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Abstract 

Many public accounting firms have implemented flexible work arrangements (FWAs) to 

reduce stress and improve work-life balance with the goal of reducing voluntary turnover. 

Despite the use of FWAs, public accounting is still experiencing higher than average 

turnover rates. Past research on the use of FWAs has found mixed results regarding the 

effectiveness of FWAs on reducing turnover intentions, which indicates that there may be 

other unexplored variables to consider. This study used social exchange theory to 

evaluate the impact of using FWAs on peer relationships within the workplace. Using a 

mediation model, this study assessed the impact of using FWAs on perceived peer 

resentment when an employee engages in FWAs and how these perceptions impact the 

intention to turnover. In addition, this study evaluated whether family-supportive 

organizational perceptions (FSOP) influence the relationship between the use of FWAs 

and the level of perceived peer resentment. A moderated mediation model was used to 

determine if the indirect effect of using FWAs on turnover intentions via perceived peer 

resentment is moderated by family-supportive organizational perceptions. Results of the 

study indicate that people perceived more peer resentment when they used more forms of 

FWAs. In addition, the results showed that increased perceived peer resentment was 

positively associated with turnover intentions in public accounting. The mediation effect 

of perceived peer resentment was significant in that the relationship between use of 

FWAs and turnover intentions occurs through perceived peer resentment. Support was 

not found for the moderation effect of FSOP on the relationship between FWA use and 

perceived peer resentment. This study highlights a potential unintended consequence, 

perceived peer resentment, of implementing FWAs in an organization. When coworkers 
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in a workgroup experience the negative impact of peer resentment it can lead to increased 

turnover intentions. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Turnover in public accounting continues to be a costly concern for firms of all 

sizes. Turnover for professional staff in public accounting was reported by Inside Public 

Accounting to be approximately 12.4% in 2017, a 4.8% decrease from 2016 (Inside 

Public Accounting, 2016; Inside Public Accounting, 2017). The turnover rate for public 

accounting firms, however, has historically been high, hovering around 17% (Inside 

Public Accounting, 2016) compared to an overall average of United States industries of 

11% in 2015 (Bares, 2016). Factors that have been widely researched that contribute to 

turnover include low job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Jones, 2018; 

Tubay, 2019); burnout (Chong & Monroe, 2013; Santoso et al., 2018; Smith et al., 2017); 

and lack of work/life balance (Buchheit et al., 2016; Pradana et al., 2013; Twiname et al., 

2012). Turnover appears to be especially prevalent with millennials (Carrillo et al., 2019; 

George & Wallio, 2017). Although public accounting firms experience turnover for a 

variety of reasons, many have implemented flexible work arrangements (FWAs) into 

their organizations to help decrease turnover rates. 

The nature of public accounting work is demanding; busy seasons require long 

hours and extensive travel that increase employee stress which can lead to greater 

turnover (Buchheit et al., 2016; Twiname et al., 2012). The objective of most firms is to 

help make the busy seasons more bearable by reducing stress experienced by employees 

at all levels with the goal to retain employees. To mitigate the effects of the busy seasons, 

firms have introduced a variety of programs to reduce busy season stress, such as 

employee health and wellness programs, on-site childcare, and flexible work 
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arrangements (FWAs) (Buchheit et al., 2016; Twiname et al., 2012). Despite the 

implementation of employee programs to reduce stress and retain employees, firms are 

still experiencing high turnover rates; implementation of these programs alone has not 

been enough to solve the turnover problem faced by public accounting firms. A deeper 

understanding of the workforce, firm culture, and policies of the new programs are 

essential to reduce stress and achieve desirable organizational outcomes such as 

decreased voluntary turnover. 

Flexible work arrangements (FWAs) such as flexible scheduling, part-time work, 

telecommuting, and compressed workweek have become a common business practice 

over the past thirty years and have been linked to positive outcomes which include 

reduced turnover intentions (Azar et al., 2018; Timms et al., 2014). Although some 

previous research has revealed evidence that FWAs influence turnover intentions, the 

findings of these studies are not consistent. The expected relationship between FWAs and 

turnover intentions is negative, where FWAs are implemented there will be less turnover; 

however, this relationship has not been found to be consistently negative (Allen et al., 

2013). The mixed results of previous studies indicate that other variables may play a role 

in the relationship between the use of FWAs and turnover, especially in public 

accounting.  

Firms should fully understand the benefits along with the potential costs of 

offering FWAs. The success of FWAs tends to rest on factors such as formal guidelines 

and expectations, regular training for both FWA and non-FWA employees, regular face-

to-face interactions, information technology support, consistent and meaningful methods 

of communication, and supervisor and organizational support (Berkerey et al., 2017; 
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Conradie et al., 2019; Kotey & Koomson, 2019; Laundon & Williams, 2018; Wheatley, 

2016). Past studies have evaluated the impact of FWAs on the employee using the FWA 

(Allen et al., 2015; Sweet et al., 2016); however, at this time there are limited studies that 

have evaluated the impact of the relationships between employees when FWAs are used 

(Clarke et al., 2019). Studies have shown that coworker social support or lack thereof can 

influence an employee’s willingness to remain with the organization (Jo & Ellingson, 

2019).  

Most organizations believe that implementing FWAs will have significant 

benefits that outweigh their costs, yet past studies have found that the non-FWA 

employees left in the office experienced heavier workloads, less informal means of 

communication, less interaction, and decreased accessibility to their coworkers 

(Thorgeirsdottir, 2017). These findings provide evidence that, although the FWA 

employee may reap benefits such as better work/life balance, there may be unintended 

consequences for the employees who are left in the office. Employees may experience a 

breakdown of coworker relationships due to the decreased interaction which may lead to 

feelings of resentment among coworkers in an organization. As relationships among 

employees degrade, employees may experience a greater desire to leave the organization. 

To date, limited research has been conducted on how the use of FWAs in public 

accounting firms affects coworker relationships and how these relationships influence 

turnover intentions despite the intended benefits of using FWAs.  

The relationship between the use of FWAs and turnover is undoubtedly complex; 

various organizational variables and other factors play a role in turnover. The 

researcher’s goal was to study the impact of perceived peer resentment when someone 
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uses an FWA and how these perceptions influence turnover intentions. Although past 

studies have highlighted significant benefits (increased efficiency, reduced burnout, 

greater job satisfaction) for employees that use FWA programs (de Menezes & Kelliher, 

2011), support for and viability of the use of FWA programs also plays an important role 

in their actual use (Buchheit et al., 2016). FWAs are implemented to enhance employee’s 

well-being; however, if employees feel like the use of FWAs is not equitable, the 

programs will not be effective. To reap the full benefits of FWAs the organization must 

actively communicate support for and use of FWAs (Buchheit et al., 2016).  

Support for the use of FWAs plays an important role in employees’ willingness to 

use the FWAs offered and the perceptions that result from use of these programs (Levin 

et al., 2015; Smith et al., 2019; Sweet et al., 2015; Williams et al., 2016). As firms 

implement FWAs to help reduce stress and turnover, they need to understand how 

organizational support influences relationships among peers. Family-supportive 

organizational perceptions (FSOP) are a specific type of organizational support that 

measures global perceptions about the supportiveness of the organization regarding 

family (Seong, 2016). FWAs and FSOPs often work in tandem. Employees using FWAs 

typically have lower levels of perceived resentment if a firm exhibits high FSOP. When a 

firm is specifically family-supportive, peers may view FWA use as acceptable and 

normal for the firm. On the other hand, if an organization is not family-supportive, it is 

possible that the peers would view FWA use as unacceptable and respond with 

resentment. FSOP has not been widely studied in the FWA and public accounting 

literature; findings from this study may help firms remedy the unintended consequences 

of FWA use by increasing their efforts to be family supportive.  
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Blau’s (1964) theoretical framework of social exchange served as the foundation 

for this study. The study contributes to the FWA and turnover intention literature by 

using the social exchange process to examine how the use of FWAs influence coworker 

relationships and how those relationships impact employees’ desire to remain or 

withdraw from the exchange relationship. Perceived peer resentment was introduced as a 

mediating variable between FWAs and turnover intentions resulting in unintended 

consequences for the firm in the form of turnover. In addition, using social exchange and 

organizational support literature, a moderating effect of family-supportive organizational 

perceptions (FSOP) on the relationship between FWA use and perceived peer resentment 

was investigated to determine how specific FSOP impacts the exchange relationships 

among peers when an FWA is used and its ultimate impact on turnover intentions.  

This study adds to the literature on the use of FWAs in public accounting and 

offers empirical evidence of the importance of relationships among peers in firms and 

how organizational support can influence these relationships. If significant, the results of 

this study could have noteworthy implications for public accounting firms in the United 

States. As firms work to reduce turnover and retain talent, it is important to understand 

both the peer dynamic and the organizational culture where FWAs are offered and used 

to achieve the intended organizational outcomes. As firms learn more about the potential 

problems and the impact of their employees using FWAs they will be in a better position 

to mitigate problems that are likely to arise from miscommunication and 

misunderstandings among employees. When public accounting firms understand what 

contributes to the success and downfalls of these programs, they will be able to increase 
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the effectiveness of the flexible work arrangements for the firm and all employees which 

may reduce the risk of turnover. 

  



 
 

7 

 

Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Social Exchange Theory 

According to Blau (1964), social exchange is a framework that is based on the 

concept of reciprocity in relationships, which is the foundation for individuals’ behavior 

in both economic and non-economic exchanges. Reciprocity, the act of giving and 

receiving service or benefits, has shaped primitive societal relationships and continues to 

be a functional part of societies today (Cook et al., 2013). Gouldner (1960) defined a 

universal norm of reciprocity as “two interrelated demands: (1) people should help those 

who have helped them, and (2) people should not injure those who have helped them” (p. 

171). Social exchange theory is rooted in reciprocity; reciprocity is understood as the 

underlying mechanism of how relationships develop through a series of social exchanges 

in which each party receives a benefit or reward (Blau, 2008; Cropanzano et al., 2017). 

The mutual benefits of social exchange come in different forms. The benefits of some 

exchanges will be direct as in a quid pro quo exchange while other exchanges may have 

an indirect (intrinsic) benefit that may or may not be realized until the future (Bagger & 

Li, 2014; de Janasz et al., 2011; Lioukas & Reuer, 2015; Nouri & Parker, 2013).  

Negotiated and Reciprocal Exchanges 

Blau (2008) discussed social exchange and attraction in romantic relationships, 

community (cultural) groups, employee-organization, and peer work groups, to name a 

few. Studies on the nature of the exchange relationship have revealed that there are two 

distinct types of social exchanges, negotiated and reciprocal (Molm, 2010; Molm et al., 

2013). Negotiated exchanges occur when two actors work together to come to an 



 
 

8 

 

agreement with a bilateral flow of benefits; the relationships that form from negotiated 

exchanges are more formal and less likely to form integrative bonds within the actors 

(Molm, 2010). Reciprocal exchanges occur when two actors work individually to provide 

a benefit without a clear indication that reciprocation will occur, the relationships that 

form under reciprocal exchanges are less formal, are characterized by uncertainty and 

risk and, when reciprocity is honored, are more likely to form trust, loyalty, and 

commitment within a relationship than in negotiated exchanges (Molm, 2010; Serenko & 

Bontis, 2016).  

In addition to the structure of the exchange, social exchange theory suggests that 

relationships evolve through regular interactions where people develop “feelings of 

obligation, gratitude, and trust, whereas purely economic exchanges lack these qualities” 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2017, p. 94). Reciprocal social exchanges are not the result of a 

purely economic transaction, therefore, to be meaningful they must be voluntary in nature 

(Baran et al., 2012; Blau, 2008). The voluntary nature of the exchange provides an 

opportunity for trust to develop within the relationship, which can lead to loyalty and 

commitment to the relationship over time (Adams, 1965; Dawley et al., 2010; Molm et 

al., 2012).  

Types of Organizational Relationships 

There are many relationships that form within an organization. For example, the 

employee-employer exchange involves a mix of economic and social transactions; in 

supervisor-employee relationships the underlying exchanges are not purely voluntary in 

nature. Finally, there are peer relationships among individuals within the organization 

(Becker et al., 2018). Peer groups emerge because of value consensus that lead to group 
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social norms (Blau, 2008; Molm, 2010; Molm et al., 2012). Value consensus is defined as 

“standards commonly agreed upon” (Blau, 2008, p. 24). When people in an organization 

or group share the same basic values, they develop integrative bonds which can 

strengthen group cohesion (Blau, 2008; Molm et al., 2012; Stets et al., 2018). People tend 

to trust those with whom they share values, and this trust plays a significant role in 

developing integrative bonds that strengthen reciprocal relationships in a group (Cho & 

Park, 2011; Molm, 2010; Piccoli & Reisel, 2017; Stets et al., 2018). Trust is one of the 

primary tenets of reciprocal social exchange; when one party cannot trust that the other 

party will reciprocate at some point, the exchange will likely not continue because one 

party will refuse to engage in future reciprocal exchanges (Molm, 2010; Molm et al., 

2012).  

Integrative Bonds 

As trust is developed within individuals or a group of people, integrative bonds 

form that lead to a greater sense of cohesion (Stets et al., 2018), justice (Piccoli & Reisel, 

2017), and solidarity (Molm, 2010; Molm et al., 2007; Molm et al., 2012). Integrative 

bonds in coworker relationships play a role in how individuals perceive justice and 

potential violation of the established group norms. Teams of coworkers who have 

developed integrative bonds through the process of reciprocal social exchange and shared 

values have expectations of the continued relationship (Molm, 2010). When a violation of 

those expectations occurs, it can be harmful to the group cohesiveness (Cook et al., 2013; 

Stets et al., 2018). Frequent violation of group norms can cause a breakdown of trust and 

integrative bonds that can lead to feelings of injustice among group members (Molm et 

al., 2012). If violating group members cannot correct their actions and conform to group 
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norms, they may not be considered trustworthy members of the group and be cast as an 

outsider (Peng et al., 2013). If the non-violating group members feel that the actions of 

the violating member were against the group norms, they may respond with anger and 

frustration that leads to punishment or sabotage in the form of resentful behavior (Adams, 

1965; Blau, 2008; Moon, 2017).  

Relationships with co-workers have been linked to organizational outcomes such 

as turnover intentions (Becker et al., 2018) and organizational commitment (Dedahanov 

& Rhee, 2015; Gao-Urhahn et al., 2016). These findings support the notion that social 

exchange plays a critical role in how employees interact and function as a group and the 

potential outcomes for the organization. Integrative group bonds, noted by Blau (2008) 

and Molm et al. (2012), indicate that work groups with value consensus will likely be 

more cohesive and effective over time and more committed to the organization thus 

reducing turnover intention. Organizations should strive to hire people who fit into their 

culture and to provide opportunities to develop relationships that build trust in their work 

groups. Social exchange theory suggests that employees who are involved in mutually 

beneficial relationships will be happier with their work groups and jobs which will reduce 

the likelihood to turnover. 

Turnover 

Turnover has been widely studied in the psychology, sociology, and economics 

fields and each discipline has applied various theories to help explain why people leave 

their jobs (Ghosh et al., 2013; Jung, 2012; Rothausen et al., 2015). Past studies indicate 

that it costs approximately six to eighteen months of an employee’s salary to recruit, hire, 

and train a new employee, therefore reducing turnover has become a strategic objective 
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for all types of organizations, including public accounting firms (George & Wallio, 2017; 

Islam et al., 2016). The negative effects of employee turnover are numerous and include 

decreased productivity, efficiency, and morale, and increased supervision and learning 

curves (Cloutier et al., 2015; Inabinett & Ballaro, 2014; Shah & Beh, 2016). Researchers 

appear to agree that turnover is not caused by one specific factor, but a combination of 

personal and organizational factors (Allen & Shanock, 2013; Mai et al., 2016). The 

literature identifies change in career path, seeking education or training, and family 

obligations as some of the most common personal reasons for leaving an organization 

(Huffman et al., 2013). Organizational reasons for leaving include restructuring or 

mergers, lack of social and distributive justice (referring to a socially just allocation of 

resources), performance reviews, and valued colleagues leaving (Al Mamun & Hasan, 

2017; Yousaf et al., 2015).  

Turnover in Public Accounting 

Turnover in the public accounting industry remains high, around 17% (Inside 

Public Accounting, 2016), compared to the overall average of U.S. industries of 11% 

(Bares, 2016). Firms are allocating resources to programs to help meet the needs of the 

current workforce such as offering flexible work arrangements and other work/life 

programs to retain employees (Chong & Monroe, 2015; George, 2014; George & Wallio, 

2017; Jankowski, 2016; Nouri & Parker, 2013; Pradana & Salehudin, 2013). According 

to a study in New Zealand, 50% of employees at an accounting firm expected to leave 

their current employer between zero and three years (Twiname et al., 2012). Despite 

firms’ attempts to evolve with the needs of their workforce, public accounting firms are 

still having trouble retaining employees at the staff, senior, and manager levels. 
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Turnover and Work/Life Balance 

There is evidence that both junior and senior level accountants value work/life 

balance and are attracted to organizations that offer flexible work arrangements (Buchheit 

et al., 2016; Twiname et al., 2012). Evidence from a 2009 Randstad Survey in New 

Zealand indicated that approximately 63% of accountants considered work/life balance as 

the most important factor in leaving a job (Twiname et al., 2012, p. 5), while Robert Half 

found that 79% of accountants believed work/life balance was the most important factor 

in work (Twiname et al., 2012, p. 6).  

The lack of work/life balance in public accounting can influence an employee’s 

overall willingness to remain in an organization. It is possible that public accounting 

firms that implement FWAs still experience turnover because their employees are not 

able to achieve their personal desired level of work/life balance without experiencing 

other consequences such as negative peer/supervisor attitudes and lack of career growth 

(Almer & Single, 2007). The relationship between an accountant’s work/life balance and 

turnover is complex; however, it is important to uncover the underlying reasons why the 

availability and use of FWAs are not consistently reducing turnover in public accounting 

firms (Buchheit et al., 2016; Pradana & Salehudin, 2013; Timms et al., 2015).  

Turnover Intentions 

Employee turnover is the result of a complex decision process that includes 

individual, organization, and economic-labor market factors (Rothausen et al., 2015; 

Tuzun et al., 2014). Studies on the decision process of employee turnover have examined 

numerous variables that influence turnover, but the step before actual turnover in each 

model is the “intention to quit/stay” (Bothma & Roodt, 2013; Cohen et al., 2015). 
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“Turnover intention can be defined as a conscious and deliberate desire to leave the 

organization in the near future” (Tuzun et al., 2014, p. 86). “In the near future” in most 

studies refers to a specific time frame, such as three, six, or 12-months in the future. 

Turnover intention focuses on the act of voluntary turnover (Sun & Wang, 2016) and is 

considered the precursor to actual turnover behavior (Nica, 2015). Turnover intentions 

have been widely studied and are believed to be one of the best predictors of voluntary 

turnover (Memon et al., 2014; Shah & Beh, 2016;).  

In their theoretical research on attitude Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) posited that 

people use rational information to form beliefs and attitudes that lead to intentions and 

ultimately behavior. The process starts with beliefs about an object or concept and the 

beliefs shape attitudes that people have about the object. Further, the attitudes people 

have toward those objects lead to intentions and then actual behavior (Douglass, 1977; 

Sniehotta et al., 2014). The decision process outlined in Mobley (1977) aligns with the 

four logical steps presented by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) that include belief, attitude, 

intentions, and behaviors: the process begins with an evaluation of the existing job 

(belief); this belief influences thoughts of quitting (attitude); the attitude moves someone 

toward intentions to leave or stay with the organization; and intention is followed by 

actual turnover (behavior). The decision process establishes the linkage between turnover 

intentions and voluntary turnover and its appropriateness as a proxy for actual turnover. 

Based on previous research, this study used turnover intentions as a proxy for 

actual turnover. Actual voluntary turnover rates capture those individuals who left their 

organization for numerous reasons; some voluntary turnover may be based on impulsive 

decisions (Martin, 2017), the need to relocate for a spouse’s job change (Huffman et al., 
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2013), or could be driven by intrinsic personal factors such as a desire for a different 

career path (Nouri & Parker, 2013). Turnover intentions when used as a proxy have been 

found to predict voluntary turnover when the intention is close to the actual turnover 

(Achnak & Hansen, 2019).  

Previous studies on turnover intentions have found significant relationships with 

numerous variables that include job satisfaction (Azar et al., 2018; Masuda et al., 2011), 

organizational commitment (Chong & Monroe, 2015), flexible work arrangements (Azar 

et al., 2018; Peretz et al., 2015; Timms et al., 2015), work-life balance (Surienty et al., 

2014), work-family conflict (Azar et al., 2018; Masuda et al., 2011), social support (Nohe 

& Sonntag, 2014), and organizational support (Timms et al., 2015; Peretz et al., 2015). 

Although the list above is not exhaustive, the most widely researched relationships are 

those between job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions. 

Consistently negative relationships have been established between work-related outcomes 

with turnover intentions; however, some studies have provided evidence that the 

established relationship is not always direct (Jo & Ellingson, 2019).  

Research continues to call for studies for other moderating and mediating 

variables in the turnover intentions relationship to gain a deeper understanding of the 

underlying mechanisms that drive turnover intentions (Martin, 2017).  

Flexible Work Arrangements 

Over the years, organizations have worked to meet the needs of their employees 

by offering a variety of human resource management policies that emphasize employee 

retention and well-being. In the 1970s, the term flexible work arrangement became 

popular and is an umbrella term that includes various types of work arrangements offered 
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by employers. In the literature, the term flexible work arrangements (FWA) are used 

interchangeably with alternative work arrangements and work-life balance programs (de 

Menezes & Kelliher, 2011). Generally, the term flexible work arrangements refer to 

flexibility in the location and times of work that may differ from the traditional work 

environment and hours (de Menezes & Kelliher, 2011). Variations in work hours can 

include:  

• flexible scheduling (flextime) where employees have the option to work 

outside of the typical 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. work schedule,  

• compressed workweek where employees work longer hours for less days a 

week,  

• reduced schedules (part-time work) or annualized hours where the number of 

hours worked depends on demand at the organization (Hertz et al., 2010), and 

• shift work (SHRM, 2016).  

Variations in the work environment include working from home, remote location 

(alternative office site), and distributed work. Working from home also goes by many 

other names such as telework, telecommuting, homeworking, mobile work, work at 

home, and flexplace (Cousins & Robey, 2015). 

Telecommuting 

Multiple terms are used for identifying telecommuting arrangements, those terms 

include “distributed work, remote work, mobile work and work shifting” (Picu & Dinu, 

2016, p. 194). There are various forms of telecommuting arrangements such as full-time 

in the home, work from home several days a week, and ad hoc arrangements (Picu & 

Dinu, 2016). Telecommuting allows employees to manage their responsibilities such as 
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dependent care without having to take time off. Organizations began implementing 

telecommuting programs on an ad hoc basis for their employees to work from home. As 

firms grew more comfortable with technology and reaped the benefits of telecommuting 

arrangements, they began allowing employees to work from home more frequently while 

creating significant cost savings for the organization (Goodman, 2013). Improved 

efficiency and productivity were among the greatest benefits that employers experienced 

after implementing telecommuting (Krasulja et al., 2014).  

Many studies have used the concept of social exchange to link the use of FWAs to 

organizational commitment (Baran et al., 2012), perceived organizational support 

(Berkerey et al., 2017; Conradie et al., 2019; Kotey & Koomson, 2019; Laundon & 

Williams, 2018; Wheatley, 2016), and turnover intentions (Peretz et al., 2016).This social 

exchange link is created because employees perceive the option of telecommuting as a 

voluntary benefit offered by the employer that creates a reciprocal social exchange 

between the employee and the employer. In exchange for greater flexibility in work, the 

employee will reward the employer with greater commitment and loyalty to the 

organization (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2011; Nouri & Parker, 2013). When 

employers offer FWAs such as telecommuting it signals to the employees that the 

organization cares about them and their well-being and is the starting mechanism for a 

reciprocal exchange relationship. Although academic research has found support for the 

relationship between FWAs and reduced turnover, that relationship has been not been 

consistently positive. Studies have identified that FWAs such as telecommuting may not 

always have the positive effects that lead to decreased turnover (Buchheit et al., 2016; 

Pradana & Salehudin, 2013; Timms et al., 2015).  
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Flextime 

Flextime programs allow employees to have a degree of control over their 

schedule and can include flexible scheduling, compressed workweek, and part-time work. 

Flexible scheduling means that employees can choose when to work within a range of 

core hours at the organization; this includes start and end times along with breaks 

(Caillier, 2016; Lee & Hong, 2011; Timms et al., 2015). Flexible scheduling allows 

employees to schedule their personal appointments and errands around their work 

schedule to reduce the likelihood of absenteeism for personal reasons. Like flexible 

scheduling, compressed workweeks allow employees to work more hours per day for less 

days a week than in traditional work schedules (Caillier, 2016; Lee & Hong, 2011; 

Timms et al., 2015). Finally, the use of part-time work has increased over the years to 

retain valued employees. Part-time work is characterized by employees working reduced 

hours; employees have the choice to work part-time for a specified period or they can 

choose to work part-time in non-peak seasons (de Menezes & Kelliher, 2011). Flexible 

scheduling options are a way to attract talented employees; however, the use and success 

of these benefits may not be straight-forward. Employees may appreciate the option to 

use these schedules, but they may not be feasible if the execution of the schedule is 

restrictive (Pitt-Catsouphes & McNamara, 2011). Employees may not feel that the 

flexible schedules are readily available to use when they need them (for example, in an 

emergency). If the flexibility of the flextime is restricted to only approved times, the 

flexible schedule may not seem feasible and a benefit of flextime is not perceived by the 

employee. The flexibility of alternative schedules can impact how employees perceive 

their viability and how much they choose to use them. If an employee can make changes 
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to their schedule on a regular basis to manage their personal lives, then they are more 

likely to appreciate and value the work arrangement (Clarke et al., 2019). In line with 

social exchange theory, when employees have the option to select or vary their schedules 

and work environment, they are more likely to value the options provided by the firm 

which increases trust and commitment to the organization and thus reduces turnover 

intentions (Blau, 1964).  

This study uses the term flexible work arrangements (FWAs) when referring to 

the general use of schedules and locations that fall outside of the bounds of traditional 

work conditions. Findings reported from the Generations of Talent Study by Pitt-

Catsouphes and McNamara in 2011 reported that over two-thirds of people surveyed had 

flexible work schedules available and that slightly less than two-thirds of participants 

indicated that flexible place (telecommuting) was available. Further, the focal point of 

this study was the use of telecommuting and three variations of flextime (flexible 

scheduling, part-time work, and compressed workweek) as these are the most common 

forms of flexible options offered by employers (Campbell, 2019; Miller, 2017; SHRM, 

2015). This study evaluated the impact of the most common types of FWAs that are used 

in public accounting firms and their impact on employee turnover intentions. 

Selection and implementation of FWAs is highly dependent upon several 

organizational factors; for example, client needs and demands, core work hours, firm 

culture, productivity expectations and nature of work can all influence the type and 

availability of FWAs offered (Campbell, 2019; SHRM, 2015). As organizations consider 

the types of FWAs to offer they should evaluate the organizational culture while 

assessing the needs of the firm and its employees (SHRM, 2015; Timms et al., 2015). 
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The success of FWAs relies upon support by management and colleagues (Williams et 

al., 2016). Firms should make efforts to address employee level concerns and encourage 

organization wide support from top management to increase the effectiveness of the 

programs implemented (Clarke et al., 2019).  

Considerable research has been conducted on the relationships between FWAs 

and individual and organizational outcomes. The most notable outcomes associated with 

FWAs include increased job satisfaction, performance, and productivity (de Menezes & 

Kelliher, 2011), reduced turnover, absenteeism, role stress, and conflict (de Menezes & 

Kelliher, 2011), and increased organizational commitment (Jones, 2018; Tubay, 2019). 

Although literature has indicated positive relationships with organizational outcomes, 

research results are mixed on the relationship between telecommuting and organizational 

commitment (Fay & Kline, 2011; Wang et al., 2020). The studies above represent 

variables that have been found to influence turnover either directly or indirectly. Timms 

et al. (2015) found that FWAs have minimal relationships with turnover intentions. 

Masuda et al. (2012) evaluated flextime availability and its relationship to turnover 

intentions among three country clusters; results of the study were mixed, where a 

significant and negative relationship with turnover intention was established for the 

Anglo cluster but was not significant for the Latin American cluster. Further, part-time 

work availability and turnover intentions were negative and significant for the Latin-

American cluster but not the Anglo cluster (Masuda et al., 2012). Finally, Azar et al. 

(2018) found that there was no direct relationship between FWAs and turnover intention, 

which indicates that the relationship is not as straight-forward as previously believed. 

Other factors may play a role in whether an organization realizes the benefits of offering 
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FWAs. Studies suggest that organizations will have to do more than simply offer an 

FWA to reduce turnover intentions. 

Public Accounting, FWAs, and Turnover 

Recent literature has focused on public accounting firms and how flexible work 

arrangements impact turnover in high stress and demanding work environments 

(Twiname et al., 2012). Public accounting firms are known for their demanding work 

schedules, burnout among employees, and high turnover rates (Buchheit et al., 2016). To 

mitigate high turnover, firms have conducted research on the impact of flexible work 

arrangements and are implementing a variety of programs for their employees 

(Twaronite, 2015).  

Several studies conducted on the Big-4 firms have established positive 

relationships with the presence and use of flexible work arrangements to greater job 

satisfaction, less burnout, and reduced turnover (Buchheit et al., 2016). Despite the 

adoption of flexible work arrangements, public accounting employees continue to leave 

their jobs (Borkowski & Welsh, 2016). The 2016 IPA National Benchmarking Report 

showed turnover around 17.2% for professional staff in accounting firms with revenue 

greater than $75 million, a 2.1% increase from the 2012 IPA report (Inside Public 

Accounting, 2016). Turnover in public accounting firms fluctuated between 13 and 25% 

on average between 2012 and 2016 (Inside Public Accounting, 2016, 2012). Consistently 

high turnover causes speculation about the effectiveness of the FWA programs 

implemented in firms. Employees voluntarily leave for many reasons, and the fact that 

the turnover rate has not consistently improved provides an opportunity to explore 

whether the flexible work arrangements are indeed reducing turnover as previous 
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literature has found or if there are other factors that contribute to turnover in public 

accounting firms.  

Research has addressed potential mediators and moderators of the relationship 

between FWAs and organizational and employee outcomes. Research in the FWA 

literature has identified job involvement, personal engagement, and employee 

engagement (de Menezes & Kelliher, 2011); work-family conflict, employee supervisor 

relationship, and perceived autonomy (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2010), and inter-role conflict 

(Huang & Cheng, 2010) as established mediators of the relationship between FWAs and 

their outcomes. 

The FWA literature has evaluated the required job skills and job level (low level 

vs. management) (de Menezes & Kelliher, 2011), length of use of FWAs (experience 

using) (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2010), intensity of use and gender (de Menezes & Kelliher, 

2011); support of use of FWAs and employee preferences or constraints (de Menezes & 

Kelliher, 2011), and flexibility of the FWA (Wheatley, 2016) as moderators of the 

relationship between FWAs and its outcomes. Past studies have provided evidence of the 

complexity of the relationship between the availability and use of FWAs and their 

outcomes.  

Peer Resentment 

Sociology literature defines resentment as “the emotional apprehension of 

undeserved advantage” (Barbalet, 2001, p. 63). Resentment has been found to be an 

emotional response to moral injury, referring to damage done to a person’s “moral 

compass” (Fassin, 2013; MacLachlan, 2010; Strawson, 2013), perceived injustice 

(Stockdale, 2013), and intentional acts that violate norms (e.g., leaving work early when 
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everyone else is staying late; overusing flexible work arrangements when others are not 

using them at all) (Stockdale, 2013). Individual’s emotional responses are shaped by their 

expectations, past experiences and values and have the potential to vary among 

individuals and situations (Stockdale, 2013). Feelings of resentment are likely to form 

when a person experiences harm, injustice, or a violation of social norms because of 

perceived inequities or injustice (Fassin, 2013).  

In organizations, the social relationships that employees form in work groups can 

impact the effectiveness of the work unit and may influence employees’ overall attitude 

about their work and the organization. Peer resentment is experienced by a person who 

feels that a colleague’s behavior or circumstances have violated social norms or have 

created an unfair burden on them personally; this burden can manifest as an increased 

workload or unequal benefits (Blau, 1964; Boren & Johnson, 2013; Kirby & Krone, 

2002).  

Kirby and Krone (2002) conducted qualitative interviews with employees at a 

team-oriented organization that requires regular travel from employees. The employees 

were asked about the FWAs offered by their employer, specifically how the arrangements 

are communicated and implemented within the organization. The interviews gathered 

information about perceived ability to use the FWAs and how the use of the arrangements 

by others have impacted them personally. The results of the interviews revealed six 

themes regarding the implementation, use, and structuration of the FWA policies within 

their organization. The six themes include (1) inequities in who was able to use the 

policies, (2-4) inequities in the application of policies based on demographics which 

included employees with children, the gender of the employee, and full- or part-time 
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status of the employee; (5) the use and abuse of policies, and (6) peer pressure about the 

use of the policies. The themes indicated that an improvement in the way the policies are 

communicated and implemented within an organization was needed. Employees felt 

strongly about how the policies appear to give preferential treatment to certain groups 

while creating more work for the group that was not using or was not allowed to use the 

FWAs (Kirby & Krone, 2002). The results of this study align with social exchange theory 

in work groups where the employees who experienced a sense of undeserved injustice 

voiced feelings of inequity and exhibited peer pressure in response to their peer’s 

violation of social reciprocation (Blau, 1964; Molm, 2010; Serenko & Bontis, 2016).  

Boren and Johnson (2013) used the qualitative findings from Kirby and Krone, 

(2002) to develop a scale to measure peer resentment messages overheard. The study 

evaluated the relationship between guilt, peer resentment messages overheard, and the 

willingness to use FWAs in an organization (Boren & Johnson, 2013). The results 

indicated that feelings of guilt were associated with peer resentment messages overheard 

and the messages overheard impacted the likelihood of using the work/family policies 

available. Based on social exchange and the norm of reciprocity, members of a team 

should engage in activities that do not harm the other party (Blau, 1964; Molm, 2010). 

When a co-worker uses an FWA, the perceived workload for in-office employees may 

shift and those left in the office may take on more work or be assigned less meaningful 

administrative tasks that are required to be completed in office (Golden, 2007; Molm, 

2010). If the in-office employee experiences a greater workload (increased inputs) for the 

same relative outputs; the employees left in the office may experience feelings of 

injustice (Fassin, 2013; MacLachlan, 2010; Strawson, 2013). Established group norms 
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would indicate that this social exchange is in breach of expectations within the group and 

should have consequences (Fassin, 2013; MacLachlan, 2010; Strawson, 2013). In 

addition to violation of group norms, the inherent decreased face-to-face interactions that 

result from FWA use could negatively impact integrative bonds and reduce work group 

cohesion (Blau, 1964). As the integrative bonds and cohesion weakens, the social 

exchange relationship and the norm of reciprocity is breached, which leads to feelings of 

injustice and resentment (Blau, 1964; Stockdale, 2013). 

Justice literature has shown that the person who is experiencing the injustice may 

respond to the breach of expectations in the social exchange relationship by exhibiting 

anger and frustration in the form of direct or indirect resentful behavior. The resentful 

behavior is an emotional response to the breach of reciprocity and the “do no harm” 

aspect of social exchange relationships (Blau, 1964; Molm, 2010).  

Social exchange theory suggests that relationships are built and maintained 

through frequent interactions and it is these interactions that form the basis of integrative 

bonds among coworkers (Blau, 1964). When a coworker uses an FWA, the extent of 

face-to-face interactions decreases and may weaken integrative bonds. As the group 

cohesion decreases with coworkers’ use of FWAs, peers may view the coworkers who 

use FWAs as violating group norms and thus creating inequities in the social exchange 

process. The perceived violation of group norms by the in-office colleagues may result 

from a perceived heavier workload or frustration that other team members get to leave 

earlier than the group. Regardless of the reason, the in-office employee perceives an 

injustice that deserves to be remedied. To bring the inequity back to equilibrium, the in-

office colleagues respond to the injustice by exhibiting explicit or implicit resentful 
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behavior (Adams, 1965; Deery et al., 2011; Molm, 2010). Therefore, when a person uses 

FWAs and their use violates group norms, the FWA employee is more likely to perceive 

peer resentment from their colleagues as a response to the injustice in the social exchange 

relationship. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: Relationship Between Use of FWAs and Perceived Peer Resentment 

Using this foundation, I created the following hypothesis:  

H1:  The relationship between the use of FWAs and perceived peer resentment is 

positive. 

As employees perceive continued peer resentment in their work group, they are 

likely to experience psychological discomfort and a decrease in trust and loyalty in the 

work group (Maertz & Griffeth, 2004; Peng et al., 2013). Maertz and Griffeth (2004) 

suggested that affective motivational forces influence the hedonistic approach-avoidance 

response where individuals will seek pleasure and avoid displeasure. The motivational 

approach-avoidance response is a foundation of human behavior and helps explain how 

and why people respond to positive and negative stimuli (Elliot & Covington, 2001; 

Nikitin and Freund, 2019). Individuals that experience psychological discomfort at work 

may choose to avoid and/or withdraw from an uncomfortable (painful) environment. Jo 

and Ellingson’s (2019) multidisciplinary review on social relationships and turnover 

develops a conceptual model of the relational context of turnover that incorporates 

behavioral relationships, psychological states, and structural features of social 

relationships that influence the motivation to stay or quit. In the conceptual model of 

relational context, interpersonal behaviors received from coworkers can serve as triggers 
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that impact turnover. Negative triggers, such as perceived peer resentment, can encourage 

the employee to avoid (withdraw from) the negative environment and search for a more 

positive environment that allows for a comfortable and balanced social exchange 

relationship (Jo & Ellingson, 2019; Maertz & Griffeth, 2004). 

Moreover, when an employee experiences perceived peer resentment from their 

peers, they will experience a degradation of the integrative bonds formed in the social 

exchange relationships at work. Integrative bonds are characterized by high levels of 

trust, loyalty, and commitment to one another. As the integrative bonds are diminished 

through violation of reciprocal behavior, employees will stop engaging in the reciprocal 

relationships and may choose to sever ties with individuals or organizations (Molm, 

2010; Moon, 2017; ten Brummelhuis et al., 2010). Based on Jo and Ellingson’s (2019) 

model of relational context and Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) attitude research, employees 

that experience negative relationship behaviors or negative psychological states will be 

motivated to withdraw from a relationship, thus these employees change their beliefs and 

attitudes about their current job or situation and will intend to withdraw from the 

relationship as a rational response to the situation. When an employee perceives 

resentment and feelings of frustration from their coworkers, they may experience 

psychological discomfort that they will attempt to avoid by seeking a different and more 

positive work environment, i.e., exhibiting turnover intentions that align with the 

expected social exchange relationship (Blau, 1964; Jo & Ellingson, 2019; Kakarika et al., 

2017; Maertz & Griffeth, 2004; Moon, 2017). The more a person experiences perceived 

peer resentment, the greater the possibility that the employee will attempt to avoid the 

discomfort involved and exhibit turnover intentions.  
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Hypothesis 2: Relationship Between Perceived Peer Resentment and Turnover 

Intentions 

These findings led to the second hypothesis:  

H2:  Perceived peer resentment is positively related to turnover intentions. 

Many organizations implement flexible work arrangements with the goal of 

retaining valuable employees. As employees consider using flexible work arrangements it 

is important to have support from all levels of employees regarding the use of these 

FWAs. Past research has shown mixed results of the relationship between FWAs and 

turnover intentions. This study investigated the importance of the relationships that are 

built within the workplace and how they influence the desire to remain with the 

organization when FWAs are used (Boren & Johnson, 2013; Kirby & Krone, 2002). 

When an employee uses an FWA, they may violate group norms leading the in-office 

employees to feel a sense of injustice (Adams, 1965; Deery et al., 2011; Molm, 2010). 

The in-office employee may respond to the injustice through resentful behavior that 

contributes to the breakdown of integrative bonds in the workplace (Adams, 1965; 

Piccoli & Reisel, 2017; ten Brummelhuis et al., 2010). As the FWA employee no longer 

experiences genuine reciprocal exchange, where trust, loyalty, and commitment have 

declined, they will be more likely to want to leave the organization (Moon, 2017). People 

whose needs are not being met in current reciprocal exchanges may choose to seek new 

alternatives or sever the relationship all together (Becker et al., 2018; Jo & Ellingson, 

2019). Therefore, when an employee uses an FWA, they will experience greater 

perceived peer resentment that will increase their likelihood of wanting to leave the 

organization.  
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Hypothesis 3: Use of FWAs and Turnover Intentions  

These findings led to the third hypothesis:  

H3: The use of FWAs has a positive indirect effect on turnover intentions via 

perceived peer resentment. 

Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions (FSOP) 

Organizational Support Theory (OST) is the theoretical foundation for the well-

known variable of Perceived Organizational Support (POS). OST suggests that 

individuals attribute humanlike characteristics to their organization that lead to the 

development of POS (Baran et al., 2012; Kurtessis et al., 2011). The perceptions that 

employees form about their organization is related to social exchange theory, in that, 

when organizations voluntarily provide benefits that support and fulfill employee needs, 

they reciprocate with greater commitment and reduced turnover (Baran et al., 2012; 

Kurtessis et al., 2011). Studies have established the negative relationship between POS 

and withdrawal behaviors where employees who experienced high POS were less likely 

to engage in withdrawal behaviors and turnover (Kurtessis et al., 2011).  

Past studies have also established a positive relationship between the offering of 

FWAs and POS, where organizations that offer FWAs have employees that perceive 

greater organizational support (Kurtessis et al., 2015). Although evidence supports the 

relationship between organizational perceptions and their FWA options, Kossek, Pichler, 

Bodner, and Hammer (2011) found that family-specific support is more predictive of 

work-family conflict than general organizational support. Kossek et al. (2011) referred to 

work-family specific support as support that is primarily related to the employee 

achieving an ideal balance between life and work and this balance is accomplished by the 
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organization providing resources to fulfill employees’ needs. Family-supportive 

organizational perceptions (FSOP) are an extension of POS (Eiesenberger et al., 1986) 

with the underlying mechanism of social exchange and the norm of reciprocity (Blau, 

1964). FSOP is an “attitudinal response to the organization as a whole” and is defined as 

the “global perceptions employees form regarding the extent their work organization is 

family supportive” (Allen, 2001, p. 416).  

Following the logic of organizational support and social exchange theory, when 

employees perceive an organization is specifically family-supportive, they will perceive 

that the organization cares about their well-being and work/life balance and will return 

the felt obligation with loyalty and commitment to the organization (Butts et al., 2013; 

Kossek et al., 2011; Wayne et al., 2013). FSOP has been found to be related to increased 

organizational commitment (Allen, 2001; Wayne et al., 2013), decreased work-family 

conflict (Allen, 2001; Butts et al., 2013; Kossek et al., 2011), and increased job 

satisfaction and reduced turnover intentions (increased intentions to stay) (Allen, 2001; 

Butts et al., 2013). Although, several studies have reported significant results, Odle-

Dusseau, Britt, and Greene-Shortridge (2012) reported that FSOP did not significantly 

impact turnover intentions and Butts et al. (2013) found that FSOP was only moderately 

associated with availability of FWAs. The results of Odle-Dusseau et al. (2012) and Butts 

et al. (2013) indicate that the relationships between FSOP and turnover intentions may 

need more research. 

Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions are important when evaluating not 

only the availability of FWAs but also the use of FWAs in organizations. Organizations 

must consider their culture and values when implementing FWAs, because the pure 
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availability of FWAs does not translate to positive organizational and employee 

outcomes (Butts et al., 2013). To reap the true benefits of reduced turnover and long-term 

cost savings, organizations must create a culture that is family-supportive and encourages 

the use of FWAs at all levels (Allen, 2001). Senior management plays a critical role in 

the success and failure of programs within an organization (Buchheit et al., 2016). If 

FWAs lack support at the partner and manager level, there is little hope that employees 

will view the program as a viable option (Buchheit et al., 2016). Studies have found that 

many public accounting firms offer flexible work arrangements, yet very few employees 

take advantage of the opportunity to participate. Studies have also found that negative 

perceptions and attitudes of superiors are some of the most cited reasons for choosing not 

to engage in FWAs (Buchheit et al., 2016; Johnson et al., 2012). 

Firms must go beyond making FWAs available and create a culture and 

environment that supports the use of FWAs for the policies to create the firm’s desired 

outcomes. In an environment of high FSOP, employees are likely to perceive the use of 

FWAs as viable and globally supported; when an employee uses an FWA, their behavior 

is considered acceptable and should not violate group norms with coworkers. When the 

FWA employee does not violate established group norms, integrative bonds are more 

likely to remain, and their peers are less likely to experience feelings of injustice or 

inequity when coworkers use an FWA. If the FWA employee’s coworkers do not 

experience a sense of injustice or inequity when the arrangement is used, the likelihood 

of the coworkers experiencing resentment decreases and thus the potential for resentful 

behavior also decreases. In an environment high in FSOP, employees will feel globally 
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supported to use FWAs, therefore when a coworker uses an FWA their coworkers will be 

less likely to respond with implicit or explicit resentful behavior.  

On the other hand, in an environment of low FSOP, employees are likely to 

perceive the use of FWAs as a violation of the social exchange process and group norms 

in the workgroup. When the FWA employee’s coworkers experience the violation in the 

form of perceived increased workload or injustice, they are more likely to respond to the 

injustice and desire a remedy (Adams, 1965; Deery et al., 2011; Molm, 2010). To remedy 

the injustice in the workgroup, the coworkers may respond by exhibiting more workplace 

aggression in the form of resentful behavior to correct the actions of the violator or to 

discourage the use of FWAs in the future (Adams, 1965; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 

2001; Molm, 2010). When FSOP is low, employees will feel a general lack of support for 

the use of FWAs in their organization, therefore when an employee uses an FWA they 

are more likely to experience more perceived peer resentment from their coworkers due 

to the violation of the social exchange reciprocation relationship.  

Hypothesis 4a: FSOP, FWAs, and Perceived Peer Resentment 

These findings led to hypothesis 4. 

H4a:  Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions (FSOP) moderates the 

positive relationship between FWAs and perceived peer resentment. Such that the 

relationship becomes weaker as FSOP is higher. 

Using H1 (Hypothesis) to H4a as a foundation, this study proposed a moderated 

mediation model. Firms offer FWAs because they believe that it will help to attract and 

retain talent and ultimately lead to decreased costs in the form of reduced turnover 

(Twaronite, 2015). Firms attempt to signal that they care about employees by offering 
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FWAs which serves as the starting mechanism for the social exchange relationship (Blau, 

1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2011). The firm provides a benefit and expects 

reciprocation from the employee in the form of loyalty and commitment. Past studies 

have indicated that the relationship between offering FWAs and their effectiveness at 

reducing turnover is not as clear as previously thought. Other studies have found that 

merely offering FWAs is not enough to have significant impacts on turnover within 

organizations (Stirpe & Zarraga-Oberty, 2017).  

Employees who experience greater FSOP will be more likely to use the FWAs 

because they believe their use is within socially acceptable bounds and will not lead to a 

violation of group norms. Since a violation of group norms will not be perceived, their 

peers will be less likely to experience feelings of injustice that result in frustration and 

anger that leads to resentful behavior. When an employee feels supported at the 

organizational and coworker level their socio-emotional needs will be met and they will 

be more likely to fulfill the social exchange relationship with both the organization and 

their coworkers. The desire to reciprocate in the exchange relationship should lead to 

greater commitment and loyalty to the organization, thus reducing intention to turnover 

(Jo & Ellingson, 2019). Therefore, high FSOP weakens the positive relationship between 

use of FWAs and perceived peer resentment. As such, when employees perceive less peer 

resentment from their coworkers, they experience less discomfort in their relationships 

and will be more likely to remain with the organization.  

In contrast, low FSOP strengthens the positive relationship between use of FWAs 

and perceived peer resentment. When FWAs are offered but their use is not widely 

supported by the organization, use of FWAs may contribute to feelings of inequity among 
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coworkers especially in low FSOP environments. The use of the FWA can lead to the 

degradation of bonds between coworkers, which can lead to feelings of inequity that 

encourage resentful behavior. When FWA employees perceive more peer resentment and 

decreased integrative bonds with coworkers, they are more likely to experience 

discomfort and a willingness to withdraw or leave the organization.  

Hypothesis 4b: FWAs, Turnover Intentions, and Perceived Peer Resentment 

This led to the following hypothesis: 

H4b:  The negative indirect effect of FWAs on turnover intentions via perceived 

peer resentment is moderated by family-supportive organizational perceptions. 

Such that the indirect effect becomes weaker as family-supportive organizational 

perceptions is higher. 

The hypotheses presented sought to determine if the use of FWAs is influenced 

by perceived peer resentment and whether these perceptions impact turnover intentions. 

In addition, a moderated mediation relationship was established to evaluate how FSOP 

influences the relationship between use of FWAs and peer resentment and how this 

relationship impacts employee turnover intentions. These variables can provide greater 

understanding of how peer social relationships in the workplace and the supportive nature 

of the organization can either help or hurt the intended outcomes of implementing FWA 

policies.  
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

State Society Procedures 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate how the use of flexible work 

arrangements (FWAs) impacts perceived peer resentment and how perceived peer 

resentment impacts turnover intentions at public accounting firms. This study used a 

convenience sampling method in which six State Societies of Certified Public 

Accountants were recruited to participate; all six agreed to distribute the survey (See 

Appendix A) to their current members. The state societies were located across the United 

States. Each state society was contacted via email or phone with a request for help in 

distributing a survey regarding FWAs, turnover, and peer relationships in public 

accounting firms. Each society completed a letter of agreement for the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) and requested a summary of results after the study concluded. The 

questionnaire was created online by the principal investigator using Creighton 

University’s BlueQ Surveys powered by Qualtrics. The link to the BlueQ survey was sent 

to each state society to be distributed by email or e-newsletter. The respondents were 

informed that completion of the survey was voluntary and were provided a memo 

explaining the purpose of the research, potential risks and benefits, and a consent form 

from Creighton University’s IRB. The confidentiality of respondents was ensured by 

disabling IP tracking in the BlueQ survey. Only aggregated data from the results of the 

survey were provided to the State Societies at the conclusion of the study. 

The desired number of responses was initially 150 to achieve a representative 

sample of the population. However, three weeks after the survey was published and 
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distributed online only 106 complete and usable responses were obtained from the six 

state societies. To achieve a more representative sample, Amazon Mechanical Turk 

(MTurk) was used to collect a similar number of responses to ensure a diverse sample 

that is comparable with the state society data.  

Amazon Mechanical Turk 

Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (n.d.) is an online crowdsourcing platform 

where individuals complete a variety of human intelligence tasks (HIT) that range from 

coding images, participating in experimental research, to completing survey 

questionnaires (Cheung et al., 2017; Sheehan, 2018). MTurk has been used in academic 

research and one of its benefits is the ability to collect data quickly at a relatively low 

cost (Cheung et al., 2017; Mason & Suri, 2012).  

The researcher (requester) creates tasks and can establish inclusion/exclusion 

criteria for completion. This criterion allows for the tasks to only be seen by specific 

respondents (workers). If a worker reviews and accepts a HIT in the MTurk system 

(Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), n.d.), they are taken to the survey to complete that 

task (survey). Once a worker completes the HIT, they submit proof of completed work 

(commonly in the form of a randomly generated ID number or Worker ID number) which 

signals to the requester that responses are available for review. The requester can either 

approve and initiate payment or reject the response based on explicit criteria (e.g., must 

enter a valid completion code to receive compensation and be in the U.S.).  

The use of MTurk for this study was necessary as the number of responses from 

the state societies was not adequate to obtain reliable results. Research has shown that the 

use of MTurk workers produces similar quality responses as other online methods of 
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recruiting participants, such as survey recruitment through state societies (Horton et al., 

2011; Mason & Suri, 2012; Sheehan, 2018). Mason and Suri (2012) determined that the 

internal consistency of self-reported demographic information of MTurk workers is high. 

Although MTurk workers indicate that pay rate is considered, it is not the determining 

factor in choosing which HITs to complete (Mason & Suri, 2012). Another reason to use 

MTurk is that it is a reliable, efficient, and cost-effective way to collect data to 

supplement the state society responses (Buhrmester et al., 2018; Cheung et al., 2017; 

Sheehan, 2018).  

MTurk Procedures 

The survey distributed to MTurk workers was modified in three minor ways from 

the survey sent to state society members (See Appendix B).  

• The first modification involved an informed consent page at the beginning of 

the survey, where AMT workers were informed of the purpose and potential 

risks of the research study, the compensation involved for completing the 

survey, approximate time to complete, the presence of screener questions, and 

eligibility requirements. All respondents were informed that this study was 

completely voluntary, and they had the right to withdraw at any time. A note 

about the confidentiality of the respondents along with the Creighton 

University Bill of Rights for research participants was also included. On the 

initial informed consent screen, all respondents were asked to respond to a 

question about whether they “DO” or “DON’T” voluntarily consent to 

participate in the study.  
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• The second modification to the MTurk survey was the addition of a question 

about whether the respondent’s firm offers(ed) flexible work arrangements. 

The addition of the screener question for availability of FWAs decreased the 

likelihood of someone completing the survey that was not eligible.  

• The third modification was a simple demographic indicator that asked 

respondents for the state in which they work(ed) at a public accounting firm.  

The HIT was setup in the MTurk system as an external survey, like the state 

societies. The link to the BlueQ survey was included in the HIT posted on MTurk. The 

HIT was created and only visible to MTurk workers with a premium qualification of job 

function that was in accounting and finance and a system qualification of individuals that 

live in the United States (Cheung et al., 2017).  Compensation for the survey was 

disclosed and calculated based on guidance found in Sheehan (2018) and Mason and Suri 

(2012), the MTurk community, and the federal minimum wage of $7.25 (12 cents per 

minute). The compensation for the survey was set at $2.25 (15 cents per minute) and 

should take respondents between 10 and 15 minutes to complete; This equated to an 

approximate hourly wage rate between $9 and $13.50 per hour. 

After the HIT was published, workers with the premium qualifications had the 

opportunity to search/browse for the task. Once a worker accepted the task, they were 

presented with the BlueQ survey link.  Workers were taken to the end of the survey if 

they did not qualify or were presented with the next question in the survey. Qualified 

workers were informed that they must complete the survey to be compensated and 

needed to submit a unique completion code to the MTurk system for approval and 

payment. If the completion codes provided did not match the BlueQ results, the worker’s 
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task was rejected and not paid. At the end of the survey, BlueQ was set up to generate a 

unique random ID for each respondent who completed the survey.  

Requesters have several options to choose from when they set up HITs; this 

survey was set up to indicate that all submissions needed to be manually approved and 

that auto-approval would occur within four days of submitting the HIT. After receiving 

responses from workers, the requester can verify that each person who submitted a 

completion code did indeed complete the survey in BlueQ. After a brief review of the 

responses for completeness, a matched completion code, responses derived from the 

United States, and time spent on the survey, the researcher approved or rejected the 

response. 

One-hundred and eight responses were requested from MTurk workers to create a 

balanced data set between the state societies and MTurk workers. The procedures for the 

of use MTurk were submitted to the Creighton Institutional Review Board and 

subsequently approved.  

Reliability and Validity Concerns of MTurk Data Collection 

 There has been considerable research on the quality of MTurk data; in addition, 

there are concerns about the lack of control that the researcher has over the environment, 

demographics, and potential imposters and spammers trying to make quick cash (Cheung 

et at., 2017; Kan & Drummey, 2018; Mason & Suri, 2012; Sheehan, 2018). Cheung et al. 

(2017) and Mason and Suri (2012) provided critical guidance on how to overcome 

specific threats to reliability and validity in MTurk data in organizational psychology and 

behavioral research, respectively. Although the following concerns are not exhaustive, 

they were all considered during the construction and distribution of the survey. Each 
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concern has trade-offs and should be evaluated based on the research questions asked 

(Cheung et al., 2017). 

Quality of Data. There are several ways to enhance the quality of the data 

collected on MTurk. The first is to use location-based criteria (United States only) and 

assign the tasks to individuals indicating premium qualifications (Job Function: 

Accounting and Finance) (Cheung et al., 2017; Sheehan, 2018). Another way to increase 

the quality of data collected is to review responses submitted for unrealistic responses 

(one response was dropped from the data because they responded that they had changed 

their job 4,000 times in the past 5 years), unusually short completion times (less than one 

minute) and locations (one response was recorded from Mumbai) (Cheung et al., 2017; 

Mason & Suri, 2012; Sheehan, 2018). During the review process, the requester has the 

right to reject the worker’s submission which helps reduce the likelihood of incomplete 

or low-quality data. Finally, the use of the randomly generated unique completion codes 

given at the end of the survey reduced the likelihood of payment for a response that was 

not valid. 

Subject Inattentiveness (Insufficient Reporting Effort [IRE]). A risk of using 

MTurk is that the researcher cannot physically oversee the data collection process. This is 

a concern for any online survey; some workers may be expert survey takers who are not 

as concerned with reporting their feelings as they are with completing the maximum 

number of surveys in the least amount of time to get paid. To address this concern, the 

use of screener questions and a reverse score of the Family Supportive Organizational 

Perceptions (FSOP) measure were used (Sheehan, 2018). Another way to mitigate subject 

inattentiveness is to make instructions clear and intuitive to increase engagement 
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(Buhrmester et al., 2018). Another recommendation was to create a time limit of 

completion (90 minutes) on the survey so that respondents were motivated to complete 

the survey in one sitting (Sheehan, 2018). Respondents were told: This survey should 

take between 10 and 15-minutes to complete. You will have 90 minutes to complete the 

survey. (See Appendix B.) Responses were reviewed to verify that response patterns were 

consistent specifically in the reverse scored FSOP items and the Turnover Intention 

items. 

Selection Bias. As with the regular state society survey, there was a concern with 

self-selection bias in the MTurk data as well. In this case, the data collected from the state 

societies was not entirely representative of the various levels of people employed in 

public accounting firms. Many respondents were at the Partner / Principal / Shareholder 

(highest) level of the firm and had a mean age of 49.7. The MTurk sample collected 

brought diversity into the sample with a mean age of 35.9 and various positions held in 

their firm: 56% of lower level (staff to supervisors) and 44% of mid to high-level 

employees (managers to partners). The use of MTurk in this study created a more 

balanced and representative sample of the population which increased the external 

validity of the study. 

Demand Characteristics. Demand characteristics are reduced in the MTurk 

environment by limiting contact between the researcher and respondent (Cheung et al., 

2017; Kan & Drummey, 2018). To reduce the risk of workers responding in a “desirable” 

way, the title and description of the HIT were informative but used neutral language 

when requesting participation. Finally, the MTurk environment provides the benefit of 

anonymity and increases the likelihood of respondents answering honestly. 
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Repeated Participation and MTurk. The risk of repeated participation is 

common in online survey research and should be considered. There are ways to reduce 

the risk; the first is to use a system such as Qualtrics that does not allow the same 

computer to submit the survey multiple times. Along with the control in place from 

Qualtrics, the data were reviewed for location and year of birth and duplicates were 

compared. No duplicates were found in the data so repeated participation does not appear 

to be a threat. 

Ethics, Security, and Privacy. Protection of the workers is an important aspect 

of using MTurk. Creighton University’s IRB guidelines were followed when publishing 

the survey on MTurk. There was an informed consent page at the beginning of the survey 

to ensure that respondents understood the purpose of the research and their rights as 

participants. The reward per hit was calculated based on prior research and minimum 

wages rates. The federal minimum wage was considered along with a slight premium for 

the job function of accounting and finance to compensate workers for their time and 

sharing their experiences. The effective hourly wage rate was fair according to both the 

federal and most state minimum wage rates. Finally, it was important for the respondents 

to remain as anonymous as possible while responding to the survey. The use of an 

external link to BlueQ increased respondents’ confidentiality by separating the HIT in 

MTurk from the data collected in Qualtrics. This ensures that Amazon does not have 

access to the data at any point. In addition, the only way data is matched by the requester 

is through the unique completion code generated by BlueQ which are stored separately 

from Worker IDs. The only way that a worker would not remain anonymous is if they 
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were to reach out to the requester to ask a question. Ethical, security, and privacy 

considerations were made during the design and distribution of the survey. 

MTurk – Other Concerns. Range restriction was not of great concern because of 

the premium qualification requirements and the United States inclusion criterion (Kan & 

Drummey, 2018). Consistency of treatment and study design was not of concern in this 

study because all procedures were consistent across both groups of respondents (Cheung 

et al., 2017). Extraneous factors that are common in the online environment were also not 

of serious concern in this study because the survey was designed to be relatively short 

(approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete) to reduce respondent fatigue. In addition, 

questions were worded clearly and included a mix of labeled scale and open response. 

These are the most common concerns brought up when using MTurk data and are not 

considered to be an exhaustive list of all potential concerns.  

MTurk Worker Compensation and Fees. The HIT was set up to obtain 108 

responses. There were 136 complete recorded responses and five responses in progress 

(started but not submitted) to the survey. Of the 136 responses, 28 respondents were not 

eligible or left the survey before completing the questions and two were removed for 

unreasonableness, leaving 106 usable responses. A total of 112 responses were paid 

before a thorough review of the reasonableness of the response was completed. The total 

cost for the MTurk data was $386.95, which reflects 112 responses at $2.25 per response 

paid to the worker, a $0.40 fee per response for the premium qualification of “Job 

function: accounting and finance,” and a 40% MTurk fee. All fees were paid by the 

researcher and no grants or other funding was secured to pay for the responses. 
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Changes in Data Collection Plan 

The initial data collection plan involved recruiting public accounting firms across 

the country to obtain a representative sample of firms that would be accessible at multiple 

points in time. The public accounting firms initially recruited for the study indicated that 

the demands and changes in working environment that the global COVID-19 pandemic 

had placed on their firms made them unable to participate at the time of survey 

distribution. The global pandemic hit the United States in late February to early March of 

2020, which changed the way many companies were doing business. Changes in tax laws 

and deadlines became burdensome and created a need for a quickly evolving workforce. 

Due to these changes, the initial procedures were altered, and state societies of Certified 

Public Accountants were contacted about distributing the survey. Forty-eight states were 

contacted, and six states agreed to distribute the survey. Subsequently, the decision was 

made to collect data on MTurk if the state societies did not produce the desired sample 

size. Both state society and MTurk data were collected and used in this study. 

Data Collection from Public Accounting State Societies 

Members from state societies voluntarily sign-up for the society once they 

become certified public accountants or move to a new state. The members of the state 

societies adequately represent the population of interest. The six state societies distributed 

the electronic survey to their members via direct email, in the form of a specific email, or 

weekly e-newsletter.  

The state society emails were distributed to approximately 35,285 members. 

There was a total of 196 responses received from the state societies for a response rate of 

.56%. Of the 196 responses, 40 respondents indicated that they had not worked in public 
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accounting in the last 12-months and 35 responses were incomplete, which left 121 

usable responses from the state societies. Of the 121 usable responses, 15 were missing 

demographic information, bringing the completed responses from the state societies to 

106.  

Data Collection from MTurk 

MTurk has approximately 250,000 active workers; 226,000 of these workers are 

based in the U.S. (Robinson et al., 2019). Recruiting individuals from the United States 

with a job function of accounting and finance via MTurk with a screening criterion of 

being employed in public accounting (currently or recently) and whose firms offer FWAs 

was an appropriate sample to represent the population of interest. 

A total of 136 responses were received from MTurk; 24 respondents indicated 

that they had not worked at public accounting firms in the last 12-months, three indicated 

their firm did not offer flexible work arrangements, three were dropped for unreasonable 

responses to demographic questions (location outside the United States, number of times 

changed employer, number of months worked at employer), leaving a final sample of 106 

from MTurk.  

Test for Significant Outliers 

Additional multivariate outlier tests were performed to evaluate the existence of 

outliers in the construct data; the Mahalanobis, Cook’s distance and the Leverage method 

were computed for the predictor variables (Kannan & Manoj, 2015; Leys et al., 2018).  

• The Mahalanobis distance cut-off based on a chi-square table with eight 

predictors and p <.001 was 26.13; only two cases were included here.  
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• Next, the Cook’s distance was calculated using the equation 4(N-k-1) or 

4(211-8-1); this equation resulted in a Cook’s distance cut-off threshold of 

.0198 and eight cases indicated higher Cook’s values.  

• Finally, the Leverage distance was calculated using the equation (2K+2)/N or 

(2(8) + 2)/211, which provided a cut-off score of .0853. There were eight 

cases with leverage distances greater than .0853. The cases were combined to 

determine which cases had distances greater than the cut-off thresholds; this 

resulted in three cases that had two or more distances beyond the thresholds.  

The outliers were not a significant percentage of the data and therefore were retained in 

the sample. 

Data Collection Combined Responses 

The sample consisted of 227 completed responses, 15 were missing demographic 

information, leaving 212 usable survey responses. Table 1 shows the breakdown of 

responses 

Table 1 

Breakdown of Responses 

Respondent Types Percentage of Respondents 

Gender 44.5% male and 48.9% female 

Age  a mean age of 42.8 (SD = 13.4) 

Marital Status 77.6% were married 

Caregiver Responsibilities 63.6% had caregiver responsibilities 

Type of Firm 

63.1% of respondents worked for local firms 

43.9% of respondents reported having Big 4 

Accounting experience 

Type of Work 40.2% work in tax, 37.9% work in audit 

Work Level 

14.5% are at the staff/associate level (1) 

26.6% are at manager level (4) 

23.8% reported being at the principal, partner, and 

shareholder level (6) 

Race 81.1% indicated they were Caucasian 
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Respondent Types Percentage of Respondents 

Tenure with firm a mean tenure of 8 years and 7 months (SD = 10 

years and 2 months) 

min = 1 month, max = 54 years 

 

• The large percentage of Caucasians in the sample is representative of the 

population in public accounting in the United States (Iacone, 2019). Data 

USA reported that 68% of accountants and auditors in the United States were 

White, 8.81% were Black, and 11.5% were Asian (Data USA, 2020). This 

sample of workers at public accounting firms represent a balanced set of 

individuals in gender, age, position, and time within the firm as well as 

various areas of public accounting.  

Research Design 

Initially this study was designed as a time-lagged, cross-sectional, non-

experimental research to evaluate the relationship between four variables: use of flexible 

work arrangements, perceptions of peer resentment, family-supportive organizational 

perceptions, and turnover intentions. Due to the global COVID-19 pandemic, the research 

plan changed and collecting data at two points in time was unreasonable. The changes in 

the plan were due to recruiting participants from state public accounting societies and 

MTurk instead of public accounting firms where collection of data from the same 

respondents at two points in time would have been feasible and supported at the firm 

level. The data were analyzed using a moderated-mediation model to explain the complex 

relationships among the variables.  
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Measures 

The questionnaire was constructed using several established and validated scales 

from current literature and sufficient Cronbach α. The instruments for this study include: 

• FWA Measure. The flexible work arrangements measure consisted of the 

scale used in Timms et al. (2015) where respondents were asked to indicate 

their use of flexible scheduling, part-time work, telecommuting, and 

compressed workweek. There were four possible responses: (a) Not offered, 

but I don’t need it, (b) Not offered, but I could use it, (c) Offered, but not 

used, and (d) Offered, and I use it. The usage score was derived by scoring 

responses 1, 2, and 3 as “0” and response 4 as “1.” Total benefit usage was 

computed by summing usage scores for all four types of FWAs. A higher total 

usage score indicated that the respondent used more types of FWAs.  

Reliability: “The categorical nature of FWA availability and usage scores 

makes the computation of reliability estimates irrelevant” (Timms et al., 2015, 

p. 53).  

• Turnover Intentions Measure. The turnover intentions measure consisted of 

three questions that were derived from Brough and Frame (2004). 

Respondents were asked how frequently they have seriously considered 

leaving their job in the past six months, how likely they are to leave their jobs 

in the next six months, and how often do they actively look for jobs outside of 

public accounting. Responses were measured on a five-point Likert scale, 1 = 

not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, and 5 = a great deal. A 
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mean score of turnover intention was used as the outcome variable in the 

regression model; a higher score indicated greater turnover intentions.  

Reliability: Reliability analysis was performed on the three turnover intention 

items in this study. Turnover intention question two “How likely are you to 

leave your job in the next six months?” negatively correlated with the 

questions one and three.  The negative correlation indicates that this question 

did not reliably measure turnover intentions in this study and was not included 

in the calculation of mean turnover intentions for analysis. After removal of 

turnover intention question two the Cronbach alpha for the scale increased to 

an acceptable level at 0.82. 

• Peer Resentment Measure. Peer resentment was measured using an adapted 

version of Boren and Johnson’s (2013) survey that measured resentment 

messages overheard. This scale was used to evaluate the level of peer 

resentment within an organization. Sample questions include “I feel like my 

coworkers can’t stand it when I use my firm’s FWAs when they don’t”; “I feel 

like coworkers are annoyed with additional work that they do when I take 

time off (or use the firm’s FWAs),” and “I feel like my coworkers resent me 

when I use my firm’s FWAs.” Responses were measured on a five-point 

Likert scale, where 1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 

and 5 = a great deal. A mean score of peer resentment was used as a predictor 

variable in the regression model; a higher score represented greater perceived 

peer resentment.  
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Reliability: Reliability analysis was performed and the Cronbach alpha for 

the perceived peer resentment scale was 0.903. 

▪ FSOP Measure. Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions (FSOP) was 

measured using an adapted version of Allen (2001). Booth and Matthews (2012) 

performed a CFA on the Allen (2001) FSOP scale with data loading onto six-

items of the original 14-items. The condensed six-item scale removed reverse 

coded items and was found to significantly reduce measurement error while also 

decreasing the likelihood of respondent fatigue. Instructions for completing the 

FSOP questions stated: “Consider your organization prior to COVID-19 and 

social distancing protocols, to what extent do you agree that the following 

statements represent the philosophy or beliefs of your organization (remember, 

these are not your own personal beliefs—but pertain to what you believe is the 

philosophy of the organization).” FSOP items asked respondents to rate the extent 

that they perceived each statement was the belief or philosophy of their 

organization. Sample items included: “Work should be the primary priority in a 

person’s life,” “Attending to personal needs, such as taking time off for sick 

children is frowned upon,” and “The ideal employee is the one who is available 

24 hours a day.” Responses are measured on a five-point Likert scale where 1 = 

strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, and 5 = 

strongly agree. These questions were asked from a negative point of view and 

therefore needed to be reverse scored during analysis. After reverse scoring was 

completed, the mean score of FSOP was computed and used as a predictor 
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variable in the regression model; a higher score represented greater family 

supportive organizational perceptions. 

Reliability: Reliability analysis was performed and the Cronbach alpha for the 

FSOP scale was 0.926. 

Demographic Variables and Controls 

Control variables included gender (Buchheit et al., 2016), marital status (Allen et 

al., 2013; Timms et al., 2015), caregiver responsibilities (Lambert et al., 2007), current 

position in the firm (Staff/Associate, Senior/In-Charge, Supervisor, Manager, Senior 

Manager/Director, Principal/Partner/Shareholder) (Buchheit et al., 2016), and length of 

time with employer (Golden, 2007).  

Gender Variable. Gender has been widely studied in flexible work arrangement 

studies, with most studies reporting differences in perceptions between men and women 

(Almer & Kaplan, 2002; Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Buchheit et al., 2016; Golden et al., 

2008). The variable “gender” was coded (0 = male, 1= female, 2 = prefer not to answer).  

Marital Status / Caregiver Responsibilities Variable. The marital status and 

presence of caregiver responsibilities of employees can play a role in how people 

perceive both flexible work arrangements and family-supportiveness, since those who are 

married and have caregiver responsibilities are more likely to use the flexible work 

arrangements (Allen et al., 2013; Lambert et al., 2007; Timms et al., 2015). The variable 

“marital status” was coded (0 = single, 1 = married, 2 = domestic partners, 3 = 

widow/widower). Caregiver responsibilities were presented as a yes (0) or no (1) 

response.  
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Position and Tenure in Firm Variable. Position in the firm is also an important 

control because the position of the employee can impact the level of freedom and control, 

they have over their schedules (Buchheit et al., 2016). Respondents were asked to select 

one of the following categories of common positions in public accounting firms: 

Staff/Associate (0), Senior/In-charge (1), Supervisor (2), Manager (3), Senior 

Manager/Director (4), Principal/Partner/Shareholder (5). In addition, tenure with their 

firm could impact individual’s willingness and desire to use flexible work arrangements 

offered by their firm (Bailey & Kurland, 2002; Golden, 2007). Individuals who have a 

longer tenure may feel more comfortable using their firms flexible work arrangements, in 

addition to being more trusted by supervisors to use the arrangements. Tenure was an 

open numeric response question that requested the number of months the participant had 

been at their current firm. There was also a control variable added to indicate the source 

of each response, either state society (0) or MTurk (1). This variable was recorded to 

determine if there were significant differences between the state society and MTurk 

samples. 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression was employed to analyze the 

relationships between the outcome and predictor variables. OLS is an effective way to 

evaluate the anticipated outcomes of multiple independent variables on a continuous 

dependent variable. OLS regression transforms the predicting value into a probability that 

the dependent variable would occur based on the known predictor values (Field, 2015). 

The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used to analyze responses to the 

questionnaires. The PROCESS macro for SPSS created by Andrew Hayes (2020) 
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“utilizes observed variable OLS and logistic regression path analysis” and was used to 

analyze the moderation and mediation relationships for this study.  

Basic Regression Assumptions 

The basic assumptions for regression include additivity and linearity, normality, 

homoscedasticity, and independence.  

• Additivity and linearity indicate that there is, in fact, a linear relationship 

among the outcome and predictor variables and that the combined effect of the 

predictor variables improves the fit of the model. In this study, the mean of the 

responses to each construct were taken and used as a composite score for the 

predictor variables: flexible work arrangement use, perceived peer resentment, 

family-supportive organizational perceptions, and the outcome variable 

turnover intention (Grace & Bollen, 2008; Song et al., 2013).  

• The normality assumption is concerned with distributions being normal to 

produce accurate parameter estimates (Field, 2017). Incorrect parameter 

estimates can make confidence intervals, significance tests associated with the 

sampling distribution, and residuals calculated based on parameter estimates 

inaccurate. In large samples, normality is less of a concern than in small 

samples; SPSS was directed to bootstrap (a technique for testing model 

stability) which reduces the likelihood of incorrect parameter estimates 

(Mooney & Duval, 1993; Stine, 1989).  

• The homoscedasticity/homogeneity of variance assumption assumes that “the 

variance of the outcome variable should be stable at all levels of the predictor 

variable” (Field, 2015, p. 174). Typically, using the method of least squares 
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will reduce the likelihood of bias in parameter estimates; however, it may be 

more appropriate to use the weighted least squares method if homoscedasticity 

is a concern (Field, 2017).  

• The last assumption of independence indicates that errors in the model as well 

as residual terms should be independent. If the independence assumption is 

violated it could invalidate the significance tests and confidence intervals. In 

ordinary least squares regression, the violation of this assumption can cause 

the confidence intervals and significance tests to be invalid. Independence of 

errors can be tested using the Durbin-Watson test, which tests for serial 

correlations between errors (Field, 2017).  

Tests of Collinearity  

The assumptions of perfect or multi-collinearity among predictor variables, where 

one predictor is not too closely associated with another is also important. A scan of the 

correlation matrix for R values greater than .8 indicates the potential of collinearity; if the 

R values exceed .8 that predictor should be evaluated and either removed from the model 

or combined if feasible. In addition, predictors should be uncorrelated with external 

variables; if variables in the regression model are too closely associated with a predictor 

variable, the use of the predictor variable may not be appropriate. If external variables are 

found to be correlated with independent variables, the conclusions we make about the 

model may be invalid (Field, 2017). The last assumption is that the predictor variables 

should have some variance, the variance should not be zero.  
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Methodology Limitations 

Method bias a concern in social science research where responses are self-

reported using a survey questionnaire. The specific concern about method bias is that it 

can “bias estimates of construct reliability, validity and parameter estimates of the 

relationships between constructs” (Podsakoff et al., 2012, p. 542). The various effects 

caused by method bias can impact overall findings in a study and make them unreliable, 

invalid, or both. Several procedural steps were implemented to reduce the overall effects 

of bias in the data collection process. Common method bias and the socially desirable 

effect both pose concerns for this study, therefore I incorporated recommendations by 

Podsakoff et al. (2012) to mitigate the potential effects of bias.  

The survey questionnaire was constructed in a way that created proximal 

separation of the dependent variable, turnover intention. Podsakoff et al. (2012) 

recommends at least a 6-item space between construct items to reduce the risk of context 

bias (Tourangeau et al., 2000) and question order effects (Tourangeau et al., 2003). 

Separation of the Turnover Intention questions was accomplished by asking question one 

after the use of FWAs and before the five Peer Resentment questions. The second and 

third Turnover Intention questions were asked after the six FSOP questions and before 

the demographic questions. The separation of the Turnover Intention questions can help 

reduce the likelihood of context bias. Four of the constructs originally consisted of five-

point Likert scales; one of the four constructs used reverse scoring, the FSOP measure 

used a response of one to indicate greater FSOP and a response of 5 to indicate low 

FSOP. The reverse scoring of the FSOP measure further mitigated the risk of method 

bias.  
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In the review of phrasing, ambiguity was decreased by leading the respondents to 

think of a time when they experienced feelings at work. The instructions were clear for 

the FSOP measure which encouraged the respondents to indicate how they perceived 

their organization’s perceptions regarding these questions. The FSOP instructions 

indicated that the responses were not necessarily their opinions but their perceptions of 

their firm’s supportiveness. In addition, the Turnover Intention questions asked about 

specific time frames such as six months and then specifying the months (July to 

December 2019). Reducing ambiguity increases the likelihood of real and natural 

responses and therefore more reliable data. Finally, to further reduce ambiguity, each 

number on the scale was labeled with a text description and number instead of labeling 

only extreme endpoints. The varied question types and length of the survey was carefully 

considered to avoid respondent fatigue and to obtain adequate responses. 

The methods listed above are the primary procedural remedies identified to 

reduce common method bias and were strategically incorporated into the design and 

structure of the survey questionnaire. After data were collected, a confirmatory factor 

analysis was completed to determine if the possibility of bias still exists.  

The questionnaire used several valid scales and composite measures that have 

been used in prior research. The concern about systematic measurement error can be 

addressed by mitigating the social desirability effect by using completely anonymous 

data collection procedures and separating the turnover intention measures throughout the 

instrument. The reliability of the constructs has been previously measured and their 

Cronbach alphas are reported above.  



 
 

57 

 

Survey research comes with some limitations. The nature of survey research leads 

to difficulty in inferring causality and is subject to significant reactive effects. Causality 

is impossible to infer due to the numerous variables that influence a person’s attitude or 

behavior on a given day. In addition, since the survey is voluntary, the risk of self-

selection and self-report data is possible. It is possible for individuals to respond 

untruthfully, not understand the questions, and respond in a socially desirable way; 

variations in mood and environment can influence responses when completing the survey 

(Singleton & Straits, 2018).  
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Chapter 4 

Results and Analysis 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to evaluate the distinctiveness 

of the constructs measured. CFA measures the convergent validity of the constructs to 

determine how theoretically similar they are. There were two independent variables—

perceived peer resentment and FSOP, that were moderately correlated. Perceived peer 

resentment and the control variable source had higher correlations above .45. Each of 

these variables were entered into variations of factors within a model to determine 

whether their correlations were related to the constructs being theoretically similar. This 

followed Hu and Bentler’s (1999) model-fit index cut-off thresholds of CFI > .95, 

RMSEA < .06, SRMR < .08. If the models fall within these ranges, the data is a good fit 

of the model. Three models were evaluated using CFA and the results are provided in 

Table 2. A single-factor model was tested in which all turnover intention, perceived peer 

resentment, and FSOP items were loaded onto a single factor. The two-factor model 

combined peer resentment and FSOP on one factor and turnover intention on another 

factor. The three-factor model consisted of peer resentment, FSOP, and turnover 

intentions as distinct measures.  
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Table 2 

Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 Model χ2 df χ2/df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR 

1 

Three Factor: PR, FSOP 

and TI 109 62 1.758 0.058 0.977 0.970 0.038 

2 

Two Factor: PR and FSOP 

and TI 1002 64 15.656 0.254 0.529 0.427 0.230 

3 

One Factor: All variables 

were combined into one 

factor 1082 65 16.646 0.262 0.490 0.388 0.234 

 

The results show that the three-factor model was an improved fit over the one- and two-

factor models. The results of the CFA indicate that Model 1 is a good fit of the data and 

that the three measures are unique. 

Common Method Variance 

Common method variance (CMV) is the “variance that is attributable to the 

measurement method rather than to the construct of interest” (Bagozzi & Yi, 1991, p. 

426). Common method variance (bias) is a concern, especially in survey research. 

Although common method variance was taken into consideration in the survey design, it 

is still important to statistically analyze whether CMV was present in the study. The 

Harman Single Factor test was used to determine if the variance in the model was 

introduced by the instrument design. Following guidance from Eichhorn (2014, p. 4) “an 

exploratory factor analysis was performed where all variables were loaded onto a single 

factor and constrained so that there is no rotation.” If the new single factor explains more 

than 50% of the variance, then common method variance may be present. Results of the 

Harman Single Factor test revealed that 56.79% of the variance explained in the one 

factor model was attributed to the data collection method. This result indicates that there 
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is a risk of common method variance in this study because the variance explained by one 

factor exceeds the recommended 50% threshold by Eichhorn (2014). 

Regression Assumptions 

Additivity and Linearity 

A scatter plot matrix was constructed to visually evaluate the additivity and 

linearity of the data. The matrix scatter plot in Figure 2 indicates that there appears to 

some linearity present in the data, especially between the peer resentment and the FSOP 

variable. Categorical data such as the number of types of FWAs used cannot be evaluated 

for linearity in this way. 

Figure 2 

Matrix Scatter Plot – Normality  

 

Normality 

Due to the nature of Likert scale data, normality is not typically present. Several 

tests were performed to evaluate the normality of the data. First, an evaluation of the 

normal probability plot of the standardized residuals was created to determine if the 
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residuals of the data fall on or near the regression line. The standardized residuals were 

close to the line which indicates that they were close to zero.  

Normality – Perceived Peer Resentment. For Perceived Peer Resentment, the 

skewness of .320 indicates there were a considerable number of low scores in the 

distribution; the z-score of skewness is .320/.162 = 1.97 which is significant at p < .05 

because the z-score is greater than one standard deviation from zero. Perceived Peer 

Resentment also has a kurtosis of -1.068 which indicates that there is a flat and light-

tailed distribution; the z-score of kurtosis is -1.068/.322 = -3.32 which is significant at p 

< .05 because the z-score is greater than one standard deviation from zero.   

Normality – Turnover Intentions. For Turnover Intentions, the skewness of .859 

indicates there were a considerable number of low scores in the distribution; the z-score 

of skewness is .859/.162 = 5.30 which is significant at p < .05 because the z-score is 

greater than one standard deviation from zero. Turnover Intentions also has a kurtosis of -

.176 which indicates that there is a flat and light-tailed distribution; the z-score of 

kurtosis is -.176/.322 = -.547 which is not significant at p < .05 because the z-score is less 

than one standard deviation from zero.  

Normality – FSOP. For FSOP, the skewness of -.262 indicates there was a slight 

build-up of high scores in the distribution; the z-score of skewness is -.262/.162 = -1.617 

which is not significant at p < .05 because the z-score is less than one standard deviation 

from zero. Mean FSOP also has a kurtosis of -1.157 which indicates that there is a flat 

and light-tailed distribution; the z-score of kurtosis is -1.157/.322 = -3.593 which is 

significant at p < .05 because the z-score is greater than one standard deviation from zero.  
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Normality – Peer Resentment, FSOP, and Turnover Intentions. Evaluation of 

the skew and kurtosis confirm that perceived peer resentment, turnover intentions and 

FSOP data all have problems with normality. Since this study has a sample of 212, the 

threat of the lack of normality identified by skew and kurtosis decrease based on the 

central limit theorem (Field, 2017).  

This study used bootstrapping to overcome the lack of normality in the data. 

Bootstrapping is a statistical technique that involves re-sampling of the initial 

observations to estimate standard errors and confidence intervals (Mooney & Duval, 

1993; Stine, 1989). Bootstrapping does not rely on the assumptions of normality and is 

frequently used when the distribution is unknown or assumptions have been violated 

(Cheung & Lau, 2008; Stine 1989). Bootstrapping provides more accurate estimates of 

the standard errors and confidence intervals when assumptions are violated (Stine, 1989). 

Therefore, bootstrapping with 1000 samples and Bias Corrected Accelerated (BCa) with 

95% confidence intervals was performed. 

Homoscedasticity 

The scatterplot created with the standardized residual and standardized predicted 

value is not cone shaped and is relatively dispersed from lower values to higher values on 

the x-axis. This shape indicates that the assumption of homoscedasticity is likely violated, 

and the variance of the errors is not constant. When this assumption is tested and 

violated, additional analysis should be performed. 

A variable was created by squaring the residuals to manually evaluate 

homoscedasticity. The square of the residuals is then regressed on the other dependent 

variables in the model and the ANOVA table is evaluated for significance. The results of 
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the ANOVA were significant at p<.001 which indicates that, with increasing values of 

independent variables, the dependent variables change drastically, and the data violates 

the assumption of homoscedasticity. An acceptable way to overcome data that violates 

the homoscedasticity assumption is to use wild bootstrapping with a 95% confidence 

interval in SPSS (Flachaire, 2005). Wild bootstrapping is an acceptable alternative to data 

analysis because it does not rely on the assumptions of normality and is best used when 

data is heteroskedastic.  

Mean Error is Zero 

The assumption of the expected mean error of the regression model is zero. The 

sum of the residual errors for the data is approximately zero.  A mean error term of zero 

indicates that there is no systematic pattern between the independent and dependent 

variables and is an indication that there is minimal bias in the model. 

Multi-Collinearity 

A basic regression was run on the primary independent and dependent variables to 

determine whether multi-collinearity exists. Based on the correlation matrix, no variables 

correlate above 0.80 which indicates that each predictor in the model is unique and not 

highly related to the others. FSOP correlates with perceived peer resentment, r = -.745, 

but this correlation still falls below the acceptable range of ± .8. Source (state society 

versus MTurk) had a medium correlation with perceived peer resentment, FSOP, 

position, and tenure which indicates it should be included as a control variable in this 

study. 
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Independence of Errors 

The Durbin-Watson test was used to evaluate the independence of errors. The 

Durbin-Watson test determines whether the errors are normally distributed with a mean 

of zero and that errors are stationary (Savin & White, 1977). The Durbin-Watson test 

statistic of d = 1.86 indicates that autocorrelation is low because the value is between 1.5 

and 2.5. A value of 2.0 indicates no autocorrelation. Any value under 1 and over 3 are 

cause for concern. The assumption of independence of errors was not violated. (See 

Table 3.) 
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Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Turnover Intentions 2.17 1.15 1                                     

2. FWAs Used 1.57 1.25 0.156 * 1  

              
  

3. Peer Resentment 2.51 1.16 0.568 ** 0.182 ** 1  

            
  

4. FSOP 3.38 1.15 -0.585 ** -0.119 * -0.744 ** 1  

          
  

5. Gender 1.53 .52 -0.133 * 0.143 ** -0.137 * 0.161 ** 1  

        
  

6. Marital Status 1.82 .44 0.082  0.086  0.088  0.017  0.059  1  

      
  

7. Caregiver  .36 .48 -0.236 ** -0.072  -0.385 ** 0.369 ** 0.037  -0.155 * 1  

    
  

8. Position 3.75 1.72 -0.187 * 0.031  -0.138 * 0.22 ** -0.02  0.126 * 0.028  1  

  
  

9. Tenure (months) 103.86 122.8 -0.351 ** 0.006  -0.323 ** 0.329 ** -0.001  0.071  0.154 * 0.478 ** 1    

10. Source .50 .5 0.437 ** 0.064   0.498 ** -0.529 ** -0.228 ** -0.076   -0.265 ** -0.509 ** -0.542 ** 1 

N = 212 

* p < .05, **p < .01  
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Analysis 

Hypothesis Testing – Hypothesis 1: Relationship Between Use of FWAs and Perceived 

Peer Resentment 

𝑹𝒆𝒔𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊

=  𝒃𝟎 + 𝒃𝟏𝑮𝒆𝒏𝒅𝒆𝒓𝒊 +  𝒃𝟐𝑴𝒂𝒓𝒊𝒕𝒂𝒍 𝑺𝒕𝒂𝒕𝒖𝒔𝒊 +  𝒃𝟑𝑪𝒂𝒓𝒆𝒈𝒊𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒊

+ 𝒃𝟒𝑷𝒐𝒔𝒊𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒊 +  𝒃𝟓 𝑻𝒆𝒏𝒖𝒓𝒆𝒊+ 𝒃𝟔 𝑺𝒐𝒖𝒓𝒄𝒆𝒊 + 𝒃𝟕𝑭𝑾𝑨𝒊 +  𝜺𝒊 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the relationship between the use of FWAs and 

perceived peer resentment was positive. Hypothesis 1 was tested using hierarchical 

regression with wild bootstrapping.  The controls were dummy coded and entered in 

separate steps to evaluate how each control contributed to the model. The dummy 

variable control reference groups were gender = male, marital status = single, caregiver = 

yes, position = staff/associate, source = state society.  FWAs used was entered in the last 

block of the hierarchical regression.  The correlation matrix indicated that no predictor 

variable included in the model was highly correlated (r > .8) with the independent 

variable of perceived peer resentment.  

The independent variables of the partner position and source had the highest 

correlation among the variables in the model at r = -.542, p < .001. The predictor variable 

source correlated most highly with the independent variable perceived peer resentment at 

r = .498, followed by caregiver responsibilities r = -.385, tenure at firm r = -.323, and 

partner position r = -.277, all significant at p < .001. The results showed that the control 

variables significantly predicted perceived peer resentment at p < .001, and when the use 

of flexible work arrangements was added to the model it accounted for a 2.6% increase in 

the explained variability in the model. The control variables for steps one through six 
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explained 36.7% of variability (r2 = .367, p < .001). When the number of flexible work 

arrangements used was entered into the regression, the variables explained a total of 

39.3% of the variability in the model (r2 = .393, p < .001).  

The adjusted R2 for steps one through seven equals the R2 which means that if the 

model were derived from the population rather than a sample it would account for 

approximately the same variability. The adjusted R2 provides an idea of how well this 

model generalizes to the population. The Durbin-Watson test statistic was within an 

acceptable range and relatively close to 2 (d = 1.885), indicating that there is no 

significant concern about the independence of errors in this model.  

The ANOVA table provides further information about the appropriateness of the 

model fit to the data. The F-ratio for step six is 10.52, p < .001, and increased to 10.741, 

p < .001 in the seventh step.  The F-ratio increased with the addition of the number of 

flexible work arrangements used and remained statistically significant indicating that the 

addition of the variable use of flexible work arrangements improved the ability to predict 

the outcome variable compared to not fitting the model. The VIF and Tolerance tests 

were calculated to verify that multi-collinearity was not an issue. All variables had VIF 

statistics that were well below 10 and Tolerances well above 0.2.  

The results of testing for hypothesis 1 are displayed in Table 4. The control variables 

were separately entered into steps one through six and the predictor variable use of 

flexible work arrangements was added to step seven. Based on the results shown in Table 

4, hypothesis 1 was supported as use of flexible work arrangements was positively and 

significantly related to perceived peer resentment (β = .159, p < .01; ∆R2 = .026). This 

finding suggests that as the number of flexible work arrangement types used increases by 
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one unit the perceived peer resentment increases by 15.9%.  People who use more types 

of flexible work arrangements are more likely to experience perceived peer resentment. 

Table 4 

Hierarchical Regression of FWA Use on Perceived Peer Resentment 

  Unstandardized Std.               

Variable B   SE B df t-test p-value VIF F sig. R2 

Step 1             

(Constant) 2.71 *** 0.11  1 24.01 0.00  6 0.02 0.026 

Female -0.37 ** 0.16 -0.16  -2.36 0.02 1.00     

Step 2             

(Constant) 2.55 *** 0.19  3 13.26 0.00  3 0.06 0.036 

Female -0.37 ** 0.16 -0.16  -2.36 0.02 1.00     

Married 0.19  0.20 0.07  0.94 0.35 1.07     

Domestic 

Partner 0.79  0.60 0.09  1.32 0.19 1.07     

Step 3             

(Constant) 3.04 *** 0.20  4 15.58 0.00  11 0.00 0.181 

Female -0.31 ** 0.15 -0.13  -2.12 0.04 1.01     

Married -0.06  0.19 -0.02  -0.30 0.76 1.12     

Domestic 

Partner 0.97 * 0.55 0.11  1.75 0.08 1.08     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.95 *** 0.16 -0.39  -6.07 0.00 1.07     

Step 4             

(Constant) 2.73 *** 0.26  9 10.69 0.00  7 0.00 0.249 

Female -0.35 ** 0.14 -0.15  -2.44 0.02 1.03     

Married 0.09  0.18 0.03  0.47 0.64 1.18     

Domestic 

Partner 0.96 * 0.54 0.11  1.78 0.08 1.10     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.79 *** 0.16 -0.33  -5.09 0.00 1.13     

Senior In 

Charge 0.38  0.27 0.11  1.40 0.16 1.70     

Supervisor 0.43  0.28 0.12  1.55 0.12 1.66     

Manager 0.44 * 0.23 0.17  1.91 0.06 2.13     

Senior 

Manager 0.22  0.30 0.06  0.75 0.45 1.52     

Partner -0.33  0.24 -0.12  -1.38 0.17 2.11     

Step 5             

(Constant) 2.78 *** 0.25  10 11.04 0.00  8 0.00 0.28 

Female -0.34 ** 0.14 -0.15  -2.41 0.02 1.03     

Married 0.11  0.18 0.04  0.58 0.56 1.19     

Domestic 

Partner 0.91 * 0.53 0.11  1.70 0.09 1.10     
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Caregiver 

(No) -0.74 *** 0.15 -0.31  -4.80 0.00 1.15     

Senior In 

Charge 0.42  0.27 0.12  1.58 0.12 1.70     

Supervisor 0.47 * 0.27 0.14  1.75 0.08 1.66     

Manager 0.51 ** 0.23 0.20  2.24 0.03 2.15     

Senior 

Manager 0.36  0.30 0.09  1.22 0.23 1.56     

Partner 0.02  0.27 0.01  0.08 0.94 2.66     

Tenure 

(months) 0.00 *** 0.00 -0.21  -2.94 0.00 1.47     

Step 6             

(Constant) 1.71 *** 0.31  11 5.47 0.00  11 0.00 0.367 

Female -0.10  0.14 -0.04  -0.68 0.50 1.15     

Married 0.15  0.17 0.06  0.91 0.37 1.19     

Domestic 

Partner 0.91 * 0.50 0.11  1.82 0.07 1.10     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.57 *** 0.15 -0.24  -3.81 0.00 1.21     

Senior In 

Charge 0.59 ** 0.25 0.17  2.34 0.02 1.73     

Supervisor 0.57 ** 0.26 0.16  2.22 0.03 1.67     

Manager 0.56 ** 0.22 0.22  2.61 0.01 2.16     

Senior 

Manager 0.86 *** 0.29 0.22  2.92 0.00 1.74     

Partner 0.57 ** 0.27 0.21  2.11 0.04 3.14     

Tenure 

(months) 0.00  0.00 -0.09  -1.24 0.22 1.64     

Source 1.00 *** 0.19 0.43  5.22 0.00 2.15     

Step 7             

(Constant) 1.56 *** 0.31  12 5.03 0.00  11 0.00 0.393 

Female -0.19  0.14 -0.08  -1.33 0.18 1.21     

Married 0.13  0.17 0.05  0.79 0.43 1.19     

Domestic 

Partner 0.82 * 0.49 0.10  1.67 0.10 1.11     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.54 *** 0.15 -0.22  -3.69 0.00 1.21     

Senior In 

Charge 0.63 ** 0.25 0.18  2.53 0.01 1.74     

Supervisor 0.59 ** 0.25 0.17  2.35 0.02 1.67     

Manager 0.58 ** 0.21 0.22  2.77 0.01 2.16     

Senior 

Manager 0.92 *** 0.29 0.23  3.19 0.00 1.75     

Partner 0.49 * 0.27 0.18  1.83 0.07 3.17     

Tenure 

(months) 0.00  0.00 -0.09  -1.30 0.19 1.64     

Source 0.91 *** 0.19 0.40  4.81 0.00 2.20     

FWAs Used 0.16 *** 0.05 0.17  2.95 0.00 1.11     

a Dependent Variable: Perceived Peer Resentment 
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* P < .10, ** p< .05, *** p < .001 

 

Hypothesis Testing – Hypothesis 2: Relationship Between Perceived Peer Resentment 

and Turnover Intentions 

𝑇𝐼𝑖 =  𝑏0 + 𝑏1𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 +  𝑏2𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠𝑖 + 𝑏3𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝑏4𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖

+  𝑏5 𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑖+ 𝑏6 𝑆𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖 +  𝑏7𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 +  𝜀𝑖 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the relationship between the perceived peer 

resentment and turnover intentions was positive. Hypothesis 2 was tested using 

hierarchical regression where the control dummy variables were entered in the first six 

blocks and perceived peer resentment was added to a seventh block. Wild bootstrapping 

was used in the regression analysis to overcome the lack of normality and homogeneity in 

the data. The correlation matrix indicated that no predictor variable included in the model 

was highly correlated (r > .8) with the dependent variable of turnover intentions.  

Turnover intentions and perceived peer resentment had the highest correlation (r = .568, p 

<.001) among the variables. The independent variables of tenure and source (r = -.548, p 

< .001), source and position of partner (r = -.538, p < .001), and tenure and position of 

partner (r = .536, p < .001) and source and peer resentment (r = .50, p < .001) had the 

highest correlation among the variables in the model. The results showed that the control 

variables significantly predicted turnover intentions at p < .001; when perceived peer 

resentment was added to the model it accounted for a 11.4% increase in the explained 

variability in the model. The control variables for steps one through six explained 29.9% 

of variability (r2 = .299, p < .001). When perceived peer resentment was entered into the 

regression, the variables explained a total of 41.3% of the variability in the model (r2 = 

.413, p < .001).  
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The adjusted R2 for step six and seven is equal to the R2 which means that, if the 

model were derived from the population rather than a sample, it would account for 

approximately the same variance in the outcome. The adjusted R2 provides an idea of 

how well this model generalizes to the population. The Durbin-Watson test statistic was 

within an acceptable range and relatively close to 2 (d = 1.77), indicating that there is no 

significant concern about the independence of errors in this model. The ANOVA table 

provides further information about the appropriateness of the model fit to the data. The F-

ratio for step six is 7.71, p < .001, and increased to 11.63; p < .001 in the seventh step. 

The F-ratio increased, and both remained statistically significant, indicating that the 

addition of the variable of perceived peer resentment improved the ability to predict the 

outcome variable compared to not fitting the model. The VIF and Tolerance tests were 

calculated to verify that multi-collinearity was not an issue. All variables had VIF 

statistics that were well below 10 and Tolerances well above 0.2. 

The results of testing for hypothesis 2 are displayed in Table 5. The control 

variables were entered into the first six steps and the predictor variable, perceived peer 

resentment, was added to the seventh step. Based on the results shown in Table 5, 

hypothesis 2 was supported as perceived peer resentment was positively and significantly 

related to turnover intentions (β = .42, p < .001; ∆R2 = .114). This finding suggests that as 

the perceived peer resentment increases by one unit the intention to turnover increases by 

42%.  When people perceive more peer resentment, they are more likely to experience 

greater turnover intentions. 

Table 5 

Hierarchical Regression of Perceived Peer Resentment on Turnover Intentions 

  Unstandardized Std.               
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  B   SE B df t-test 

p-

value VIF F sig. R2 

Step 1             

(Constant) 2.31 *** 0.11  1 20.45 0.00  2.84 0.10 0.013 

Female -0.26 * 0.16 -0.12  -1.68 0.10 1.00     

Step 2             

(Constant) 2.11 *** 0.19  3 10.97 0.00  1.46 0.23 0.021 

Female -0.26 * 0.16 -0.12  -1.67 0.10 1.00     

Married 0.24  0.20 0.09  1.24 0.22 1.07     

Domestic 

Partner 0.27  0.60 0.03  0.45 0.65 1.07     

Step 3             

(Constant) 2.39 *** 0.21  4 11.56 0.00  3.80 0.01 0.068 

Female -0.23  0.16 -0.10  -1.47 0.14 1.01     

Married 0.11  0.20 0.04  0.54 0.59 1.12     

Domestic 

Partner 0.37  0.59 0.04  0.64 0.52 1.07     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.54 *** 0.17 -0.23  -3.26 0.00 1.06     

Step 4             

(Constant) 2.03 *** 0.26  9 7.86 0.00  8.73 0.00 0.175 

Female -0.30 ** 0.14 -0.13  -2.06 0.04 1.03     

Married 0.34 * 0.19 0.12  1.81 0.07 1.18     

Domestic 

Partner 0.33 * 0.55 0.04  0.60 0.55 1.10     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.31 ** 0.16 -0.13  -1.95 0.05 1.13     

Senior in 

Charge 0.29  0.28 0.09  1.05 0.29 1.70     

Supervisor 0.70 ** 0.28 0.20  2.53 0.01 1.66     

Manager 0.55 ** 0.23 0.22  2.38 0.02 2.13     

Senior 

Manager 0.17  0.30 0.04  0.56 0.58 1.52     

Partner -0.62 ** 0.24 -0.23  -2.56 0.01 2.11     

Step 5             

(Constant) 2.07 *** 0.25  10 8.18 0.00  7.11 0.00 0.261 

Female -0.29 ** 0.14 -0.13  -2.03 0.04 1.03     

Married 0.36 ** 0.18 0.13  1.95 0.05 1.18     

Domestic 

Partner 0.27  0.54 0.03  0.50 0.62 1.10     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.25  0.16 -0.11  -1.62 0.11 1.14     

Senior in 

Charge 0.34  0.27 0.10  1.24 0.22 1.71     

Supervisor 0.75 ** 0.27 0.22  2.75 0.01 1.66     

Manager 0.63 ** 0.23 0.24  2.73 0.01 2.15     

Senior 

Manager 0.31  0.30 0.08  1.03 0.31 1.56     
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Partner -0.26  0.27 -0.10  -0.96 0.34 2.66     

Tenure 

(months) 0.00 *** 0.00 -0.22  -3.00 0.00 1.46     

Step 6             

(Constant) 1.38 *** 0.33  11 4.20 0.00  7.75 0.00 0.299 

Female -0.13  0.15 -0.06  -0.91 0.36 1.16     

Married 0.39 ** 0.18 0.14  2.16 0.03 1.19     

Domestic 

Partner 0.27  0.52 0.03  0.52 0.61 1.10     

Caregiver 

(No) -0.14  0.16 -0.06  -0.88 0.38 1.21     

Senior in 

Charge 0.43  0.27 0.13  1.62 0.11 1.73     

Supervisor 0.81 *** 0.27 0.23  3.04 0.00 1.67     

Manager 0.66 *** 0.23 0.26  2.93 0.00 2.16     

Senior 

Manager 0.63 ** 0.31 0.16  2.05 0.04 1.74     

Partner 0.10  0.28 0.04  0.35 0.72 3.14     

Tenure 

(months) 0.00 * 0.00 -0.14  -1.81 0.07 1.64     

Source  0.65 *** 0.20 0.28  3.23 0.00 2.18     

Step 7             

(Constant) 0.66 ** 0.32  12 2.05 0.04  11.68 0.00 0.413 

Female -0.09  0.13 -0.04  -0.69 0.49 1.16     

Married 0.32 ** 0.16 0.12  1.96 0.05 1.19     

Domestic 

Partner -0.11  0.48 -0.01  -0.24 0.81 1.12     

Caregiver 

(No) 0.10  0.15 0.04  0.68 0.50 1.29     

Senior in 

Charge 0.19  0.25 0.06  0.77 0.45 1.78     

Supervisor 0.57 ** 0.25 0.16  2.30 0.02 1.71     

Manager 0.42 ** 0.21 0.16  2.01 0.05 2.23     

Senior 

Manager 0.27  0.29 0.07  0.93 0.36 1.82     

Partner -0.14  0.26 -0.05  -0.54 0.59 3.21     

Tenure 

(months) 0.00  0.00 -0.10  -1.44 0.15 1.65     

Source 0.22  0.20 0.10  1.14 0.26 2.49     

Perceived 

Peer 

Resentment 0.42 *** 0.07 0.43  6.22 0.00 1.59     

a Dependent Variable: Turnover Intentions 

* P < .10, ** p< .05, *** p < .001 
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Hypothesis Testing – Hypothesis 3: Use of FWAs and Turnover Intentions 

𝑇𝐼𝑖 =  𝑏0 + 𝑏1𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 +  𝑏2𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠𝑖 + 𝑏3𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝑏4𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖

+ 𝑏5 𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑖+ 𝑏6 𝑆𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖 + 𝑏7𝐹𝑊𝐴𝑖 + 𝑏8𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the use of flexible work arrangements will have a 

positive indirect effect on turnover intentions through perceived peer resentment. The 

PROCESS macro in SPSS was used to test this mediation hypothesis. Turnover intention 

was set as the dependent variable, flexible work arrangements used was the predictor 

variable, perceived peer resentment was entered as the mediator, and the control variables 

were entered as covariates. The inputs for the PROCESS macro were specified as using 

Model 4 (Hayes, 2017) for simple mediation and heteroskedasticity-consistent standard 

error estimator (HCSE) model HC3 (Hayes & Cai, 2007). With the heteroskedastic nature 

of the data Hayes and Cai (2007) recommended introducing an HCSE model along with 

bootstrapping in PROCESS to reduce the effects of heteroskedasticity on inferences.  

Based on the preliminary mediation analysis, use of flexible work arrangements 

significantly predicts perceived peer resentment, b = .13, t = 2.31, p = .02. Use of flexible 

work arrangements explains 36% of the variance in the perceived peer resentment. When 

perceived peer resentment is added to the model, the use of flexible work arrangements is 

significant at b = .131, t = 3.13, p = .02; perceived peer resentment is significant, b = 

.427, t = 5.77, p < .001. The basic model explains 37.63% of the variance in turnover 

intentions. The positive coefficients of use of flexible work arrangements and perceived 

peer resentment indicate that more use of FWAs and perceived peer resentment means 

the more likely someone is to experience turnover intentions.  
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The mediation analysis of the indirect effect of use of flexible work arrangements 

on turnover intention through perceived peer resentment was positive and significant, b = 

.056, SE = .026, 95% BCa CI [.008, .111]. Andrew Hayes’ PROCESS macro does not 

allow for the calculation of the Sobel’s test or VIF statistics with the output. The Sobel 

test relies on a normal distribution within the data and is therefore inappropriate for this 

data set and model (Cheung & Lau, 2008). Since the bootstrapped confidence intervals 

did not include zero, it is likely that there is a true indirect effect that is significantly 

different from zero. The results shown in Table 6 provide support for hypothesis 3 that 

perceived peer resentment has a significant and positive, indirect effect on the 

relationship between use of flexible work arrangements and turnover intentions.  

Table 6                  

Mediation Model: Use of FWAs to Perceived Peer Resentment to Turnover Intentions 

Variable   Unstandardized  Std.  95% CI 

   R2 F   b   SE  b  p LL UL 

FWAs Used 0.3763 14.51 0.131 * 0.057 .141 0.02 0.019 .243 

Perceived Peer Resentment   0.427 ** 0.074 .431 0.00 0.281 .573 

Direct effect (X on Y)   0.067  0.06  0.27 -0.052 .186 

Indirect Effect (X on Y)   0.056  0.026 0.061  0.008 .111 

N = 212 

*p < .05, ** p < .001  

 

Hypothesis Testing – Hypothesis 4a: FSOP, FWAs, and Perceived Peer Resentment 

𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 = (𝑏0 + 𝑏1𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 +  𝑏2𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠𝑖 +  𝑏3𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑖

+ 𝑏4𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 +  𝑏5 𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝑏6 𝑆𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑖 +  𝑏7𝐹𝑊𝐴𝑖 +  𝑏8𝐹𝑆𝑂𝑃𝑖

+ 𝑏9𝐹𝑊𝐴𝑥𝐹𝑆𝑂𝑃𝑖) +  𝜀𝑖 

Hypothesis 4a predicted that family-supportive organization perceptions (FSOP) 

would moderate the positive relationship between use of flexible work arrangements and 

perceived peer resentment. Before testing the moderation hypothesis, the data for 
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perceived peer resentment and FSOP were grand-mean centered (Field, 2015). Grand 

mean centering is used when the value of zero has no meaning; in this case, the Likert 

scale data does not have a valid response of zero (Dawson, 2014; Field, 2015). When 

variables are grand mean centered, they are centered around the mean of the data points 

instead of zero and therefore the interpretation of the coefficients and simple slopes 

becomes more meaningful (Dawson, 2014; Dalal & Zicker, 2012; Echambadi & Hess, 

2007). The PROCESS macro in SPSS was used to test this moderation hypothesis. 

Perceived peer resentment was set as the dependent variable, flexible work arrangements 

used was the predictor variable, FSOP was entered as the moderator, and the control 

variables were entered as covariates. The inputs for the PROCESS macro were specified 

as using Model 1 (Hayes, 2017) for simple moderation and heteroskedasticity-consistent 

standard error estimator (HCSE) model HC4 (Hayes and Cai, 2007). With the 

heteroskedastic nature of the data, Hayes and Cai (2007) recommend introducing an 

HCSE model along with bootstrapping in PROCESS to reduce the effects of 

heteroskedasticity on inferences.  

The results of testing for hypothesis 4a are displayed in Table 7. Based on the 

results shown in Table 7, hypothesis 4a was not supported as the interaction between 

FWA use and FSOP was not significant (b = -.04, p = .20; ∆R2 = .002). This finding 

suggests that FSOP does not have a moderating effect on the relationship between FWA 

use and perceived peer resentment. 
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Table 7                   

Moderation Analysis:  FSOP moderates the relationship between FWAs and Perceived 

Peer Resentment 

Variable B   SE df t p F sig. R2 

Constant 1.89 *** 0.4731 202 3.9994 0.000 54.51 0.000 0.606 

FWAs Used 0.08 * 0.0438  1.7903 0.075     

FSOP -0.61 *** 0.0545  -11.1528 0.000     

FWAs Used x FSOP -0.04  0.0274  -1.2793 0.202     

Gender -0.04  0.1158  -0.3241 0.746     

Marital Status 0.22 * 0.1299  1.6682 0.097     

Caregiver Responsibilities -0.22 * 0.12  -1.8518 0.066     

Position 0.07 * 0.0395  1.7597 0.080     

Tenure 0.00  0.0006  -1.2031 0.230     

Source 0.36 ** 0.1754  2.0519 0.042     

Note:  Beta coefficients are unstandardized and standard error 

N = 212 

* p < .10, **p < .05, *** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis Testing – Hypothesis 4b: FWAs, Turnover Intentions, and Perceived Peer 

Resentment 

𝑇𝐼𝑖 = (𝑏0 + 𝑏1𝐺𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑟𝑖 +  𝑏2𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑢𝑠𝑖 +  𝑏3𝐶𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑖 + 𝑏4𝑃𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖

+  𝑏5 𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑟𝑒𝑖 + 𝑏6𝑆𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒 +  𝑏7𝐹𝑊𝐴𝑖 +  𝑏8𝐹𝑆𝑂𝑃𝑖 +  𝑏9𝐹𝑊𝐴 𝑥 𝐹𝑆𝑂𝑃𝑖

+ 𝑏10𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖 + 𝑏11𝑅𝑒𝑠𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑥 𝐹𝑆𝑂𝑃𝑖) + 𝜀𝑖 

Hypothesis 4b predicted that the negative indirect effect of flexible work 

arrangement use on turnover intentions through perceived peer resentment would become 

weaker as family-supportive organization perceptions increase. Although the interaction 

effect of family-supportive organizational perceptions was not significant in hypothesis 

4a, the final moderated mediation analysis was performed. The results of the moderated 

mediation analysis are found in Table 8 and reveal that, although there was a negative 

relationship between family-supportive organizational perceptions and the interaction of 

flexible work arrangement use and perceived peer resentment, the relationship was not 
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significant (b = -.014, SE = .013; BCa 95% CI [-.041, .01]). The results presented in 

Table 8 indicate that Hypothesis 4b was not supported.  

Table 8 

Moderated Mediation Analysis:  FSOP moderates the relationship between FWAs and Perceived 

Peer Resentment 

Variable B   SE df t-test 

p-

value F sig. R2 95% CI 

                    LL UL 

Constant 1.90 ** 0.475 201 3.99 0.000 54.4 0 0.606 0.959 2.831 

FWAS Used 0.08 * 0.044  1.75 0.082    -0.010 0.164 

FSOP -0.61 *** 0.056  

-

10.91 0.000    -0.721 

-

0.501 

FWAsUsedx

FSOP -0.04  0.028  -1.20 0.232    -0.089 0.022 

Gender -0.04  0.116  -0.31 0.757    -0.264 0.192 

Marital 

Status 0.22 * 0.130  1.68 0.095    -0.038 0.474 

Caregiver 

Responsibiliti

es -0.22 * 0.120  -1.86 0.064    -0.460 0.013 

Position 0.07 * 0.040  1.72 0.088    -0.010 0.147 

Tenure 0.00  0.001  -1.21 0.227    -0.002 0.001 

Source 0.35 ** 0.180  1.95 0.052    -0.004 0.707 

              

Moderated Mediation Analysis 

FSOP Low 0.05  0.023       0.006 0.096 

FSOP Mean 0.03  0.020       -0.005 0.075 

FSOP High 0.016  0.026       -0.038 0.069 

Index of 

Moderated 

Mediation -0.014  0.013       -0.041 0.01 

Note:  Beta coefficients are unstandardized and standard error 

N = 212;  * p < .10, **p < .05, *** p < .01 

 

Although the results of the hypothesis 4 of family-supportive organizational 

support moderating the relationship between flexible work arrangement use and 

perceived peer resentment was not supported, the results of simple slope analysis shown 

in Table 8 and Figure 3 suggests that at low levels of family-supportive organizational 

perceptions the relationship between flexible work arrangement use and perceived peer 

resentment is significant at b = .05, BCa 95% CI [.006, .096]. This finding is interesting 
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considering that mean and high levels of FSOP were not found to moderate the flexible 

work arrangement use and perceived peer resentment relationship. Because the 

interaction effect was not significant more discussion of the simple slopes is unnecessary 

(Dawson, 2014). 

Figure 3 

 

Post Hoc Analysis 

A post hoc analysis was performed to evaluate whether the source (State Society 

or MTurk) of data collection influenced the results for hypotheses 1 - 4a. The same steps 

were performed to run the regression for all the hypotheses with the exception that the 

select cases command in SPSS was used to only include responses where Source was 

coded either 1 for State Societies or 2 for MTurk. The same bootstrapping methods were 

used to perform the analyses, wild bootstrapping for H1 and H2 and regular 

bootstrapping in H3-H4a. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that the relationship between the use of FWAs and 

perceived peer resentment was positive. Hierarchical regression analysis was performed 

on the MTurk cases and State Society cases separately. Mean perceived peer resentment 

was identified as the dependent variable, the first block included the control variables of 
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gender, marital status, caregiver responsibilities, position, and tenure with the firm and 

flexible work arrangements used was entered into the second block. The covariate of 

source was no longer needed as a control in the model since only MTurk or State Society 

cases were selected. The results of the separate analysis performed on both the MTurk 

and State Society data are presented in Table 9.  

Table 9 

Hierarchical Regression of FWA Use on Perceived Peer Resentment – Separate Analysis 

for Source 

 Unstandardized Std.        

Variable B   SE B df t-test 
p-

value 
VIF F sig. R2 

MTurk Sample 

Only 
            

Step 1 
   

 
      

  

constant 3.62 ** 0.564 
 

105 6.416 0.000  15 0.00 0.429 

Gender 0.05  0.165 0.02  0.302 0.763 1.050     

Marital Status 0.25 
 

0.188 0.11  1.342 0.183 1.172     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -0.83 
** 

0.212 -0.32  -3.914 0.000 1.188     

Position 0.17 * 0.065 0.20  2.567 0.012 1.033     

Tenure -0.01 ** 0.003 -0.41  -5.288 0.000 1.049     

Step 2 
   

 
        

constant 3.36 ** 0.561 
 

105 5.989 0.000  14.1 0.00 0.461 

Gender -0.04  0.166 -0.02  -0.261 0.795 1.109     

Marital Status 0.26  0.183 0.11  1.394 0.166 1.172     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -0.80 
** 

0.207 -0.31  -3.86 0.000 1.192     

Position 0.18 ** 0.063 0.21  2.801 0.006 1.039     

Tenure -0.01 ** 0.003 -0.38  -4.957 0.000 1.077     

FWAs Used 0.17 * 0.070 0.19  2.436 0.017 1.085     

State Society 

Sample Only  

 

 

 

        

Step 1 
 

 

 

 

        

constant 2.55 ** 0.697 
 

105 3.663 0.000  0.63 0.38 0.03 

Gender 0.02 
 

0.189 0.01  0.081 0.936 1.114     

Marital Status -0.16 
 

0.233 -0.07  -0.695 0.489 1.016     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -0.28 
 

0.180 -0.16  -1.548 0.125 1.033     

Position 0.01 
 

0.060 0.03  0.229 0.819 1.225     

Tenure 0.00 
 

0.001 0.02  0.140 0.889 1.216     

Step 2 
 

 
 

 
        

constant 2.61 ** 0.699 
 

105 3.729 0.000  0.70 0.32 0.04 
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The results indicate that caregiver responsibilities (β = -0.8, p < .001), position (β 

= 0.18, p = .006), tenure (β = -0.01, p < .001), and flexible work arrangement use (β = 

0.17, p = .017) were all significant for the MTurk sample, but none of the variables were 

significant in the State Society sample. The combined sample found a significant 

relationship between use of flexible work arrangements and perceived peer resentment (β 

= .16, p < .001). The results of this analysis support the concern that the state society 

sample alone was not diverse enough to capture the impact of flexible work arrangements 

used on perceived peer resentment. The MTurk and State Society samples combined 

provided a more representative sample of the population of employees at public 

accounting firms. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the relationship between the perceived peer 

resentment and turnover intentions was positive. Hierarchical regression analysis was 

performed on the MTurk cases and State Society cases separately. Turnover intention 

was entered as the dependent variable; the first block entered the control variables of 

gender, marital status, caregiver responsibilities, position, and tenure with the firm and 

mean perceived peer resentment was entered into the second block. The covariate of 

source was no longer included in the model since only MTurk or State Society cases were 

Gender -0.02 
 

0.191 -0.01  -0.092 0.927 1.146     

Marital Status -0.19 
 

0.235 -0.08  -0.820 0.414 1.033     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -0.28 
 

0.180 -0.15  -1.530 0.129 1.033     

Position 0.00 
 

0.061 0.01  0.055 0.956 1.261     

Tenure 0.00 
 

0.001 0.01  0.081 0.935 1.220     

FWAs Used 0.07  0.072 0.10  1.018 0.311 1.085       

a Dependent Variable: Perceived Peer Resentment 

Note:  Beta coefficients are unstandardized and standard error 

* p < .05, ** p < .01  
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selected. The results of the separate analysis performed on both the MTurk and State 

Society data are presented in Table 10.  

The results of this analysis indicate that perceived peer resentment was 

significantly and positively related to turnover intentions in both the MTurk (β = .439, p 

< .001) and State Society (β = .327, p < .001).  The combined data found perceived peer 

resentment to be significant at (β = .42, p < .001). This finding suggests that peer 

resentment impacted turnover intentions similarly in both the MTurk and State Society 

samples and that the source of data was not a significantly contributing factor the 

significant results.  

In addition, the post hoc analysis indicated that the control variables of marital 

status (β = .407, p = .085), position (β = .182, p = .026) and tenure (β = -.011, p = .001) 

were significantly related to turnover intentions in the MTurk sample, but not in the State 

Society sample.  This finding suggests that, in the MTurk data, when someone indicates a 

higher marital status such as married, turnover intention increases by 40.7%.  As position 

increases by one-unit respondents are more 18.2% more likely to experience turnover 

intentions.  The longer people are with their firm the less likely they are to experience 

turnover intentions.  Overall, the results indicated that using both samples created a more 

representative sample of the population. 
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Table 10 

Hierarchical Regression of Perceived Peer Resentment on Turnover Intentions - Separate 

Analysis for Source 

 Unstd. Std.        

Variable B   SE B df t p VIF F sig. R2 

State Society 

Sample 
 

           

Step 1 
            

constant 1.99 ** .594  5 3.351 .001  1.13 0.348 0.54 

Gender .113  .179 .065  .633 .528 .898     

Marital Status .005  .221 .002  .021 .984 .984     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -.182  .171 -.105  -1.064 .290 .968     

Position -.076  .057 -.144  -1.340 .183 .816     

Tenure .000  .001 -.072  -.674 .502 .822     

Step 2 
            

constant 1.246 ** .596  6 2.092 .039  3.3 0.005 0.167 

Gender .108  .168 .062  .641 .523 .898     

Marital Status .058  .209 .026  .276 .783 .979     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -.090  .163 -.052  -.554 .581 .945     

Position -.081  .054 -.153  -1.505 .136 .816     

Tenure .000  .001 -.077  -.766 .446 .822     

Perceived Peer 

Resentment .327 *** .089 .341  3.665 .000 .970     

MTurk Sample 
           

Step 1 
            

constant 2.214 *** 0.567  5 3.903 0.00  5.96 0.00 0.23 

Gender -.246  0.206 -.108  -1.196 0.235 1.05     

Marital Status .407 * 0.234 .165  1.740 0.085 1.17     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities -0.107  0.264 -.039  -.406 0.685 1.18     

Position .182 ** 0.081 .201  2.258 0.026 1.03     

Tenure -.011 *** 0.003 -.319  -3.55 0.001 1.05     

Step 2 
            

constant .991  0.626  6 1.583 0.117  7.95 0.00 0.33 

Gender -.268  0.194 -.117  -1.384 .170 1.05     

Marital Status .296  0.222 .120  1.335 0.185 1.19     

Caregiver 

Responsibilities .257  0.227 .093  .962 0.338 1.37     

Position .109  0.078 .121  1.394 0.166 1.10     

Tenure -.005  0.003 -.152  -1.587 0.116 1.34     
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Perceived Peer 

Resentment 0.439 *** 0.117 .409 3.742 0.000 1.75 

a Dependent Variable: Perceived Peer Resentment 

* p < .10, **p < .05, *** p < .01

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the use of flexible work arrangements will have a 

positive and indirect effect on turnover intentions through perceived peer resentment. 

Model 4 was used in the SPSS macro, PROCESS to test the mediation effect. 

Bootstrapping and the heteroskedasticity-consistent standard error estimator (HCSE) 

model HC3 were used (Hayes & Cai, 2007). Turnover intention was set as the dependent 

variable, flexible work arrangements used was the predictor variable, perceived peer 

resentment was entered as the mediator, and the control variables gender, marital status, 

caregiver responsibilities, position, and tenure with firm were entered as covariates. The 

results of the separate mediation analyses performed on both the MTurk and State 

Society data are presented in Table 11. The results of this analysis provide additional 

support that the combined state society and MTurk data were more representative of the 

population than either data set alone. The indirect effect of perceived peer resentment on 

the relationship between flexible work arrangement use and turnover intention was 

significant for the MTurk sample (b = .0722, SE = .0381, 95% BCa CI [.011, .161]), but 

not for the State Society sample (b = .023, SE = .025, 95% BCa CI [-.025, .0748]), when 

analyzed by source. However, when the MTurk and State Society samples were 

combined there was a significant indirect effect of perceived peer resentment b = .056, 

SE = .026, 95% BCa CI [.008, .111].  This result supports the use of both the MTurk and 

State Society data and the importance of controlling for Source in the original data 

analyses. 
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Table 11 

Mediation Model: Use of FWAs to Perceived Peer Resentment to Turnover Intentions – 

Separate Analysis 

Variable R2 F b  SE p 95% CI 

              LL UL 

MTurk Sample          

FWAs Used 0.052 1.880 .1168  .0981 .2365 -.0778 .3113 

Perceived Peer Resentment   .4238 *** .160 .0094 .1062 .7414 

Direct effect (X on Y)   0.045 
 

.0933 .6340 -.1405 0.2296 

Indirect Effect (X on Y)   .0722 ** .0381  .0110 .1607 

           

State Society Sample          

FWAs Used 0.194 4.486 0.139 * .0737 .062 -.0275 .2604 

Perceived Peer Resentment   0.311 *** .0842 .000 .1437 .4778 

Direct effect (X on Y)   0.116  .0725 .112 -.0275 .2604 

Indirect Effect (X on Y)   0.023  .0246  -.0248 .0748 

N = 106 

*p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01 

 

Hypothesis 4a predicted that family-supportive organization perceptions (FSOP) 

would moderate the positive relationship between use of flexible work arrangements and 

perceived peer resentment. To test the moderation effect separately, the select cases 

command was used in SPSS to include responses from either MTurk or the state society. 

The PROCESS model 1 was used to run the simple moderation and heteroskedasticity-

consistent standard error estimator (HCSE) model HC4 (Hayes & Cai, 2007). The use of 

FWAs was entered as the dependent variable, perceived peer resentment as the 

independent variable, FSOP as the moderator, and the controls (gender, marital status and 

caregiver responsibilities, position, and tenure) were entered as covariates. The Source 

(State Society/MTurk) was unnecessary for this analysis. The results of simple 



 
 

86 

 

moderation analysis indicated that the interaction term between FWAs and FSOP was not 

significant for either the MTurk (b = -.038, p = .47) or State Society (b = -.009, p = .886). 

The results of this analysis indicate that there were not significant differences between 

State Society and MTurk responses that warrant more analyses. The source of data was 

not a contributing factor to the non-significant results found in hypothesis 4a. See Table 

12. 

Table 12 

Moderation Analysis:  FSOP moderates the relationship between FWAs and Perceived 

Peer Resentment - Separate Analysis 

Variable B   SE df t-test p-value F sig. R2 

MTurk Sample                   

Constant 2.7246 *** .3296 97 8.265 0.000 36.11 0.000 0.71 

FWAS Used .0793 
 

.0513  1.546 0.125     

FSOP -.6718 *** .0963  -6.974 0.000     

FWAs Used x FSOP -.0382 
 

.0526  -.726 0.470     

Gender .0045 
 

.1305  .034 0.973     

Marital Status .2385 * .1324  1.801 0.075     

Caregiver Responsibilities -.3614 ** .1810  -1.996 0.049     

Position .0492 
 

.0521  .944 0.347     

Tenure -.0035 
 

.0026  -1.367 0.175     

State Society Sample  
 

        

Constant 1.970 ** 0.961 97 2.050 0.043 3.959 0.0004 0.207 

FWAS Used 0.061 
 

0.075  0.805 0.423     

FSOP -0.432 *** 0.100  -4.311 0.000     

FWAs Used x FSOP -0.009 

 

0.062  -0.144 0.886     

Gender 0.000 

 

0.201  0.002 0.999     

Marital Status -0.018  0.315  -0.057 0.954     

Caregiver Responsibilities -0.118  0.162  -0.731 0.467     

Position 0.000  0.001  -0.445 0.658     

Tenure 0.050  0.064  0.780 0.438     

Note:  Beta coefficients are unstandardized and standard error 

N = 106; * p < .10, **p < .05, *** p < .01 

  

A follow-up analysis was performed to evaluate whether the number of 

partner/principal/shareholders included in the sample were influencing the overall results 
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of the moderation of FSOP. Since these individuals are the owners of the firm, their 

perceptions of the family-supportiveness within the organization may vary greatly from 

perceptions of lower-level firm members. As a result, the select cases command in SPSS 

was used to filter out responses from the partner/principal/shareholder category; this filter 

reduced the sample size to 162. The PROCESS model 1 was used to run the simple 

moderation and heteroskedasticity-consistent standard error estimator (HCSE) model 

HC4 (Hayes & Cai, 2007). The use of FWAs was entered as the dependent variable, 

perceived peer resentment as the independent variable, FSOP as the moderator, and the 

controls (gender, marital status and caregiver responsibilities, position, tenure, and 

source) were entered as covariates. The results of simple moderation analysis indicated 

that the interaction term between FWAs and FSOP was not significant (b = -.038, p = 

.202; ∆R2 = .002) when the partners were excluded from the sample. This indicates that 

the presence of partners did not significantly influence the level of FSOP, and perceived 

peer resentment measured in the model.  

The post hoc analysis indicates that neither the source of the data nor the number 

of partners included in the sample significantly influenced the results of the study.  
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Summary of Hypotheses 

The following outlines the results of the hypotheses tested: 

Table 13 

Hypotheses Tested and Results 

Hypothesis 1: The relationship between the use of FWAs and 

perceived peer resentment is positive. Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Perceived peer resentment is positively related to 

turnover intentions. Supported 

Hypothesis 3: The use of FWAs has a positive indirect effect on 

turnover intentions via perceived peer resentment. Supported 

Hypothesis 4a: Family-Supportive Organizational Perceptions 

(FSOP) moderates the positive relationship between FWAs and 

perceived peer resentment. Unsupported 

Hypothesis 4b: The negative indirect effect of FWAs on turnover 

intentions via perceived peer resentment is moderated by family-

supportive organizational perceptions. Unsupported 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion, Limitations, and Future Research 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate how the use of flexible work 

arrangements (FWAs) impacts perceived peer resentment and how perceived peer 

resentment impacts turnover intentions at public accounting firms. In addition, the study 

was designed to evaluate whether the level of family-supportive organizational 

perceptions (FSOP) influenced the relationships between FWA use and perceived peer 

resentment. This study found support for the relationships between FWA use and 

perceived peer resentment and turnover intentions. In addition, support was found for the 

indirect effect of perceived peer resentment on the relationship between FWA use and 

turnover intention. This study did not find support of a moderating effect of FSOP on 

FWA use and perceived peer resentment. These findings suggest that FWA use does 

influence the level of perceived peer resentment and that peer relationships are an 

important factor in the intention to turnover. 

This chapter presents a discussion of the results presented in Chapter 4 and 

practical implications of the findings to the behavioral accounting and management field. 

The discussion is followed by the limitations of the study and opportunities for future 

research. 

Discussion 

Previous research has found that flexible work arrangements (FWAs) are related 

to decreased turnover in public accounting (Azar et al., 2018; Peretz et al., 2015; Timms 
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et al., 2015), while others have argued that the relationship between FWAs and turnover 

is not always consistent (Jo & Ellingson, 2019). This study explored another factor, 

perceived peer resentment, to determine if peer relationships play a role in the 

inconsistent relationships between FWAs and turnover intentions. In addition, the 

construct of family-supportive organizational perceptions was evaluated to determine if 

family-supportive perceptions of the organization influenced the level of peer resentment 

perceived by employees. Three of the five hypotheses in the study were supported and 

indicate that peer relationships play a role in the use of FWAs and turnover intentions. 

Hypothesis 1: Use of FWAs and Perceived Peer Resentment 

The first hypothesis examined the relationship between the use of flexible work 

arrangements (FWAs) and perceived peer resentment. Following social exchange theory, 

when a person chooses to use FWAs, the decreased interactions can weaken integrative 

bonds with colleagues and provide an opportunity to violate group social norms that can 

lead to feelings of injustice (Blau, 1964; Molm et al., 2012; Stockdale, 2013). Colleagues 

respond to these feelings of injustice by exhibiting resentful behavior (Adams, 1965; 

Blau, 2008; Moon, 2017). The results of this study indicated that there is a positive and 

significant relationship between use of FWAs and perceived peer resentment. This 

positive relationship suggests that, as types of FWAs used increased so does the level of 

perceived peer resentment. When an employee uses more types of FWAs, they are 

perceiving that their co-workers are either explicitly or implicitly resentful for their use of 

benefits. This behavior, whether implicit or explicit, can lead the FWA user to perceive 

feelings of resentment for using FWAs. The non-FWA users may perceive that the FWA-
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user is not contributing to the team equitably and experience a violation of the social 

exchange relationships within the organization.  

When peer relationships are negatively impacted in a work group, a sense of 

decreased trust, loyalty, and understanding can result (Maertz & Griffeth, 2004; Peng et 

al., 2013). The diminished relationships in peer groups, especially for those individuals 

who perceive peer resentment, can make the work experience undesirable.  

Hypothesis 2: Perceived Peer Resentment and Turnover Intentions 

The second hypothesis examined the impact of perceived peer resentment on 

turnover intentions. Relationships among colleagues are important to the social and 

mental well-being of the employee. When a colleague perceives resentment from their 

coworkers, these feelings can elicit psychological discomfort and a sense of decreased 

trust in their workgroup (Maertz & Griffeth, 2004; Peng et al., 2013). These factors can 

encourage the FWA user to avoid or withdraw from the situation which may lead to 

finding a more desirable work environment (Jo & Ellingson, 2019).  

Results of the study indicated that there is a positive and significant relationship 

between perceived peer resentment and turnover intentions. Following social exchange 

and the approach-avoidance response, when people experience uncomfortable feelings at 

work, they are motivated to withdraw from the organization to seek a more balanced 

social exchange relationship (Blau, 1964; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Social exchange 

relationships in the workplace are continually evolving; it is important for colleagues to 

reciprocate in the workplace to maintain strong social relationships. If the social 

exchange relationship is strained with feelings of perceived peer resentment, and there is 

a decreased desire to reciprocate, it is more likely for the colleagues to experience the 
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motivational approach-avoidance response. As an employee feels resented, the simple act 

of going to work can evoke negative responses that may lead them to avoid the negative 

emotions by avoiding the environment (workplace) or by looking for alternatives that 

lead to the intention to turnover (Maertz & Griffeth, 2004). This study supports the notion 

that peer relationships are important in the workplace, therefore when colleagues perceive 

resentment from their coworkers, they are more likely to seek alternative employment to 

avoid the discomfort in the workplace (Jo & Ellingson, 2019; Kakarika et al., 2017; 

Maertz & Griffeth, 2004; Moon, 2017).  

Hypothesis 3: FWAs, Turnover Intentions, and Perceived Peer Resentment 

The third hypothesis predicted that the use of flexible work arrangements would 

have a positive and indirect effect on turnover intentions through perceived peer 

resentment. Hypothesis 1 and 2 indicate that peer relationships are an important factor 

with the use of flexible work arrangements and turnover intentions. This study examined 

perceived peer resentment as a mediating factor that indirectly influences the relationship 

between FWA use and turnover intentions. The mediating relationship was positive and 

significant, which provides evidence that the relationship between use of FWAs and 

turnover intention occurs through perceived peer resentment. This finding provides 

confirmation that other factors may influence the intended effect of FWAs. When 

employees use the FWA benefits offered by their employer, it is possible that there are 

unintended consequences associated with these benefits, such as perceived peer 

resentment. The unintended consequence of perceived peer resentment indicates that peer 

relationships may be negatively impacted when FWAs are used and care should be taken 

when these programs are implemented in a public accounting firm.  
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One of the most desired organizational outcomes that is anticipated when 

implementing FWAs is a better work/life balance that increases retention and decreases 

the risk of turnover in the firm (Almer & Kaplan, 2002; Azar et al., 2018). Although 

employees of the firm may have the opportunity to engage in FWAs to increase work/life 

balance, if their peer relationships seem to diminish as they use these benefits, they may 

choose not to use the benefits or seek alternative employment; both alternatives may 

result in turnover in the long-term. As firms adopt FWAs, they should determine how the 

arrangements will impact the work group and relationships among peers. Firms should 

clearly communicate information about the FWAs, including but not limited to, who can 

use them, when they are allowed to be used, special circumstances, and expectations 

when they are used. Communication among all levels of the organization about FWAs 

can create a stronger social relationship not only between the firm and the employees, but 

also between peers. If peer relationships can remain unaffected when a colleague uses an 

FWA then they are less likely to encounter peer resentment and subsequent turnover.  

Hypothesis 4: FSOP, Perceived Peer Resentment, and FWAs 

The fourth hypothesis predicted that when people perceive their organization to 

be family-supportive they are less likely to perceive peer resentment with greater use of 

flexible work arrangements. Organizational Support Theory (OST) and Social Exchange 

Theory suggest that when an employee perceives greater organizational support by their 

employer the social exchange relationship is strengthened which will increase the desire 

to reciprocate with intentions to remain with the organization (Baran et al., 2012; Blau, 

1964; Kurtessis et al., 2011). FSOP measures perceptions of the organization’s family-

supportiveness and is helpful in determining whether a firm’s culture and family-
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supportiveness can influence the level of peer resentment perceived when FWAs are 

used. The expectation was that employees will feel more comfortable using the FWAs 

when they are widely supported by their organization (Butts et al., 2013). As 

hypothesized, the impact of FSOP on the relationship between FWA use and perceived 

peer resentment was negative, but not significant. This finding indicates that as FSOP 

increased the positive relationship between FWA use and perceived peer resentment 

decreased, but not significantly. More research is needed to determine the effects of 

family-supportive organizational perceptions on peer relationships when FWAs are used.  

Practical Implications 

Despite implementation of FWAs, public accounting firms are still experiencing 

high turnover rates. This study was designed to explore how peer relationships influence 

the use of flexible work arrangements on turnover intention. The results supported the 

idea that there may be unintended consequences on peer relationships when FWAs are 

used. The findings provide evidence that peer relationships may play a greater role in the 

turnover intention process than previously believed. If firms implement FWAs with the 

anticipated outcome of reducing turnover, they may not realize the desired effects. To 

achieve the maximum benefits of offering FWAs, firms should strive to determine what 

their employees want and need in addition to the impact that FWAs could have on 

perceived workload in work groups. When firms consider the impact of the FWAs on 

efficiency and peer relationships they are more likely to achieve desired outcomes 

(reduced turnover) than simply offering FWAs as a benefit.  

The results indicate that when employees use FWAs they are more likely to be 

resented; firms should take steps to reduce the likelihood of disrupting coworker 
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relationships when FWAs are used. One step that firms should consider when 

implementing FWAs is to establish clear policies and procedures regarding the use of 

FWAs by employees. In addition, firms need to provide training, open dialogue, and the 

resources needed to fully understand the nuances of using the FWAs offered by the 

organization. Open and clear communication about the execution of the FWAs would 

increase transparency and expectations among the work group and provide an 

opportunity to resolve any misunderstandings that could lead to feelings of injustice. 

When employees understand their environment and are given an opportunity to resolve 

issues, they are less likely to feel injustice which can lead to feelings of resentment 

towards their coworkers. When employees are clear on how the policies are applied and 

who can take advantage of the programs, they are building trust and understanding at all 

levels of the firm. The increased trust and understanding regarding flexible work 

arrangements can foster an environment that encourages support of these programs at all 

levels. These initiatives can help peers understand the circumstances and opportunities 

that surround the use of FWAs in their organization which can enhance the social 

exchange relationship with the firm and among peers and lead to reduced turnover.  

The findings of this study indicate that public accounting firms should take extra 

care in establishing supportive peer relationships in the office, especially when FWAs are 

used. This extra care can translate to greater retention of employees that can lead to 

decreased turnover. A primary outcome of implementing FWAs is that they will bring 

greater work/life balance to those individuals who choose to engage in the arrangements. 

As firms implement FWAs, they should work to reduce the likelihood of peer resentment 

among colleagues and create an environment of support throughout the organization. As 
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the employees feel generally more supported, they are less likely to experience turnover 

intentions. 

Limitations 

Survey research has inherent limitations, which are applicable to this and all types 

of survey research studies. The first limitation is that it is impossible to infer a cause-and-

effect relationship in survey research that is based on behaviors and perceptions. Another 

limitation that is unique to unobserved survey methods is the risk for increased 

measurement error by respondents misunderstanding questions, inaccurate recall of the 

past, and variability in opinions and attitudes (Singleton & Straits, 2018). In survey 

research, there is also a concern of survey fatigue and inattentiveness (Singleton & 

Straits, 2018). The length of the questionnaire was considered and only the most 

parsimonious constructs were included in the survey. These inherent limitations related to 

survey research were considered and addressed, but there is still some slight risk in the 

impact of these items in the findings of the research. 

This study has several limitations regarding the measures, methodology, sample, 

and COVID-19 constraints. The first limitation of the study is that the constructs used in 

the survey were all based on perceptions or intentions instead of actual behavior. 

Perceptions were measured for peer resentment and family-supportiveness, while 

turnover intentions were measured instead of actual turnover. Temporal instability is 

possible where perceptions and intentions change based on the respondents’ emotional 

state while taking the survey (Nunnally, 1994). Employees could be interviewed and 

asked about peer resentment they have experienced, both being resented by or feeling 

resentment towards their coworkers when they use flexible work arrangements. In 
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addition, more questions could be asked about how the employees feel that the 

organization is specifically family-supportive to obtain a more thorough understanding of 

the organization and its policies. Asking these questions could provide more insight about 

how the use of FWAs influences resentment among coworkers and their feelings related 

to leaving or staying with the organization. 

Although steps were taken to reduce the risk of common method bias, there was a 

potential concern in this study. The concern is about temporal separation of the data 

collection. The original data collection plan required that the survey be sent to 

respondents initially and then again in three weeks to allow for temporal separation that 

can increase the reliability of the study. The original plan and use of individual firms 

would have allowed for two data collection points because respondents could have been 

traced back to a specific firm to send a follow-up survey. Since the firms were unable to 

participate at the time data collection began, the use of State Society and MTurk 

respondents was the next best option. Common method bias could be a concern which 

could be mediated by collecting data using different methods (in-person or phone 

interviews) which could have increased the validity of the study.  

Survey research has several inherent limitations, the primary limitation is that 

respondents self-selected into the study and it is possible that people who feel strongly 

about the use of flexible work arrangements in their organization are the ones who 

responded. Self-selection bias can reduce the external validity of the study and limit the 

generalizability of the findings. The final sample was fairly distributed across different 

levels of positions, gender, and ages but the initial State Society sample had an unusually 

high number of respondents at the partner (owner) level and an average age of 50 years 
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old. These factors could have influenced the sample specifically on the family-supportive 

organizational perceptions measure.  

Another limitation of the study is that there is no way to guarantee that the 

respondents worked at a public accounting firm and used flexible work arrangements. 

The use of job function in finance and accounting premium qualifications in MTurk and 

screener questions was used to reduce the likelihood of people responding to the survey 

who were not representative of the population, but there is an inherent risk of untruthful 

responses in survey research.  

The global pandemic, COVID-19, created some limitations in this study. Prior to 

COVID-19, many public accounting employees may not have used flexible work 

arrangements, however, when COVID-19 emerged in the United States in February 2020, 

the mandatory lockdown significantly changed the way organizations were doing 

business. The most notable change made to the work environment was increased 

teleworking, which was required by many organizations. Although respondents were 

instructed to think of a time prior to COVID-19, it is still possible that respondents’ 

current perceptions of flexible work arrangements, perceived peer resentment, and 

family-supportiveness were influenced by the changes that were made in the first half of 

2020. It is also possible that respondents were feeling generally more/less supported by 

their organization not because of the organization itself, but because of government 

restrictions placed on businesses.  

Future Research 

This study has provided several areas of future research. First is the idea that other 

variables may influence the relationship between FWA use and peer resentment. Perhaps 
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another factor such as perceived organizational support or the more specific perceived 

supervisor support would be a better measure than general family-supportive 

organizational perceptions. Another potential avenue for future research would be to 

measure actual peer resentment in work groups and to evaluate family-supportive 

organizational perceptions across the entire firm. The actual peer resentment would be 

evaluated based on questionnaires and interviews given for dyads of individuals and all 

employees would be asked to complete a questionnaire on family-supportive 

organizational perceptions. This type of study would be labor intensive and would require 

the willingness of several firms to have an ongoing research project conducted with their 

employees.  

Future research could be performed using the variable of intensity instead of 

FWA use. The variable of intensity may provide more insight as to whether the level of 

peer resentment experienced varies based on the number of hours a colleague uses FWAs 

instead of the number of types of FWAs used. Another interesting area of research could 

include evaluation of the differences in perceptions of generations (Gen Z, millennials, 

Gen X, and baby boomers) to determine if FWA and peer resentment perceptions differ 

among these groups. 

The most pressing area for future research is the impact of COVID-19 on the use 

of FWAs and how mandated changes in working environment have impacted perceptions 

across all employees. This would be of interest because there is a population of previous 

non-FWA users who are now required to engage in alternative forms of work. It would be 

intriguing to determine if their views of working from home have changed and if they 

now understand the challenges associated with working from home. COVID-19 forced 
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many organizations to take the leap into using various types of flexible work 

arrangements that ranged from split shifts, to limited people in the office, to taking the 

entire operation remote. The impact of COVID-19 will be far reaching and may 

permanently change the way organizations do business in the future.  

Conclusion 

Research on how flexible work arrangements have impacted turnover intentions 

has been increasingly popular over the past 20 years. Results have shown that there are 

many positive outcomes of implementing FWAs but only a few that address the costs of 

these programs. Prior to this study, minimal research had been conducted on the impact 

of peer relationships when FWAs are used. To my knowledge, this is the only study that 

has evaluated the impact of perceived peer resentment on turnover intentions when 

employees use FWAs. The purpose of this study was to address the ongoing problem of 

high turnover in public accounting firms. Following social exchange theory, this study 

contributed to the literature by establishing a relationship between flexible work 

arrangement use and perceived peer resentment that influenced turnover intentions. It is 

critical for organizations to understand that there can be unintended consequences of 

using FWAs that may be contributing to continued turnover in public accounting.  

This study should be the beginning of the research that is focused on peer 

relationships when FWAs are involved. Firms should seek ways to improve and foster 

positive peer relationships in organizations, provide opportunities for employees to 

understand their colleagues use of FWAs, and to feel supported at all levels of the 

organization. This study is a steppingstone on the path to understanding the hidden costs 
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associated with offering FWAs so that firms can start working to overcome the impact of 

peer relationships with the hopes that it will reduce turnover in their firms.  
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Appendix A 

State Society Survey 

Introduction Screen 

This survey is seeking feedback from Public Accountants at public accounting firms 

about their experiences and perceptions regarding flexible work arrangements. Your 

participation in this study is sincerely appreciated. 

 

• Completion of the online survey will take approximately 10 minutes.  

• This study is designed to collect data on your experiences with flexible work 

arrangements and does not come with any direct risks.  

• This study does not have direct benefits to you as the participant but has the 

potential to help firms gain a more thorough understanding of how flexible work 

arrangements impact their employees and organizations. 

• The data collected in the online survey will remain anonymous and be kept 

confidential. The results of the study will be summarized, and recommendations 

will be provided to the firm. 

• You have the right after beginning the survey to withdraw at any time. Your 

participation is entirely voluntary and there will be no compensation associated 

with completing the online survey. 

 

You can access the Bill of Rights for Research Participants at 

http://www.creighton.edu/fileadmin/user/ResearchCompliance/IRB/Policies_and_Proced

ures/118_11_Bill_of_Rights_for_Research_Participants.pdf   

 

If you have any questions regarding the research study or online survey please feel free to 

contact me, Magan Calhoun, via email at maganxxxxxx@creighton.edu 

Thank you! 

 

Screening Questions – State Societies 

Screening Question 1a:  Do you currently work for a public accounting firm? Yes or No. 

If answer to 1a is “No,” then advance to Screening Question 1b:  Have you worked at a 

public accounting firm in the past 12 months? Yes or No. 

 

If the respondent answers yes to either question 1a or 1b then they will be taken to the 

actual survey. If the respondent answers no to both questions the respondent does not 

qualify for the survey and the survey will end. 

 

FWAs – Pre COVID-19 

Pre-COVID-19 and social distancing, which response best describes your use of each of 

the following flexible work arrangements? 

mailto:magancalhoun@creighton.edu
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A. Flexible scheduling: The ability to work outside of normal 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

working hours. 

B. Part-time work: The ability to work part-time during certain times of the year or 

part-time only. 

C. Telecommuting: The ability to work away from the home office; this does not 

include working at a client’s location. 

D. Compressed Workweek: The ability to work the same number of hours per week 

in less days, e.g., four, 10-hour days per week.  

 

1) Not offered, but I don’t need it. 

2) Not offered, but I could use it. 

3) Offered, but not used. 

4) Offered, and I use it. 

 

TI (Turnover Intentions) 

Before COVID-19 emerged in the United States in early 2020, how frequently had you 

seriously considered leaving your job in the previous six months (July to December 

2019)? 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

Peer Resentment – Pre-COVID-19 

BEFORE COVID-19, consider the following questions and rate your response 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

1. I feel like my coworkers can’t stand it when I use the work-family policies when 

they don’t.  

2. I feel like my coworkers are annoyed with additional work that they do when I 

take time off (or use the firm’s FWAs). 

3. I feel like my coworkers do not like to take on additional work when I take time 

off to tend to personal needs. 

4. I feel like my coworkers wish to use the flexible work arrangements that I use 

regularly. 

5. I feel like my coworkers resent me when I use my firm’s work-family policies 

(flexible work arrangements). 

 

FSOP – Pre-COVID-19 

Consider your organization PRIOR to COVID-19 and social distancing protocols; to 

what extent do you agree that each of the following statements represents the philosophy 

or beliefs of your organization? (Remember, these are not your own personal beliefs—but 

pertain to what you believe is the philosophy of your organization.) 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 
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1. Work should be the primary priority in a person’s life.

2. Employees who are highly committed to their personal lives cannot be highly

committed to their work.

3. Attending to personal needs, such as taking time off for sick children, is frowned

upon.

4. Individuals who take time off to attend to personal matters are not committed to

their work.

5. It is assumed that the most productive employees are those who put their work

before their family life.

6. The ideal employee is the one who is available 24 hours a day.

Turnover Intention 

How likely are you to leave your job in the next six months? 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

How often do you actively look for jobs outside of public accounting? 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

Demographic/Participant Variables 

Please indicate your gender. 

• Male

• Female

• Prefer not to answer

Please indicate the year you were born. _________ 

Please indicate your marital status. 

• Single

• Married

• Domestic Partners

• Widow/Widower

Do you have caregiver responsibilities? This can include children, parents, or other 

family members? 

• Yes

• No

Please select the category that best describes your current position at the firm. 
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• Staff/Associate

• Senior/In-Charge

• Supervisor

• Manager

• Senior Manager/Director

• Principal/Partner/Shareholder

Please indicate in months and years how long you have been with your current employer.  

____ months _____ years. 

Please answer the following questions: 

• Hispanic or Latino or Spanish Origin

• Not Hispanic or Latino or Spanish Origin

• Prefer not to answer

Please indicate your race, select all that apply: 

• American Indian or Alaska Native

• Asian

• African American (Black)

• Hispanic or Latino

• Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

• Caucasian (White)

• Prefer not to answer
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Appendix B 

MTurk Survey 

Introduction Screen 

This survey is seeking feedback from Public Accountants at public accounting firms 

about their experiences and perceptions regarding flexible work arrangements. Your 

participation in this study is sincerely appreciated. 

 

– This study is designed to collect data on your experiences with flexible work 

arrangements and does not come with any direct risks.  

– This study does not have direct benefits to you as the participant but has the 

potential to help firms gain a more thorough understanding of how flexible work 

arrangements impact their employees and organizations. 

– The reward for an eligible and complete response will be $3.00. All responses 

will be reviewed for completeness and will be paid within four days of 

completion.  

– This survey should take between 10 and 15-minutes to complete. You will have 

90 minutes to complete the survey. 

– There will be up to three screener questions that will take approximately 30 

seconds to complete and no compensation will be awarded if you do not qualify 

for the study. The screener questions will determine whether you qualify to 

participate in the study. If you do not qualify, then you will be taken to the end of 

the survey. If you qualify, you will be taken through the questionnaire which will 

consist of questions asking about your experiences and include response options 

of category selections, rating scales, yes/no, and general demographic 

information. After completion of the questionnaire, you will be provided a unique 

completion code from Qualtrics. Save this code and enter it into the MTurk Task 

when you are done. You MUST enter the assigned completion code into the 

MTurk task to be compensated for your response. 

– You have the right after beginning the survey to withdraw at any time. Your 

participation is entirely voluntary, and you may choose not to answer any 

question, but you must proceed to the final screen of the study in order to receive 

your completion code which you must submit in order to be paid. 

– In accordance with Mechanical Turk policies, we may reject your work if the 

Human Intelligence Task (HIT) was not completed correctly or the instructions 

were not followed. 

– Confidentiality:  Neither Amazon nor Magan Calhoun can establish or guarantee 

anonymity of MTurk workers who will be completing the questionnaire. Amazon 

allows linkage of MTurk ID to existing Amazon.com accounts, therefore, MTurk 
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workers may wish to restrict what information they choose to share in their public 

profile. 

The use of BlueQ powered by Qualtrics will generate unique completion codes that will 

need to be entered into MTurk and therefore Qualtrics will not record MTurk worker ID 

numbers with the questionnaire responses. MTurk ID numbers will not be stored or 

shared for any purpose beyond distributing compensation. MTurk ID numbers will not be 

shared with anyone outside of the research team, will be removed from the data set, 

and/or will not be linked to survey responses. 

 

Bill of Rights for Research Participants at 

http://www.creighton.edu/fileadmin/user/ResearchCompliance/IRB/Policies_and_Proced

ures/118_11_Bill_of_Rights_for_Research_Participants.pdf   

 

If you have any questions about the research, please contact me at 

maganxxxxxx@creighton.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a research 

subject, contact Creighton University's Campus Institutional Review Board at 

IRB@creighton.edu or at 402-280-2126. 

 

Thank you! 

 

Respond to 

I voluntarily consent to participate in this study 

I DO NOT voluntarily consent to participate in this study 

 

Respondent much select that they voluntarily consent to be advanced to the screener 

questions. If they respond that they do not consent, then the survey will end. 

 

Screening Questions 1 

Screening Question 1a:  Do you currently work for a public accounting firm? Yes or No. 

If answer to 1a is “No,” then advance to Screening Question 1b:  Have you worked at a 

public accounting firm in the past 12 months? Yes or No. 

 

If the respondent answers yes to either question 1a or 1b they will be taken to the next 

screening question. If the respondent answers no to both questions the respondent does 

not qualify for the survey and the survey will end. 

 

Screening Question 2  

Does the public accounting firm you currently work for or have most recently worked for 

provide flexible (alternative) work arrangements? Yes or No. 

Examples of FWAs include the ability to alter working hours, variations of part-time 

work opportunities, working from home, or any variations in work schedules and/or 

location.  
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If the respondent answers no to both questions the respondent does not qualify for the 

survey and the survey will end. 

 

FWAs – Pre COVID-19 

Pre-COVID-19 and social distancing, which response best describes your use of each of 

the following flexible work arrangements? 

A. Flexible scheduling: The ability to work outside of normal 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

working hours. 

B. Part-time work: The ability to work part-time during certain times of the year or 

part-time only. 

C. Telecommuting: The ability to work away from the home office; this does not 

include working at a client’s location. 

D. Compressed Workweek: The ability to work the same number of hours per week 

in less days, e.g., four, 10-hour days per week.  

 

1) Not offered, but I don’t need it. 

2) Not offered, but I could use it. 

3) Offered, but not used. 

4) Offered, and I use it. 

 

TI  

Before COVID-19 emerged in the United States in early 2020, how frequently had you 

seriously considered leaving your job in the previous six months (July to December 

2019)? 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

Peer Resentment – Pre-COVID-19 

BEFORE COVID-19, consider the following questions and rate your response 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

1. I feel like my coworkers can’t stand it when I use the work-family policies when 

they don’t.  

2. I feel like my coworkers are annoyed with additional work that they do when I 

take time off (or use the firm’s FWAs). 

3. I feel like my coworkers do not like to take on additional work when I take time 

off to tend to personal needs. 

4. I feel like my coworkers wish to use the flexible work arrangements that I use 

regularly. 

5. I feel like my coworkers resent me when I use my firm’s work-family policies 

(flexible work arrangements). 
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FSOP – Pre-COVID-19 

Consider your organization PRIOR to COVID-19 and social distancing protocols; to 

what extent do you agree that each of the following statements represents the philosophy 

or beliefs of your organization? (Remember, these are not your own personal beliefs—but 

pertain to what you believe is the philosophy of your organization.) 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

1. Work should be the primary priority in a person’s life. 

2. Employees who are highly committed to their personal lives cannot be highly 

committed to their work. 

3. Attending to personal needs, such as taking time off for sick children is frowned 

upon. 

4. Individuals who take time off to attend to personal matters are not committed to 

their work. 

5. It is assumed that the most productive employees are those who put their work 

before their family life. 

6. The ideal employee is the one who is available 24 hours a day. 

 

Turnover Intention 

How likely are you to leave your job in the next six months? 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

How often do you actively look for jobs outside of public accounting? 

1 = not at all, 2 = very little, 3 = somewhat, 4 = quite a bit, 5 = a great deal 

 

Demographic/Participant Variables 

Please indicate your gender. 

• Male 

• Female 

• Prefer not to answer 

Please indicate the year you were born. _________ 

Please indicate your marital status. 

• Single 

• Married 

• Domestic Partners 

• Widow/Widower 
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Do you have caregiver responsibilities? This can include children, parents or other family 

members? 

• Yes

• No

Please select the category that best describes your current position at the firm. 

• Staff/Associate

• Senior/In-Charge

• Supervisor

• Manager

• Senior Manager/Director

• Principal/Partner/Shareholder

Please indicate in months and years how long you have been with your current employer.  

____ months _____ years. 

Indicate the state in which you work (e.g. where the public accounting firm is (was) 

located). Please use standard abbreviations (e.g. Texas – TX, Wyoming – WY, New York 

– NY).

Please answer the following questions: 

• Hispanic or Latino or Spanish Origin

• Not Hispanic or Latino or Spanish Origin

• Prefer not to answer

Please indicate your race, select all that apply: 

• American Indian or Alaska Native

• Asian

• African American

• Hispanic or Latino

• Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

• Caucasian (White)

• Prefer not to answer

Completion code generator – this is the where the MTurk worker would get their 

completion code to enter in the MTurk HIT system. 
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Appendix C 

Sample Demographics 

Attribute  

State 

Societies 

State 

Societies 

% MTurk 

MTurk 

% Total 

Total 

% 

Gender Male 38 36.2% 64 59.8% 101 44.5% 

      Female 64 62.9% 42 39.3% 111 48.9% 

      Prefer not to 

answer 1 1.0% 1 0.9% 2 .9% 

Marital Status  Single 17 17.1% 25 23.4% 44 20.6% 

      Married 85 81.9% 79 73.8% 166 77.6% 

 Domestic Partner 1 1.0% 3 2.8% 4 1.9% 

 Widow/Widower 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Caregiver 

Responsibilities  

Yes 

51 49.5% 82 76.6% 136 63.6% 

 No 52 50.5% 25 23.4% 78 36.4% 

Current Position  Staff/Associate 7 6.7% 24 22.4% 31 14.5 

      Senior/In-Charge 9 8.6% 18 16.8% 29 13.6 

 Supervisor 0 0.0% 18 16.8% 26 12.1 

      Manager 7 6.7% 42 39.3% 57 26.6 

 Senior 

Manager/Director 16 15.2% 4 3.7% 20 9.3 

 Principal/Partner/ 

Shareholder 50 47.6% 1 0.9% 51 23.8 

Months with Employer        

     State Societies (N=103) Mean = 14 years, 4.5 

months 

Min = 8 mo 

Max 54 yrs, 2 mo 

  Mean = 8 years 

7 months 

Min = 1 mo, 

Max = 54 years 

     MTurk (N=106)   Mean = 36 mo 

Min = 1 mo,  
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Attribute 

State 

Societies 

State 

Societies 

% MTurk 

MTurk 

% Total 

Total 

% 

Max = 12 yr, 6 mo 

Types of FWAs 

Used 

Flexible 

Scheduling 68 55.7% 62 57.9% 130 57.5% 

Part-time Work 31 25.% 24 22.4% 55 24.3% 

Telecommuting 53 43.4% 54 50.5% 108 47.8% 

Compressed 

Workweek 24 19.7% 36 33.6% 60 26.5% 
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Appendix D 

State Society Recruitment Letter – Email Template 

My name is Magan Calhoun. I am currently a Doctor of Business Administration student 

at Creighton University in Omaha, Nebraska. I am reaching out to request participation in 

a survey regarding the use of flexible work arrangements in organizations. This survey is 

a critical component of my dissertation research and I would sincerely appreciate your 

consideration to participate.  

 

This survey would take members no longer than 15 minutes to complete and ideally there 

will be two data collection time frames, the first being in early August 2020 and the other 

in Early September of 2020. All responses collected will be anonymous and kept 

confidential. 

 

I understand the demands that COVID-19 has placed on public accounting firms which 

may create reservations in agreeing to participate in this survey. I would be forever 

grateful for your consideration and willingness to participate. If you are interested in the 

types of questions that will be included in the survey, I have attached a detailed study 

summary for your review. 

 

If your state society may be interested in participating in this survey and you would like 

more information please feel free to email me at maganxxxxx@creighton.edu or call me 

at 940-337-xxxx. I look forward to hearing from you and hope that you have a wonderful 

week. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Magan Calhoun 
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• Creighton University HS eForm
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o Firm Recruitment - Complete Study Summary - Original with Track Changes
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Clean Copy
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This Modification will involve the following changes: 1) Two new study variables have been 

added (flexible work arrangements and perceived organizational support), 2) One study variable 



has been removed (family supportive organizational perceptions), 3) Questions about all study 

variables before and during COVID-19 have been added, 4) Respondents have changed from 

employees at public accounting firms to members of State Societies of Certified Public 

Accountant Organizations, and 5) Demographic questions have been added.  

This project has been determined to be exempt from Federal Policy for Protection of Human 

Subjects as per 45CFR46.101 (b) 2 and the revision(s) you have made do not change that 

determination.  Therefore, the modification is approved.  

All protocol modifications and changes are to be submitted to the IRB and may not be 

implemented until approved by the IRB.  Please use the ‘Request for Modification’ form when 

submitting changes.  You must track all changes in the documents affected by the Modification 

so that the Board can appropriately review and approve the submission.   

If you have any questions, please contact the IRB Office at 402-280-2126 or irb@creighton.edu.  

Please include your project title and number in all correspondence with this Board. 
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Firms 

REFERENCE #: 1404389-1-03 
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REVIEW TYPE: Exempt 
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ACTION: APPROVED 

Thank you for your Modification submission materials for this project.  The following item(s) 

were reviewed in this submission: 

• Creighton University HS eForm

• Request for Modification

o Survey Instrument Changes

o MTurk Requester Pricing Sheet

o MTurk Description and Information

o MTurk Informed Consent

o MTurk Requester Project Information

o MTurk Requester Project Preview and Finish Page

This Modification will involve the following changes: 1) The PI will use Amazon Mechanical 

Turk (MTurk) as a platform to distribute her survey, 2) 100 participants will be recruited via 

MTurk, 3) A screening question has been added to the survey distributed through MTurk, and 4) 

An informed consent and introductory page has been added to the survey distributed through 

MTurk, especially with regard to participant compensation.  

This project has been determined to be exempt from Federal Policy for Protection of Human 

Subjects as per 45CFR46.101 (b) 2 and the revision(s) you have made do not change that 

determination.  Therefore, the modification is approved.  
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All protocol modifications and changes are to be submitted to the IRB and may not be 

implemented until approved by the IRB.  Please use the ‘Request for Modification’ form when 

submitting changes.  You must track all changes in the documents affected by the Modification 

so that the Board can appropriately review and approve the submission.   

If you have any questions, please contact the IRB Office at 402-280-2126 or irb@creighton.edu.  

Please include your project title and number in all correspondence with this Board. 
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Magan Calhoun | My Account | Sign Out | Help

Create
Manage
Developer

New Project
New Batch with an Existing Project

Your project was successfully saved.

Edit Project

1 Enter Properties
2 Design Layout
3 Preview and Finish

Project Name: FWAs in Public Accounting  This name is not displayed to Workers.
Describe your survey to Workers

Title
12-Minute Survey: Flexible Work Arrangements in Public Accounting

Describe the survey to Workers. Be as specific as possible, e.g. "answer a survey about movies", instead of "short survey", so Workers
know what to expect.

Description
Give more detail about this survey. This gives Workers a bit more information before they decide to view your survey.

Keywords survey, public accounting, flexible work arrangements, alternative work arrangements, accountants, accounting
Provide keywords that will help Workers search for your tasks.

Setting up your survey

Reward per response
$ 2.25

This is how much a Worker will be paid for completing your survey. Consider how long it will take a Worker to
complete your survey.

Number of respondents 100
How many unique Workers do you want to complete your survey?

Time allotted per Worker 90 Minutes
Maximum time a Worker has to complete the survey. Be generous so that Workers are not rushed.

Survey expires in 7 Days
Maximum time your survey will be available to Workers on Mechanical Turk.

Auto-approve and pay
Workers in

4 Days
This is the amount of time you have to reject a Worker's assignment after they submit the assignment.

Worker requirements
Tip: Use Premium Qualifications to specify Workers that are eligible to work on your tasks based on their Education, Marital Status, and more. More details here.

Require that Workers be Masters to do your tasks (Who are Mechanical Turk Masters?)

Yes No
Specify any additional qualifications Workers must meet to work on your tasks:

Job Function - Accounting & Finance True Remove
Location is
UNITED STATES (US) Remove

(+) Add another criterion(up to 3 more)
(Premium Qualifications incur additional fees, see Pricing Details to learn more)

Project contains adult content (See details)

This project may contain potentially explicit or offensive content, for example, nudity.

Task Visibility (What is task visibility?)

If you are currently or have worked in public accounting in the last 12-months and your firm offers(ed) FWAs, this survey will collect data on the impa
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Input Data Format

The input data must be a CSV file (comma separated values). CSV is a common format for representing tabular data. Columns are separated by
commas and rows are separated by newlines/carriage returns. For example:

    Name,Age<newline> 
    John Smith,40<newline> 
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Most spreadsheet applications allow you to save your spreadsheet in the CSV format. For example in Microsoft Excel:
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2. Select Save as type -> CSV (Comma delimited)(*.csv)
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