain limitations. In order to tease apart the
influence of flextime from flexplace, I chose to conduct a true experiment in which I
manipulated the levels of each independent variable in descriptions of hypothetical
organizations. This calculated decision was made in an effort to maximize internal
validity while recognizing the trade-off (e.g., no real-world consequences for the
participants). This approach has been used in many studies assessing organizational

attraction (Aiman-Smith, et al., 2001; Casper & Buffardi, 2004; Harold & Ployhart,
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2008). Given the results of this study, the next step will be to replicate these findings in a
field study.

Second, the current study was conducted with a single student sample from one
university, thus potentially decreasing the external validity of the results. The students
that participated in the study were primarily juniors and seniors from a variety of majors;
thus the majority of the participants were graduating in the relatively near future and
applying for varying types of jobs. Additionally, 68% of the sample indicated that they
planned to apply for full-time jobs after graduation. Thus, the evaluation of
organizations for the purposes of considering it as a possible employer is likely to be a
task that they are familiar and comfortable with. However it would be prudent to test
these same hypotheses with individuals actively searching for jobs in real organizations
with real vacancies.

Additionally, in hindsight I realized, the High Flexplace condition did not
indicate that individuals could work away from the main worksite as many days as they
desired (the item simply said “work from home via technology such as a computer”; see
Appendix C). This may have contributed to the finding that individuals were not more
attracted to organizations that offered full discretion compared to organizations that
offered some discretion. Future research should investigate the extent to which
individuals (particularly those in organizations) prefer varying levels of flexplace.

Because a fair test could not be made with the current sample, it seems
worthwhile to continue to test the extent to which need for medical treatment is an

important moderator of the flextime/flexplace-attraction relationships. A larger sample
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of individuals with a true need for medical treatment may provide greater insight as to
how individuals with disabilities could benefit from FWAs. Future research should also
examine the extent to which other individual differences such as preference for
multitasking relates to preference to use FWAs such as flexplace.

Additionally, it would be prudent to further investigate the degree to which
structural flexibility leads to perceived flexibility (and thus specific criteria) in an
organizational setting. The current study demonstrated that perceived flexibility is
related to but distinct from structural flexibility. The next step is to test these
hypothesized linkages in an organizational setting with employees who utilize such
benefits.

In conclusion, the current study provides some initial information about the
attractiveness of FWA dimensions to applicants. The results indicated that flextime and
flexplace are independent characteristics that each contribute uniquely to organizational
attraction and anticipated organizational support. Additionally, flexplace was more
attractive to individuals with a need for frequent medical treatment and a strong
preference for integrating their work and nonwork roles. These findings merit further
investigation of the relationship between work flexibility (both structural and perceived)

and applicant outcomes.
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APPENDIX A
Results for testing Hypotheses with Perceived Flexibility

To test Hypotheses 3-5 with the perceived flexibility variables, a random
intercept model was used. Results indicated that perceived time flexibility had a
significant main effect on organizational attraction, (b =.25, p <.05; pmv = .14). In other
words, organizations that were perceived as more flexible in time were rated as more
attractive than organizations that were perceived as less flexible in time. Therefore,
Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Perceived flexplace also contributed significantly to organizational attraction, (b
=.17, p <.05; pmv =.10). In other words, organizations perceived as more flexible in
time were considered more attractive than organizations perceived as less flexible in
time. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported.

Contrary to prediction, the interaction between perceived flexplace and perceived
flexplace was not significant (b =.02, p > .05). Thus, perceived flexibility in place did
not depend on perceived flexibility in time. Therefore Hypothesis 5 was not supported.

Hypotheses 6 and 7 posited significant relationships between perceived flextime
and anticipated support, as well as perceived flexplace and anticipated support. Results
revealed a significant relationship between perceived flextime and anticipated
organizational support (b =.15, p <.05; pmv = .05) and between perceived flexplace and
anticipated support (b =.10, p <.05; pmv =..05).

Contrary to expectation, the interaction between flextime and flexplace on

anticipated organizational support was not significant (b =.01, p > .05). Thus, the
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influence of flexplace on anticipated support did not depend on flextime (see Table
5).Therefore, Hypothesis 8 was not supported.

Hypotheses 9 and 10 proposed anticipated organizational support as a mediator
of the perceived flextime/flexplace-organizational attraction relationships. Consistent
with these hypotheses, when anticipated organizational support was controlled for, the
relationship between perceived flextime and organizational attraction decreased but
remained significant (b = .15, p <.05). Thus, based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) three
step procedure for mediation, there was evidence that anticipated organizational support
partially mediated the relationship between perceived flextime and organizational
attraction. The Sobel (1982) test indicated that the indirect effect was significant (z =
8.17, p <.05), supporting Hypothesis 9.

Hypothesis 8 proposed that anticipated organizational support would mediate the
relationship between perceived flexplace and organizational attraction. When anticipated
organizational support was controlled for, the relationship between perceived flexplace
and organizational attraction decreased but remained significant (b = .10, p <.05).
Again, based on Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedure for mediation, there was evidence
that anticipated organizational support mediated the relationship between perceived
flexplace and organizational attraction. The Sobel test (1982) test indicated that the
indirect effect was significant (z = 7.65, p <.05); therefore Hypothesis 8 was also
supported. Anticipated organizational support partially mediated the perceived flexplace-

organizational attraction relationship.
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Hypothesis 11 proposed that role demands would moderate the relationship
between (a) perceived flextime and organizational attraction and (b) perceived flexplace
and organizational attraction. In line with expectations, role demands significantly
interacted with perceived flextime to predict organizational attraction (b = .05, p =.05).
Similarly, role demands significantly interacted with perceived flexplace to predict
organizational attraction (b = .04, p <.05). Thus, Hypotheses 11 was supported (see

Figures 5 and 6).
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Interaction between Role Demands and Perceived Flexibility in Place on Organizational
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Sociability was expected to moderate the relationship between perceived
flexplace and organizational attraction (H12). Results revealed that sociability did not
significantly interact with perceived flexplace to predict organizational attraction (b = -
.01, p > .05). Therefore, Hypothesis 12 was not supported.

Hypothesis 13 proposed that need for regular medical treatment would moderate
the relationship between (a) perceived flextime and organizational attraction and (b)
perceived flexplace and organizational attraction. As expected, there was a significant
interaction between perceived flextime and need for regular medical treatment on
organizational attraction (b = -.05, p <.05). However, there was not a significant

interaction between perceived flexplace and need for regular medical treatment on
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organizational attraction (b = -.01, p >.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 13 was partially

supported (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7
Interaction between Need for Medical Treatment and Perceived Flexibility in Time on
Organizational Attraction

In support of Hypothesis 14, there was a significant interaction between
perceived flexplace and preference for integration on organizational attraction (b = .13, p
<.05. Preference for integration moderated the relationship between perceived flexplace
and organizational attraction. Consistent with expectations, participants who prefer to
integrate their work and nonwork lives reported a higher level of attraction to
organizations that are perceived as more flexible; thus Hypothesis 14 was supported (see

Figure 8).
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APPENDIX B

Stimulus Materials mapped to Conditions

Organization 1 offers the following recruitment package:

A. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance
B. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave
C. Traditional Work Schedule - 8am-5pm work schedule
D. Flextime with Core Hours - Employees may work any preferred 8 hour shift but
must be present for core work hours of 10am-3pm.
E. Flextime — Employees are free to work at any time they want as long as they get
their work done.
F. Traditional Work Environment - Employees must work at the main work site and
are not permitted to work at home.
G. Partial Flexplace — Employees may work from home via technology such as a
computer up to 2 days a week.
H. Complete Flexplace - Employees may work from home via technology such as a
computer.
No Flextime Flextime with Core | Flextime no Core Hours
Hours
Complete A,B,C,H A,B,D,H A,B,E, H
Flexplace
Some Flexplace A B,C,G A, B,D,G A B E G
No Flexplace A,B,CF A,B,D,F A, B,E F
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APPENDIX C

After college, you will be graduating and seeking employment. Throughout your job
search, you will learn about various organizations and their benefit packages and decide
whether or not to pursue employment with each organization. On the first page of this
survey, we ask you to read the descriptions of 9 organizations and answer the questions
that follow each description.

(1) Organization BCA offers the following recruitment package (High flextime, High

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime — Employees are free to work at any time they want as long as they get
their work done.

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Telework/telecommute - Employees may work from home via technology such

as a computer.

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

(2) Organization ZY X offers the following recruitment package (Low flextime, High

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime with Core Hours - Employees may work any preferred 8 hour shift but

must be present for core work hours of 10am-3pm.



. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave
. Telework/telecommute - Employees may work from home via technology such

as a computer.
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Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5

= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

(3) Organization MNL offers the following recruitment package (No flextime, High

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Traditional Work Schedule - 8am-5pm work schedule

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Telework/telecommute - Employees may work from home via technology such

as a computer.

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5

= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction
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How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

(4) Organization QRZ offers the following recruitment package (High flextime, Low

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime — Employees are free to work at any time they want as long as they get
their work done.

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Partial Telework/telecommute — Employees may work from home via technology

such as a computer up to 2 days a week

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

(5) Organization GHI offers the following recruitment package (Low flextime, Low

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime with Core Hours - Employees may work any preferred 8 hour shift but
must be present for core work hours of 10am-3pm.

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-

matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave
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. Partial Telework/telecommute — Employees may work from home via technology
such as a computer up to 2 days a week

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

(6) Organization DRG offers the following recruitment package (No flextime, Low

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Traditional Work Schedule - 8am-5pm work schedule

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Partial Telework/telecommute — Employees may work from home via technology

such as a computer up to 2 days a week

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if [ need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?
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How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

(7) Organization GLK offers the following recruitment package (High flextime, No

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime — Employees are free to work at any time they want as long as they get
their work done.

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Traditional Work Environment - Employees must work at the main work site and

are not permitted to work at home.

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

Organization EGH offers the following recruitment package (Low flextime, No

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime with Core Hours - Employees may work any preferred 8 hour shift but
must be present for core work hours of 10am-3pm.

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Traditional Work Environment - Employees must work at the main work site and

are not permitted to work at home.
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Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.

This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?

How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?

How attracted are you to this organization?

Perceived Flexibility in Place

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

Organization KMN offers the following recruitment package (No flextime, No

flexplace):

. A competitive salary, with opportunities for promotion and bonuses based on
performance

. Flextime with Core Hours - Employees may work any preferred 8 hour shift but
must be present for core work hours of 10am-3pm.

. Generous benefits package including a choice of medical programs, company-
matched 401(k), stock options, maternity and paternity leave

. Traditional Work Environment - Employees must work at the main work site and

are not permitted to work at home.

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = Not at all, 3 = Moderately, 5
= Extremely.

Anticipated Organizational Support

This organization would really care about my well-being.

This organization would be willing to help me if I need a special favor.
This organization would show concern for me.

Perceived Flexibility in Time

To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHEN the work is
done?

Organizational Attraction

How likely would you be to pursue a job offer from this organization?
How likely would you be to accept a job offer from this organization?
How attracted are you to this organization?



Perceived Flexibility in Place
To what extent do you think this job would permit you to decide WHERE the work is
done?

80
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APPENDIX D

Survey Items
Manipulation Check Items:
Now that you have read about each organization, please answer the following questions
about all nine of the organizations.

Did the organizations differ on whether or not they offered a competitive salary?

I =yes,2=no

Did the organizations differ on whether or not they offered Flextime?

1 =yes,2=no

Did the organizations differ on whether or not they offered a benefits package?

1 =yes,2=no

Did the organizations differ on whether or not they offered Telework/telecommute?
1 =yes,2=no

The organizations varied in amount of salary offered?
1 =yes,2=no
The organizations varied in amount of Flextime offered?
1 =yes,2=no
The organizations varied in amount of benefits offered?
1 =yes,2=no
The organizations varied in amount of telework/telecommute offered?
1 =yes,2=no
Demographics:
What is your UIN:
Age: drop down list (individual # options, range from 18-70)
Sex: drop down list
Race/ethnic origin (choose all that apply):
African-American/Black
Mexican American/Hispanic/Latino
European-American/Caucasian
Asian/Asian-American
Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian
Native American/Alaska Native
Middle Eastern
Other:
College: drop down list (ex: College of Engineering, College of Liberal Arts, etc. [ skip
logic to major)
Major: drop down list based on college
Second Major?
Expected date of graduation: drop down list (May 2011, August 2011, Dec 2011, ...)
What are your plans after graduation:
Apply for full-time jobs related to my field of study




82

Apply for full-time jobs including those not related
to my field of study

Attend a post-secondary school (i.e., graduate
school, medical school, law school, etc.)

Apply for part-time jobs in my field of study
Apply for part-time not in my field of study

Join a service organization (i.e., the Peace Corp,
Teach for America)

Other:

Current marital status: Single (Never Married)
Single (Separated/Divorced)
Committed Relationship: dating
Committed Relationship: engaged
Married
Widowed
Do you have any children? Yes/No
If so, how many? Drop down list (n/a, 1,2, 3 ... 10)
Do you plan to have children/adopt at some point in the future?
1=No/Definitely Not, 3=Maybe/Not Sure, 5=Yes/Definitely do want children
I would describe my sexual orientation as: Heterosexual/Straight
Bisexual
Lesbian or Gay
Are you currently employed:
Yes, full-time
Yes, part-time
No, not currently employed
Because you indicated that you are currently employed, how many hours do you
currently work (on average)?
How much job experience do you have? Please specify the approximate number of years
and/or months of experience you have across jobs.
Experience with FWAs:
Before this study, how familiar were you with flexible work arrangements (such as
flextime and telework/telecommute)? 1 = not at all, 3 = somewhat, 5 = very.
If you responded as anything other than not at all, please indicate where you learned
about them (check all that apply):
Parents, friends, job, news, school, don’t know, other (please specify)

Prospects of job availability:
What is the likelihood that you will receive a job in your area of study, if you are to
apply? 1 = not very likely, 3 = somewhat likely, 5 = very likely.

Sociability: (Goldberg, 1999)
(JPI: Sociability [Soc]) [.78] -The Items in the 15 Preliminary IPIP Scales



&3

Measuring Constructs Similar to Those in the Jackson Personality Inventory (JPI-R;
Jackson, 1994)

(+)  Enjoy bringing people together.
Enjoy being part of a group.
Love to chat.
Love surprise parties.
Am interested in people.

(=)  Prefer to be alone.
Seek quiet.
Keep others at a distance.
Am a very private person.
Don't like crowded events.

Role Demands:
Role demands are perceptions and expectations about behaviors we [individuals] have
regarding life and/or work roles that come from society and ourselves.

Please list each of the major life roles you have, how many hours per week you spend on
each role, and then assess how demanding each role is. 1=Not at all demanding, 3=
Somewhat demanding, 5= Very demanding

Role:  Student Hours per week: 12345
Role: Hours per week: 12345
Role: Hours per week: 12345
Role: Hours per week: 12345
Role: Hours per week: 12345
Role: Hours per week: 12345

Do you anticipate playing a role in taking care of your parents in the future?
To what extent do you feel there is a cultural or family expectation that your parents will
live with you someday? (1=Not at all, 3=Somewhat, 5=Definitely)

Preference for Integration: (Adapted from Kreiner, 2006)

I don’t like to have to think about work when I’m at home. (R)

I don’t mind doing work at home.

I can easily accomplish work tasks from home.

I prefer to keep work life at work.  (R)

It is easier for me to get things done when I can work from home.

1-5 agreement scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 3 = neutral, and 5 = strongly agree.

Need for Regular Medical Treatment:
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1. How frequently do you need to receive medical treatment (i.e., doctor’s appointments,
specific treatments, or hospital visits)?

0 (every six months or less) 1 (every other month) 2 (once a month) 3 (every 2 weeks) 4
(once a week) 5 (3 or more times a week)

Please respond to the following items on a scale where 1 = completely disagree and 5 =
completely agree.

2. I require frequent medical treatments which make working a traditional office job
difficult.

3. It is difficult for me to schedule doctor’s appointments around my work schedule.

4. The amount/type of accommodations organizations are required to make for
individuals with disabilities does not do enough to help individuals like me.

Personality:
Gosling, S. D., Rentfrow, P. J., & Swann, W. B. Jr. (2003). A very brief measure of the
big-five personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 504-528.

Big Five Personality scale scoring (“R” denotes reverse-scored items):
Emotional Stability: 4R, 9, 14R, 19; Extraversion: 1, 6R, 11, 16R; Openness: 5, 10R,
15R, 20; Agreeableness: 2, 7R, 12, 17R; Conscientiousness: 3, 8R, 13, 18R

How well do the following items describe you? 1 =not at all, 5 = completely
1 I am the life of the party.

2 I sympathize with others' feelings.

3 I get chores done right away.

4 I have frequent mood swings. (R)

5 I have a vivid imagination.

6 [ don't talk a lot. (R)

7 I am not interested in other people's problems. (R)
8 I often forget to put things back in their proper place. (R)
9 I am relaxed most of the time.

10 [ am not interested in abstract ideas. (R)

11 I talk to a lot of different people at parties.

12 I feel others' emotions.

13 I like order.

14 I get upset easily. (R)

15 I have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (R)
16 I keep in the background. (R)

17 I am not really interested in others. (R)

18 I make a mess of things. (R)

19 I seldom feel blue.

20 I do have a good imagination.
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