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Abstract

Money is consistently one of the most common and significant sources of stress in
America. The American Psychological Association’s annual Stress in America survey
has found that money and work have been two of the top sources of “very” or
“somewhat” significant stress for Americans since 2007, when the first report was
released (American Psychological Association, 2017). Drawing upon the work-home
resources model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), this study examined the
longitudinal effects of financial strain as a component of the work-home interface on a
sample of 512 employed veterans from the post-9/11 era. The work-home resources
model posits that contextual demands and contextual resources in one domain (i.e., work
or non-work) influence outcomes in the opposite domain through losses and gains of
personal resources. Lower scores on a measure of financial strain represent better ability
to meet financial needs, and the ability to meet financial needs is argued to represent a
personal capital resource that could serve as a mechanism in the work-home interface.
Using three waves of data, the study examined longitudinal effects on both behavioral
and attitudinal outcomes of importance to veterans and organizations alike. Results did
not confirm the role financial strain plays in the interface between work and home
domains, as hypotheses were generally unsupported. Implications for both theory and
practice, as well as limitations of the study and future directions for research are

discussed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

As of April 2017, there were 7.1 million unemployed workers in the United States
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2017a). Though unemployment rates have improved
considerably over the last several years, there continue to be high rates of underemployed
and marginally attached workers struggling to find jobs, as well. An additional 5.3
million workers are classified as involuntary part-time workers (i.e., workers who would
prefer full-time employment), while 1.5 million workers are classified as marginally
attached (i.e., individuals who searched for jobs within the past twelve months but were
not counted as unemployed because they had not searched in the past four weeks). Even
within employed individuals, financial stressors are common. In the most recent report of
occupational wages, only two of the ten largest occupations in the United States showed
an average wage above the U.S. mean of $49,630; the two above-average wages were for
registered nurses and for general and operations managers (Bureau of Labor Statistics,
2017b). Several of the remaining eight largest occupations fell substantially below the
mean, including retail salespersons (i.e., $27,180), cashiers (i.c., $21,680), and food
preparation and serving workers (i.e., $20,460). Due to these and other wage issues, in
combination with financial demands, many workers experience a discrepancy between
income and financial needs that threatens their ability to meet demands.

Within the U.S. military service member population, financial stressors are of
particular concern. As of September 2015, there were over 4.7 million United States
veterans from the post-9/11 era (National Center for Veterans Analysis and Statistics,
2015). As veterans return from service and enter the civilian workforce, many face issues

of civilian unemployment and underemployment, often while juggling National Guard or



Reserve Component duties. Approximately 53% of veterans in 2010 and 2011 faced a
period of unemployment within 15 months of separation (Department of Veteran Affairs,
2015). Additionally, veteran status is linked with 50-65% higher odds of unemployment
when compared with civilians of similar characteristics, with even higher odds for female
veterans (Kleykamp, 2013). A lack of employment stability during the transition to the
civilian workforce likely contributes to stress experiences related to financial
circumstances, especially as this lack of employment stability is often coupled with other
reintegration challenges. For example, Adler and colleagues (2011) studied a sample of
post-9/11 veterans, both employed and unemployed, and found that both alcohol/illicit
drug use and psychiatric disorders, including major depressive disorder, posttraumatic
stress disorder, and generalized anxiety disorder, were associated with several types of
work impairment and productivity loss.

In addition to challenges of transitioning back to civilian employment, financial
management is also known to be a challenge veterans face. One study by Elbogen and
colleagues (2013) found, in a sample of over 1,000 veterans, that 30% reported “money
mismanagement” (e.g., bouncing a check, going over credit limit), which was associated
with increased likelihood of homelessness over the subsequent year. Another study found
that veterans who did not have enough money to cover basic needs were more likely to
experience criminal arrest, homelessness, substance abuse, suicidal behavior, aggression,
and other adjustment issues (Elbogen, Johnson, Wagner, Newton, and Beckham, 2012).
While veterans are not alone in facing money management challenges (e.g., the annual
American Psychological Association’s [2017] Stress in America survey showed that 61%

of Americans rated money as a very or somewhat significant source of stress),



transitioning veterans face challenges that the average civilian does not encounter.
Preventing financial stress experiences is important to preventing negative outcomes
regardless of military status, but is particularly important for veterans, given the other
challenges veterans already have to face as they transition back to civilian life.

To help determine how both organizations and society at large can better aid
transitioning veterans, additional research on the role of financial stress experiences in
both the work and home domains, as well as the interface between work and home, is
needed. Greater knowledge of predictors that shape financial stress experiences will
provide targets to actively try to improve financial stress experiences in veterans.
Likewise, greater knowledge of outcomes from financial stress experiences will provide
motives for organizations and governmental bodies to support this type of intervention
work. To support these goals, the purpose of the current study was to determine the role
of veterans’ financial strain in the work-home interface over a period of nine months.
Financial Stress Experiences

Financial stress experiences come in many different forms. Conger and colleagues
(1994) argue that financial stress experiences often span both objective and subjective
conceptualizations, even within the same stressor. As a result, financial stressors have
been defined as “aspects of economic life that are potential stressors for employees and
their families and consist of both objective and subjective components reflecting the
employment and income dimensions of the worker-earner role” (Probst, 2005, p. 268).
Researchers thus explore financial stressors through both objective and subjective
measures. Objective financial stressors include loss of income or duration of

unemployment, while subjective financial stressors include worries about job loss or fears



of ability to meet financial demands.

In existing research, which will be described in greater detail Chapter 2, financial
stressors have been tied to psychological and physiological health outcomes. However, it
is important to emphasize that individuals with similar incomes can still have vastly
different experiences and outcomes, based on non-employment related factors (e.g.,
larger families for support or differing housing costs; Kahn & Pearlin, 2006). While there
1s a separate body of evidence surrounding the relationship objective financial measures
such as income share with health and well-being, the experience of individuals can still
differ greatly beyond the effects of objective stressors alone, based on their subjective
perceptions of their financial circumstances. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) argue that it is
the perception of stress may be more important than the objective exposure to stress.
Thus, the current study focuses on a more subjective stressor through examination of
what has been termed financial strain in past literature. Financial strain represents
perceptions of whether one’s income is adequate to meet demands, such as having
enough money to pay bills and to buy necessities (Angel, Frisco, Angel, & Chiriboga,
2003; Son & Wilson, 2015). Financial strain measures thus account for an individual’s
assessment of their needs and ability to meet those needs. Chapter 2 provides a more
detailed discussion of this construct.

Study Overview and Contributions

The theoretical foundation for this study lies in the work-home resources model
(ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), proposed here as a framework within which to
examine the role of financial strain in veterans’ work-home experiences over time. The

work-home resources model posits that contextual demands and contextual resources in
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one domain (i.e., work or non-work) influence outcomes in the opposite domain through

losses and gains of personal resources. One category of personal resources proposed in
the model is capital resources, which reflects the inclusion of financial resources as one
potential personal resource of importance. Financial strain, as a measure of ability to
meet financial needs, represents a personal capital resource that may serve as a key
mechanism in the work-home interface. The current study thus focuses specifically on
utilizing the work-home resources model to expand understanding of how work and
home demands and resources impact veterans’ health, well-being, and attitudes through
levels of financial strain.

The study tests the influence of financial strain in both directions of the interface
between domains: work to home, as well as home to work. Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker
(2012) propose three types of outcomes, each found in both the work and home domains,
in their model, including production, behavioral, and attitudinal. I focus on home and
work outcomes in the behavioral and attitudinal areas in particular. Behavioral outcomes
in the hypothesized models include health and safety behaviors, as well as job-search
behaviors. Attitudinal outcomes in the hypothesized models include satisfaction,
commitment, and turnover intentions. Furthermore, in assessing the role of contextual
resources, the hypothesized models target social support resources from both home and
work domains. Figure 1 depicts the conceptual model from the work-home resources
model, and Figures 2 and 3 depict the hypothesized mediation models, all of which will
be described in greater detail in the following chapters.

This study is built around providing several contributions to the current literature.

First, the study tests the primary propositions of the work-home resources model, which



1s still relatively new to the literature and has not yet received substantial testing. The
study focuses on the role of financial strain as a personal resource in the interface
between the work and home domains. By expanding understanding of how a financial
stressor can serve as a link between domains, this study contributes to untangling the role
of financial stressors in order to find the best targets for interventions and provide support
for why these interventions are important. This study also tests the work-home resources
model by expanding upon previous financial strain models. While a variety of well-being
outcomes have been explored in relation to financial stressors, several behavior and
attitudinal outcomes have not been explored in relation to financial strain. For example,
workplace safety has been largely ignored in the financial stress literature. Probst and
Brubaker (2001) examined the effects of job insecurity on employee safety, but financial
strain has been thus far left out of this relatively recent intersection of the financial stress
and safety literatures.

Second, the current study utilized a longitudinal approach, integrating three waves
of data over a period of nine months and specifically testing whether the particular
organization a veteran works in affects veteran outcomes. Probst (2010) recommends the
use of a multilevel approach when investigating relations between occupational stress and
well-being, calling for increased use of multilevel methods that take into account the
personal and contextual factors that align with most contemporary stress theories and
models. Additionally, Bliese and Jex (2002) also note the importance of increased focus
on multilevel perspectives in occupational health research. The addition of several social
support resources to this literature is novel, while also helping to meet the call for

multilevel conceptualizations.
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Finally, this study contributes to the current literature by focusing on an employed

sample of veterans and service members. Financial stress has previously been examined
more commonly in the context of job loss (e.g., Creed, Muller, & Machin, 2001; Ullah,
1990), but perceptions of financial stress are much less commonly measured within
employed samples, with the exception of the construct of job insecurity. Perceptions of
financial stress that are not specific to unemployment or job insecurity are even less often
measured in veteran samples. More research is needed to assess how financial stress
influences employed individuals in general (Sinclair & Cheung, 2016), and still more to
assess how financial stress influences transitioning veterans. This study seeks to fill that
gap and provide more research on veteran reintegration experiences. In general, past
research on financial strain has focused on those populations considered to be at higher
risk, such as elderly individuals (e.g., Angel et al., 2003) or clinical populations (e.g.,
Mattsson et al., 2008). By targeting a sample of employed veterans and service members,
this study contributes new understanding that can be applied to both veterans and the
broader employed population.

Because the current study bridges the financial stress and work-family literatures,
which are not often integrated, the next two chapters focus on providing an overview of
each as it pertains to the focal study variables and relationships. Subsequent chapters
present descriptions of the theoretical model, the hypothesized models, the methods used
in the study, the analysis strategy, and, finally, an outline and discussion of the results of

the study.



Chapter 2: Financial Strain

Financial stress represents “aspects of economic life that are potential stressors for
individuals and families” (Voydanoft, 1990, p. 1102). Financial stress measures have
been classified into four categories using the combination of two different criteria:
employment versus income stressors and subjective versus objective stressors (Probst,
2005; Sinclair, Sears, Probst, & Zajack, 2010; Voydanoff, 1990). Employment stressors
are those related to maintaining employment status, while income stressors are based on
ability to meet financial demands. Subjective stressors represent individuals’ perceptual
assessments of their situation, while objective stressors represent direct measures of
employment or finances. Thus, the four categories are objective employment stressors
(e.g., current employment status), subjective employment stressors (e.g., perceptions of
job insecurity), objective income stressors (e.g., inability of income to meet financial
need), and subjective income stressors (e.g., perceived adequacy of income, including
financial strain, the focus of this study).

A recent review by Sinclair and Cheung (2016) covered the current state of the
financial stress literature and supported a need for further development. Sinclair and
Cheung highlight what is a striking lack of occupational health research focused on
financial stress and note that the majority of the research that does exist has focused on
employment stressors, such an unemployment and job insecurity. Because modern
society depends upon money to meet basic life needs, and employment provides a source
of money, finances are innately intertwined with work experiences. Thus, occupational
health researchers are uniquely positioned to target this area of potential stress from the

perspective of the worker in particular. Application of occupational health theories to



financial stress experiences can add to the broader literature on financial stress, which
spans numerous fields of study, and provides a unique and critical perspective. One
primary criticism of this literature has been the lack of theoretical background, and
occupational health is well positioned to improve upon this deficiency. The current study
utilizes an occupational health theory—the work-home resources model (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012)—to explore financial stress experiences.
Subjective Income Stressors

Falling into the subjective income category described above, financial strain
represents a perception of ability to meet financial need (Son & Wilson, 2015). While
objective income measures can provide important information about an individual’s
experiences, the subjective sense of income adequacy cannot be directly observed (Angel
et al., 2003), yet may be of even greater importance in understanding individual
experiences and outcomes. Although objective income is related to subjective financial
strain perceptions, they are not perfectly aligned and can differ by individual (Mirowsky
& Ross, 1999; Young & Schieman, 2012). A study by Morra and colleagues (2008)
found that objective student debt was weakly related to financial strain, but anticipated
levels of future debt were more strongly related to financial strain, illustrating the
differences between subjective and objective measurement and the importance of context
and life circumstances. Various demands and lifestyle choices can substantially impact
financial need and income adequacy (e.g., having children requires greater economic
resources; Ross & Huber, 1985), and these differences are better captured with subjective

measures.
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One reason subjective measures provide key information is that they represent an

assessment that can be used when considering the stressor-strain relationship. A stressor
is “the particular relationship between the person and the environment that is appraised
by the person as taxing or exceeding his or her resources and endangering his or her well-
being” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 19). Stressors therefore require appraisal to be so
defined. While a measure like objective income may also be a stressor, in that it leads to a
strain (i.e., a negative consequence of stress; Koeske & Koeske, 1993), that is only the
case if the individual appraises it as a stressor. Financial strain and possible ways to
reduce its effects are thus critical to understand because if financial strain continues over
time, it becomes a chronic stressor, which can cause more negative outcomes over time
than a discrete stressor (e.g., Kahn & Pearlin, 2006; Thoits, 2010).
Financial Stress and Well-Being

Various financial stressors, including unemployment, job insecurity, and income
inadequacy have been tied to psychological and physiological health (e.g., Catalano,
Dooley, Wilson, & Hough, 1993; Dooley, Prause, & Ham-Rowbottom, 2000), social
relationships and family functioning (e.g., Burke & Greenglass, 2001; Vinokur, Price, &
Caplan, 1996), and job-specific outcomes (e.g., Rosenblatt, Talmud, & Ruvio, 1999;
Sverke, Hellgren, & Niaswall, 2002). Financial strain, in particular, can lead to decreased
psychological well-being (Martin, Gruendahl, & Martin, 2001), decreased trust in others
(Krause, 1991), decreased life satisfaction (Dolan, Peasgood, & White, 2008; Watson,
Barber, & Dziurawiec, 2015), increased depression (Kahn & Pearlin, 2006), and
decreased self-esteem (Pearlin et al., 1981). Further exploration of behavioral and

attitudinal outcomes associated with financial strain, as were assessed in the current
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study, provide novel contributions to the financial strain literature and improve

understanding of its effects. Behavioral work outcomes assessed include safety
compliance and job search behaviors, while attitudinal work outcomes include job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions. Behavioral home
outcomes include diet and exercise behaviors, while the focal attitudinal home outcome
be life satisfaction. Empirical support for, or description of novelty of, each of the
hypothesized relationships are described in Chapter 5.

Frameworks of Financial Stress

Sinclair and colleagues (2010) proposed a multilevel model of financial stress and
employee well-being that integrates macroeconomic, organizational, and individual
factors into a single, comprehensive model. The broader model considers antecedents,
mechanisms, and outcomes across all three levels. The present study applies many of
these relationships. Within a portion of this model, Sinclair and colleagues propose that
individual financial stress perceptions are influenced by macroeconomic, organizational,
and individual antecedents, as well as organizational strategies and individual
moderators, and that financial stress perceptions are tied to individual health—
relationships that are all applicable to the hypothesized models.

An additional conceptualization of financial strain that provides important
background for this study is that of financial strain in the resource context. Past
researchers have conceptualized income adequacy as a resource (e.g., Lynch & Kaplan,
2000). Adequate income provides access to not just the ability to meet basic needs, but
also to a larger variety and better quality of goods and conditions, as well as ready access

to the skills and labor of others. Thus, the income adequacy represented by low financial
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strain is a resource, and high financial strain represents a lack of resource in that income

is perceived as insufficient to meet financial demands.
Financial Stress in Veterans

Financial stress is particularly important to study in veteran populations, both
because existing issues have been documented and need to be further explored and
because veterans already face so many other obstacles during and following reintegration
to civilian life. Several studies have focused on the employment stressor side of the
financial stress literature within veteran populations. One Department of Veteran Affairs
report (2015) found that over 50% of veterans in 2010 and 2011 were unemployed at
some point within 15 months of separating from the military. Kleykamp (2013) found
that veterans have substantially higher odds of unemployment compared to their civilian
counterparts, with the highest odds for female veterans.

Other studies have focused on the income stressor side of financial stress in
veterans. Elbogen and colleagues (2013) found that 30% of veterans reported “money
mismanagement”. Adler and colleagues (2011) found that, even among employed
veterans, 12% reported they could not “make ends meet.” This could be particularly
problematic because Elbogen and colleagues (2012) found that veterans who could not
cover basic needs with their existing income and financial resources were more likely to
experience criminal arrest, homelessness, substance abuse, suicidal behavior, and
aggression. Beyond obtaining enough income, studies have found that military families
face other financial challenges. Oron (2006) and others have found that military families
are particularly targeted by predatory lending practices, such as payday and car title

loans. These factors, combined with the many other simultaneous challenges of
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reintegration, make financial stress an important aspect of reintegration to consider and

study.
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Chapter 3: The Work-Family Interface

Scholars have long considered the interplay between work and nonwork aspects
of life, but especially so over the last several decades (Veal, 2004). This area of study is
commonly referred to as the work-family interface, despite how broadly the “family”
domain can be defined, often encompassing traditional family roles (e.g., spousal,
parental, eldercare) as well as roles related to friendships, communities, leisure activities,
and the self (e.g., Kreiner, 2006). Although some studies measure specific nonwork roles
(e.g., Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007; Butler, 2007), previous research has primarily
either combined nonwork roles into a single measure or used single-role-specific
measures that are not supported by strong evidence of construct validity (Wilson &
Baumann, 2015). While differentiating among nonwork roles provides a finer-grained
analysis of the work-nonwork interface, the current study follows the tradition of the
literature in referring the work-family interface more broadly. This distinction represents
an important area for continued future research.

Throughout the development of society, the roles that people hold have evolved
dramatically. Over the past 60 years, increased participation of women in the workforce
has led to changes in the structure of work and family roles, increasing the percentage of
dual-career couples and changing responsibilities within the family to meet childcare and
household needs (Hammer & Zimmerman, 2011). The aging of the workforce and the
broader population has also changed the structure of nonwork life, with more individuals
retiring later and more workers providing eldercare for aging family members—and often

even simultaneously providing care for both children and elders (Neal & Hammer, 2007).
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Developments in technology have helped workers meet these changing demands,

allowing greater flexibility in both time and location of work, such as through remote and
virtual work. Meta-analytic research has shown that flexible work arrangements are
related to lower work interference with family life (Allen, Johnson, Kiburz, & Shockley,
2013), making these organization-level policies very valuable to workers. However,
national policies to support work-family needs have been slow to keep up. The United
States, in particular, offers few national policies to support working families when
compared with other countries that are at both similar and less advanced stages of
development (Heymann & McNeill, 2012; Winston, 2014). In spite of the lack of national
support for work-family needs—or perhaps even because of the lack of national support,
as Hammer and colleagues (2006) argued—organizations in the United States continue to
develop their own policies. However, these policies are almost exclusively available to
higher-wage workers and those in large organizations, leaving most low-wage workers
with little support, even though they are often most in need (Hammer et al., 2013). Since
the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) was passed, states and cities have begun to
implement their own policies and procedures, including some paid family and sick leave
policies, as well as temporary disability insurance (Winston, 2014).
Theoretical Models

A wide selection of theories has been used to guide work-family research;
however, Matthews and colleagues (2016) present four theories that have been most
consistently relied upon in work-family research: role theory, systems theory,

conservation of resources theory, and boundary theory. While all four theories have been
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important to the work-family field, the first three are particularly relevant to this study

and will be described next.

The first relevant work-family theory is that of role theory (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964), which is perhaps the most foundational. Role theory posits
that roles are determined by others’ expectations of appropriate behaviors. Furthermore,
when the demands of one role are not compatible with the demands of another role,
interrole conflict occurs, often leading to strain (Katz & Kahn, 1978). In the work-family
literature, Greenhaus & Beutell (1985) define work-family conflict as “a form of interrole
conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually
incompatible in some respect” (p. 77). Work-family conflict is bi-directional (i.e., work-
to-family and family-to-work) and is thought to consist of three types: time-based, strain-
based, and behavior-based conflict. Beyond creating conflict, engagement with multiple
roles also has potential to benefit individuals, as roles help build self-definition, guide
behavior, and create meaningfulness (Thoits, 1983; 1986). This positive view of the
interaction between roles has given rise to the work-family enrichment literature, which
argues that work and nonwork roles can be beneficial to each other (Edwards &
Rothbard, 2000).

Role theory thus contributes foundational support to the work-home resources
model because the work-home resources model presents ideas about interactions between
the work and home domains. The processes described in the model reflect conflict and
enrichment processes (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), as demands in one domain are

posited to lead to negative outcomes in the other domain through differences in personal
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resources (i.e., conflict), while resources in one domain are posited to lead to beneficial

outcomes in the other domain through resource accumulation (i.e., enrichment).

A second relevant theory in work-family research is systems theory, which argues
that two or more interrelated parts make up a system, and that there are four interrelated
systems (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). A microsystem consists of an individual and their
immediate situation. A mesosystem is made up of interactions between microsystems. An
exosystem includes other social structures that influence behavior. Finally, a
macrosystem is the broader, often society-level patterns that show the values of the
culture. Hammer and Zimmerman (2011) developed an integrative work-family systems
model that incorporates both role theory and systems theory and proposes that work and
nonwork domains are microsystems within the mesosystem of the work-family interface.
The model also includes the broader exosystem of community, organizational, and family
factors, as well as the macrosystem of society, incorporating socioeconomic, legal, and
political factors.

Systems theory is built into several aspects of the work-home resources model
and thus provides support for the current study. First, contextual demands, contextual
resources, personal resources, and key resources in the work-home resources model all
reflect aspects of the microsystem and interactions between microsystems, in that the
influence of several individual difference variables and the interactions between the
individual’s work and home domains are modeled. Second, macro resources in the work-
home resources model reflect the inclusion of the exosystem and/or macrosystem.

A final foundational work-family theory—perhaps the most directly relevant—is

that of conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989; 2002). Conservation of resources



18
theory posits that individuals are motivated by the desire to obtain, maintain, and protect

resources, and that threats to resources, loss of resources, and lack of resource gain
following investment of resources all can lead to strain. Resources are very broadly
defined within conservation of resources theory, consisting of objects, personal
characteristics, conditions, or energies that the individual values or that can help the
individual gain further resources. Conservation of resources theory has been criticized for
this broad definition (e.g., Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014),
but recent work continues to refine and clarify the definition of resources. One such
contribution is the work-home resources model, which categorizes resources based on
dimensions of both source and transience. The work-home resources model is heavily
based in conservation of resources theory, which will be discussed in Chapter 4.
Key Constructs

The most common conceptualization of the interactions between work and
nonwork domains distinguishes between work-family conflict and work-family
enrichment. Work-family conflict occurs when the demands of one role interfere with the
demands of another role (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), while work-family enrichment
occurs when involvement in one role benefits quality of life in another role (Edwards &
Rothbard, 2000). Conflict and enrichment can occur bidirectionally, with conflict or
enrichment originating from the work domain and impacting the nonwork domain, or
originating from the nonwork domain and impacting the work domain.
Known Predictors and Outcomes

A substantial body of research has been devoted to antecedents and consequences

of both conflict and enrichment. The following review will highlight several key
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predictors and outcomes of both, distinguishing between work-to-family and family-to-

work processes when possible, as predictors and outcomes are different for each
originating domain (e.g., Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992). Additionally, the review will
rely primarily on meta-analytic evidence to help summarize this large body of work.

Predictors of conflict. Across the work-family conflict literature, there is
substantial evidence for unique antecedents for the two directions of conflict. Within the
work domain, research suggests that elements of the work role are more strongly related
to work-to-family conflict (WTFC) than to family-to-work conflict (FTWC) (Byron,
2005). For example, a meta-analysis by Michel and colleagues (2011a) found that work
role stressors, such as role ambiguity, work involvement, workplace social support, and
work characteristics like task variety and job autonomy all significantly predicted WTFC,
with only a few of these work factors significantly predicting FTWC. Within the realm of
workplace social support, a more finely grained meta-analysis conducted by Kossek and
colleagues (2011) found that supervisor and organization support are more strongly
related to employee WTFC when the support measured is specific to work-family needs
rather than general support.

Elements of the family role are more mixed in their relationships with WTFC and
FTWC, though the general trend holds that family factors relate more strongly with
FTWC, aligning with the pattern that work factors relate more strongly with WTFC
(Byron, 2005). Michel and colleagues (2011a) found that family stressors, family social
support, and family climate predict FTWC and WTFC, with family role involvement also
significantly predicting WTFC. Effects were generally larger for the paths from family

factors to FTWC than to WTFC. Byron (2005) found that number of children
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significantly predicted both WTFC and FTWC, and income was related to WTFC but not

FTWC.

Individual characteristics and other domain-unspecific factors are weakly related
to both WTFC and FTWC, overall (Byron, 2005). Gender, for example, showed only
mild effects on FTWC, though sex differences did appear when parenthood was
considered, with mothers experiencing higher conflict than fathers (Byron, 2005).
Negative affectivity/neuroticism, on the other hand, was one of the strongest predictors of
WTEFC in Michel and colleagues’ (2011a) meta-analysis and also showed a moderate
relationship to FTWC. Few consistent differences have been found across national
contexts, with one meta-analysis finding no differences in WTFC in cultural,
institutional, or economic national factors, though FTWC differed by collectivism,
economic gender gap, and within (as opposed to outside of) the United States (Allen,
French, Dumani, & Shockley, 2015).

Predictors of enrichment. Largely because of its relative novelty to the work-
family literature, there is much less literature surrounding predictors of work-family
enrichment. The research that does exist has generally found that work factors are more
highly predictive of work-to-family enrichment (WTFE) than family-to-work enrichment
(FTWE) (Crain & Hammer, 2013). Some work factors linked to both WTFE and FTWE
include burnout (Innstrand, Langballe, Espnes, Falkum, & Aasland, 2008) and family-
supportive supervisor behaviors (Hammer, Kossek, Yragui, Bodner, & Hanson, 2009).
Work factors that have so far been linked to WTFE include organizational citizenship

behaviors (Kwan & Mao, 2011), family-supportive organization perceptions (Wayne,



21
Casper, Matthews, & Allen, 2013), and schedule flexibility (Carlson, Grzywacz, &

Kacmar, 2010).

Turning to the family domain, nonwork factors have typically shown stronger
relationships to FTWE than WTFE (Crain & Hammer, 2013). Much of this research has
focused on social support, though other relationship factors are also related to FTWE,
such as relationship satisfaction (Stevens, Minnotte, Mannon, & Kiger, 2007). Some
individual, domain-unspecific constructs have also been tied to enrichment, with a meta-
analysis by Michel and colleagues (2011b) finding that extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and openness to experience were positively related to enrichment.
More research is needed to continue exploring antecedents of work-family enrichment
across work, nonwork, and individual factors.

Conflict outcomes. Work-specific outcomes of work-family conflict are perhaps
the most extensively studied. Earlier meta-analyses tied WTFC to decreased job
satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), increased turnover, turnover intentions, and
absenteeism, and decreased organizational commitment and job performance (Allen et
al., 2000). A more recent meta-analysis by Amstad and colleagues (2011) found that both
WTFC and FTWC are significantly related to work-specific outcomes, such as
organizational citizenship behaviors, work-related stress, career satisfaction, and burnout
and exhaustion, though WTFC shows stronger relationships with work-specific outcomes
in general.

Family-specific outcomes have also been widely tied to experiences of work-
family conflict. Kossek and Ozeki’s (1998) meta-analysis found WTFC and FTWC were

related to decreased life satisfaction. Allen and colleagues (2000) showed that WTFC is
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also related to marital satisfaction and family satisfaction, in addition to life satisfaction.

Amstad and colleagues’ (2011) meta-analysis further found that WTFC and FTWC were
significantly related to family-related stress and martial satisfaction, but stronger
relationships were found with FTWC and family-specific outcomes than were found with
WTEFC.

Conflict has also been linked to several key health and well-being outcomes.
Amstad and colleagues (2011) tied both WTFC and FTWC to general stress, while Allen
and colleagues (2000) found relationships between WTFC and somatic and physical
symptoms, as well as general psychological strain, burnout, and depression. Nohe, Meier,
Sonntag, and Michel (2015) further explored the relationships WTFC and FTWC have
with strain in a meta-analysis, finding that there are reciprocal relationships between both
directions of conflict and strain that hold across a variety of potential moderators.

Enrichment outcomes. Within the work domain, a meta-analysis by McNall and
colleagues (2010) tied both WTFE and FTWE to increased job satisfaction and affective
organizational commitment and found that WTFE is more strongly related to work
outcomes than is FTWE. A review by Crain and Hammer (2013) also found several
studies that point to a negative relationship between WTFE and turnover intentions.

Within the family domain, WTFE and FTWE are both tied to increased family
satisfaction (McNall et al., 2010). Shockley and Singla (2011) explored relationships
between enrichment and satisfaction in different domains and found that WTFE was
more strongly related to job satisfaction, while FTWE was more strongly related to
family satisfaction, though both directions of enrichment were linked to satisfaction in

both domains.
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Research has also tied enrichment to health and well-being outcomes. McNall and

colleagues (2010) found that both WTFE and FTWE are positively related to mental and
physical health. Other studies have suggested that work-family positive spillover, a
construct closely related to enrichment, is associated with decreased odds of problem
drinking (Gryzwacz & Marks, 2000) and decreased depressive symptoms of both
employees and their spouses (Hammer et al., 2005).
The Work-Home Interface and Veterans

Several studies have begun to explore the work-family experiences of veterans in
particular, and this study seeks to build upon this research. Vinokur, Pierce,
Lewandowski-Romps, Hobfoll, and Galea (2011) found that, in a sample of active duty,
National Guard, and Reserves members, exposure to trauma, post-traumatic stress
symptoms, and loss of resources as a result of deployment all led to increased work-
family conflict. Military service can have substantial impacts on spousal and child
relationships, as well. One qualitative study of reservists who has deployed to Iraq found
that family members all experienced “boundary ambiguity” (i.e., uncertainty around
family membership and roles/tasks within the family) that lessened over time as the
veteran reintegrated into civilian work (Faber, Willerton, Clymer, MacDermid, & Weiss,
2008). Another study, using interviews and focus groups, found that decreased mental
health of the non-deployed caregiver was linked with lower child well-being, such as
anxiety and functioning at school (Chandra, Martin, Hawkins, & Richardson, 2010).
Many researchers (e.g., Sheppard, Malatras, & Israel, 2010) discuss the need to better
understand work-family experiences around military deployments and the transition

times surrounding them, and the present study seeks to help meet this call.
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Chapter 4: The Work-Home Resources Model

As a whole, the financial stress literature is in need of better theoretical grounding
(e.g., Sinclair & Cheung, 2016). However, the work-family literature offers an important
context and, consequently, a theoretical framework that situates financial stress
experiences as a mechanism in the interface between work and home roles. Because
veterans often face financial and employment instability following return from service
(e.g., Elbogen et al., 2013; Kleykamp, 2013), it is particularly important to consider these
relationships in a sample of veterans and service members. Veterans face numerous
obstacles during the reintegration period, and research dedicated to better understanding
how the work and home domains impact each other during this period has potential to
provide key recommendations on how to better support transitioning veterans from both
home and work perspectives.

At its root, the primary goal of employment is acquiring financial resources to
maintain nonwork quality of life. For the clear majority of people living in society as it is
structured today, it would be impossible to maintain quality of life without access to
income derived from employment—or income that has come from past employment,
such as during retirement. While there are certainly other potential benefits of
employment and reasons to hold a job (e.g., meaningfulness, identity, social interaction),
many people would not choose to hold a full-time job without the financial resources the
job provides that allow them to survive, maintain, or even thrive outside of work (e.g.,
housing, transportation, food, supporting dependents, leisure activities). Thus, the

income-acquiring process of work inherently crosses the work and nonwork domains;
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income is gained primarily through the work role and utilized primarily in the home

role(s).

When income is not adequate to meet financial needs and wants, financial strain
results. Consequently, financial strain represents a lack of resources or a perceived threat
to financial resources. This study posits, broadly speaking, that financial strain is
impacted by demands and resources in both the work and home domains and,
furthermore, influences outcomes in both the work and home domains. Ten Brummelhuis
and Bakker (2012) developed a particularly relevant theoretical model, called the work-
home resources model, that provides a framework within which to conceptualize and test
this process. The remainder of this chapter will discuss their theoretical propositions, and
then the next chapter will describe my specific hypotheses, directly applying the work-
home resources model to the context of interest.

The work-home resources model is grounded in conservation of resources theory,
first proposed by Hobfoll in 1989. As described in Chapter 3, conservation of resources
theory proposes that the desire to obtain, maintain, and protect resources is motivational
and that strain can result from loss of resources, threat to resources, or failure to gain
resource when expected. Conservation of resources theory has played a key role in our
current understanding of stress processes, but it has also been increasingly criticized. The
primary criticism of conservation of resources theory is that it defines “resources” very
broadly. Hobfoll (1988, 1989) originally defined resources as things of value, including
conditions, objects, personal characteristics, and energies, or that help attain other
resources. Halbesleben and colleagues (2014), as well as other critics (e.g., Thompson &

Cooper, 2001) argue that, with previous applications of conservation of resources theory,
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“nearly anything good can be considered a resource” (p. 1337). The work-home resources

model provides a more specific taxonomy of resources that, while not eliminating the
concern that almost anything can be a resource, does help further classify what can be
considered a resource.

Following Hobfoll (2002), the work-home resources model categorizes resources
by source and by transience. The source dimension differentiates between contextual
resources, which are found in contexts outside of the individual, such as social support,
and personal resources, which are found within the individual, such as energies and
personal traits. The transience dimension differentiates between volatile resources, which
are either fleeting (i.e., once used, they cannot be repurposed, such as time) or temporal
(i.e., resources that can be experienced multiple times, coming and going, such as
moods). These two dimensions create a two-by-two grid of types of resources. Contextual
structural resources are objects and conditions, such as marriage or a home. Contextual
volatile resources consist of social support factors. Personal structural resources are
constructive resources, such as knowledge or skills. Personal volatile resources are
energies, such as mood or attention.

The work-home resources model represents a substantial and novel advancement
in the development of work-family theory in part because, rather than measuring work-
family conflict and enrichment directly, the model views them as processes made up of
antecedents, mechanisms, and outcomes (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). This
approach encourages testing of specific underlying mechanisms related to interrole
experiences. Specifically, the model proposes that personal resources are the linking

mechanism between domains. Contextual resources in one domain are viewed as the
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beginning of the enrichment process, leading to beneficial outcomes in the opposite

domain through increases in personal resources. Contextual demands, on the other hand,
are viewed as the start of the conflict process, leading to detrimental outcomes in the
other domain through decreases in personal resources. Contextual demands are those
aspects of the social context that require effort to sustain (Demerouti, Bakker,
Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001).

Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) further describe the components of the
work-home resources model, breaking down each component (i.e., contextual demands,
contextual resources, personal resources, and outcomes) into subtypes. Contextual
demands are categorized into quantitative demands, emotional demands, physical
demands, and cognitive demands. The present study focuses on quantitative demands, or
overload. Contextual resources, on the other hand, are posited to include social support,
autonomy, opportunities for development, and feedback. The present study focuses on the
social support subtype of contextual resources. Personal resources in the work-home
resources model are separated into physical, psychological, affective, intellectual, and
capital resources. Capital resources, which are those instrumental resources that help an
individual perform their role, are the focus of this study. Finally, outcomes in the work-
home resources model are delineated using Cohen and Bailey’s (1997) approach of
production, behaviors, and attitudes. Behavioral outcomes, or those behaviors that
indirectly influence other role outcomes, such as safety behaviors at work or health
behaviors at home, are one focus of this study. The other focus is attitudinal outcomes, or
those beliefs and feelings that a worker and those in the work and home domains (e.g.,

organizational leaders, spouse) value, such as job satisfaction or life satisfaction.
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The work-home resources model also considers two other categories of resources:

key resources, which are stable personal traits that facilitate other resources, such as
personality or social status, and macro resources, which are stable contextual
characteristics from the broader economic, social, or cultural macrosystem, such as public
policy or social equality. Key resources and macro resources are viewed as important
moderators of the impacts of contextual resources and demands on personal resources.
Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker posit that key resources are valuable in preventing conflict
and fostering enrichment because they increase—or mitigate loss of—personal resources.
People with more key resources are argued to be better situated to solve problems as they
arise and cope with stress, as well as to use existing contextual resources. Macro
resources are posited to similarly impact the conflict and enrichment process by
moderating the relationship between antecedents (i.e., contextual demands and resources)
and personal resources. Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker argue that macro resources,
because they are characteristics of the broader environment, determine how much an
individual must utilize other resources and how well those other resources can be used.
While the current study does not incorporate key or macro resources, this addition
represents an important direction for future research.

Finally, the propositions of the work-home resources model differentiate between
short-term and long-term work-home processes. Temporal demands and volatile
contextual resources in one domain are posited to impact outcomes in the other domain
through differences in volatile personal resources, making up the short-term work-home
process. In the long-term process, using the principle of loss and gain spirals from

Hobfoll (2002), ten Brummelhuis and Bakker argue that chronic demands in one domain
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require repeated investment of personal resources, which leads to long-term outcomes in

the other domain. Structural contextual resources in one domain, on the other hand, are
argued to help increase personal resources over time, leading to positive long-term

outcomes in the other domain. This study focuses on long-term work-home processes.
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Chapter 5: Hypothesis Development

In line with the work-home resources model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012),
the current study posited that contextual demands and contextual resources impact
outcomes across work and home domains, through the mediating effect of personal
resources. Figure 1 depicts the broader conceptual model from the work-home resources
model, while figures 2 and 3 reflect the specific hypotheses of this study. Below, I will
outline each of the hypothesized relationships, including impacts of the work domain on
behavioral and attitudinal outcomes in the home domain, as well as of behavioral and
attitudinal outcomes in the home domain on the work domain, and the hypothesized
mediating effects of financial strain.

In the present study, financial strain is conceptualized in the category of capital
personal resources; financial strain represents a measure of individuals’ perceptions of
sufficiency of income to meet financial need. Greater financial strain thus represents a
decrease in perceived personal capital resources. Conversely, and more in line with the
language of the work-home resources model, decreased financial strain represents greater
perceived personal capital resources.

Contextual Demands in the Home Domain as Predictors of Work Outcomes

Behavioral work outcomes. The work-home resources model posits that
contextual demands in one domain will influence outcomes in the opposite domain
through differences in personal resources. In the home-to-work direction, this study
assesses how home demands, including family status and caretaking status, impact

behavioral work outcomes, including safety compliance and job search behaviors.
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Home demands have not been specifically tied to safety compliance in the

literature, but family-to-work conflict, which represents demands of the family role
interfering with work, has been tied to decreased safety compliance (Cullen & Hammer,
2007), and general work-family interference has been tied to increased risk of
occupational injury (Smith & DeJoy, 2012). Financial strain also has not yet been tied to
safety behavior; however, Probst and Brubaker (2001) assessed job insecurity as a
predictor of employee safety and found that job insecurity was negatively related to
safety compliance, which was, in turn, negatively related to accidents and injuries. Thus,
while similar relationships have been explored and provide some support for potential
mediating effects of financial strain in the home demands to safety compliance
relationship, hypotheses 1a and 2a, reflecting the direct and indirect effects, respectively,
of demands at home on safety compliance, represent novel contributions to the literature.
One possible explanation for such relationships is that demands at home are likely to
create more stress, which in turn would decrease attention paid to safety at work due to
distraction or cognitive impairment. Financial strain could explain part of this
relationship, as demands at home could lead to decreased personal resources, such as
perceived ability to meet financial needs. For example, if an individual has a greater
number of dependents, representing more home demands, greater financial need is likely.
If individuals do not perceive they can meet financial needs, financial strain will occur,
and this could similarly influence safety behavior.

Some constructs similar to demands at home and financial strain have also been
tied to job search behaviors. For example, Blau (1994) tested a model of the effects of

financial need on job search behaviors and found support for the relationship. While
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financial need is not a direct reflection of either demands at home or financial strain, it

could be considered similar to both. Financial need likely stems in large part from
increased home demands, providing preliminary evidence that home demands could
predict job search behaviors. If, for example, an employee has greater home demands,
they may seek a different job that provides resources that allow them to better meet
demands, such as schedule flexibility or increased income. Additionally, while not
precisely representative of the perceived ability to meet need that financial strain
measures, financial need also represents a construct conceptually similar to financial
strain. If workers have greater home demands, they are expected to experience greater
financial strain, which may in turn lead to the desire to seek out different or additional
employment to support family members or otherwise meet home demands. Hypotheses
1b and 2b thus reflect the direct and indirect effects, respectively, of home demands on
job search behaviors.
Hypothesis 1: Demands at home will be related to subsequent behavioral work
outcomes, such that demands will have a negative relationship with safety
compliance (H/a) and a positive relationship with job search behaviors (H1b).
Hypothesis 2: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between
demands at home and the behavioral work outcomes of safety compliance (H2a)
and job search behaviors (H2b).
Attitudinal work outcomes. This study also evaluates whether contextual
demands at home impact attitudinal work outcomes, including job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and turnover intentions. Hypotheses 3a and 4a represent the

direct and indirect effects, respectively, of home demands on job satisfaction. A meta-
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analysis by Kossek and Ozeki (1998) found that family-to-work conflict was negatively

related to job satisfaction, indicating some evidence of a potential direct effect of home
demands on job satisfaction, as family-to-work conflict is likely highly correlated with
demands at home. Individuals could experience lower job satisfaction following higher
home demands, as they may feel their inability to meet home demands stems in part from
their work obligations, as is potentially represented by the relationship between family-
to-work conflict and job satisfaction. On the other hand, financial strain has not yet, to
my knowledge, been tied to many of the most common job-related attitudinal variables,
including job satisfaction. However, there is evidence of similar relationships, such as
higher salaries relating to increased job satisfaction (e.g., Beutell & Wittig-Berman,
1999). As described in the previous discussion of behavioral work outcomes, home
demands are expected to lead to increased financial strain, representing a reduction in
personal resources, which may in turn lead to decrease job satisfaction because of the
job’s inability to provide resources to help the individual meet their financial needs.
Hypotheses 3b and 4b represent the direct and indirect effects of home demands
on affective organizational commitment, or an individual’s attitude toward the
organization, including belief in and acceptance of organizational goals and desire to be
involved in and continue being a member of the organization (e.g., Mowday, Steers, &
Porter, 1979). In their meta-analysis, Amstad and colleagues (2011) found that family-to-
work conflict was significantly, negatively related to organizational commitment. This
represents preliminary evidence for the proposition that home demands predict
organizational commitment. As in the case of job satisfaction, no research to my

knowledge has tied financial strain to organizational commitment. Based on the work-
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home resources model, I hypothesize that home demands lead to increased financial

strain, representing a decrease in personal resources, which then leads to decreased
organizational commitment. For example, an individual may feel resentful toward the
organization for not providing the resources needed to meet home and/or financial
demands, and thus may feel less committed.

Finally, hypotheses 3c and 4c reflect the direct and indirect effects, respectively,
of home demands on turnover intentions. Family-to-work conflict was found, in a meta-
analysis by Amstad and colleagues, to predict higher turnover intentions. Furthermore, as
additional meta-analysis Williams, McDaniel, and Nguyen (2006) found that pay
satisfaction was significantly, negatively related to turnover intentions. These meta-
analyses provide preliminary support for the hypothesized relationships.

Hypothesis 3: Demands at home will be related to subsequent attitudinal work

outcomes, such that demands will have negative relationships with job

satisfaction (H3a) and organizational commitment (H3b), as well as a positive
relationship with turnover intentions (H3c).

Hypothesis 4: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between

demands at home and the attitudinal work outcomes of job satisfaction (H4a),

organizational commitment (H4b), and turnover intentions (H4c).
Contextual Demands in the Work Domain as Predictors of Home Outcomes

Behavioral home outcomes. In the work-to-home direction, the current study
assesses whether work demands, including work hours and work schedule, impact
behavioral home outcomes, including diet and exercise. Work demands have been tied to

health outcomes quite consistently. For example, Payne, Jones, and Harris (2002) found
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that employees in high-strain jobs performed less exercise than employees in low-strain

jobs. A study by Hellerstedt and Jeffery (1997) found that job demands were associated
with higher fat intake and BMI. Financial strain has also been tied to health outcomes.
For example, Martin, Gruendahl, and Martin (2001) found that financial strain was
associated with decreased psychological well-being, while Kahn and Pearlin (2006)
found that financial strain was tied to increased depression. Individuals experiencing
greater financial strain are unlikely to have the financial resources to be able to pay for
exercise and healthy food choices. Unfortunately, there is less evidence for the
relationship between work-specific demands and financial strain. However, the work-
home resources model offers suggestions toward this particular relationship, as well.
Contextual work demands are posited to lead to home outcomes through differences in
personal resources—in this case, through an increase in financial strain. This may occur,
for example, when an individual must work longer hours than usual to meet job demands
and must pay for additional childcare. Another example is if an individual is exhausted or
experiencing symptoms of burnout, which disallow the individual from engaging in other
paid jobs. Hypotheses 5 and 6 posit effects of demands at work on health behaviors
through financial strain.

Hypothesis 5: Demands at work will be related to subsequent behavioral home

outcomes, such that demands will have a negative relationship with healthy diet

behaviors (H5a), a positive relationship with unhealthy diet behaviors (H5b), and

a negative relationship with exercise behaviors (H5c).
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Hypothesis 6: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between

demands at home and the behavioral home outcomes of healthy diet behaviors

(Ho6a), unhealthy diet behaviors (H6b), and exercise behaviors (H6c¢).

Attitudinal home outcomes. This study also evaluates whether contextual
demands at work impact attitudinal home outcomes, including life satisfaction. Some
variables related to job demands have been tied to life satisfaction in past literature,
including a meta-analysis where work-to-family conflict, which represents demands from
the work role interfering with the home domain, was found to significantly, negatively
predict life satisfaction (Amstad et al., 2011). Furthermore, financial strain has been
linked to decreased life satisfaction by multiple studies (e.g., Dolan, Peasgood, &
Matthew, 2008; Watson, Barber, & Dziurawiec, 2015).

Hypothesis 7: Demands at work will be related to subsequent attitudinal home

outcomes, such that demands will have positive relationships with life

satisfaction.

Hypothesis 8: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between

demands at home and the attitudinal home outcome of life satisfaction.
Contextual Resources in the Home Domain as Predictors of Work Outcomes

Behavioral work outcomes. The work-home resources model also posits that
contextual resources in one domain will influence outcomes in the opposite domain
through differences in personal resources. In the home-to-work direction, the present
study assesses how home resources, including social support from family and friends,
impact behavioral work outcomes, including safety compliance and job search behaviors.

There has been little research on how non-work social support relates to safety
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compliance, as is proposed in hypotheses 9a, 10a, 11a, and 12a. A substantial body of

research (discussed in the home-to-work section below) supports the role of work-
specific social support, including from both organizational leaders/supervisors and from
team members/coworkers, in predicting safety compliance. Although support from
friends and family has not yet been shown to predict workplace safety compliance and
represents a more distal relationship than work-specific support, the relationships may
function similarly. Home support reflects a contextual resource, which ten Brummelhuis
and Bakker (2012) argue will benefit a variety of work outcomes. In the context of safety
compliance, for example, workers who feel more supported by their friends and family
may feel that others value their safety and thus may pay more careful attention to
complying with safety procedures at work. Financial strain is expected to partially
mediate this relationship, as social support at home can increase personal resources by
decreasing financial strain, which would in turn allow workers to pay more careful
attention to their safety at work, such as by reducing distraction and cognitive
impairment.

Although safety compliance has not often been tested with non-work support as a
predictor, there is much more evidence for the work-related behavioral outcome of job
search behaviors. One particular meta-analysis, conducted by Kanfer, Wanberg, and
Kantrowitz (2001), provides support for the hypothesized direct and indirect effects of
social support on job search behaviors; however, the study targeted unemployment, so
some extension is necessary. The authors found that social support was positively related
to job search behavior in the unemployment context. However, I hypothesize that the

relationship will be negative in the already-employed worker context. Social support
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serves as a contextual resource in the model, but it is important to note that there are

alternative possibilities to the directionality of this particular direct effect. It may be that
workers who feel more supported are less likely to seek another job, or it may be that
workers who feel more supported think they can more easily find a new job. By targeting
financial strain as a personal resource in the relationship between social support and job
search behaviors, I can study a particular mechanism by which the relationship may
function. In the same meta-analysis, Kanfer and colleagues found that financial need—a
variable closely related to financial strain—was positively associated with job search
behaviors. Thus, it is likely that social support predicts job search behavior through
differences in financial strain. If workers feel more supported, they are expected to feel
less concern about their ability to meet financial needs, perhaps due to knowing they can
rely on others in a time of need or can discuss the stressful situation with others—and
may even be able to share the burden of improving ability to meet financial need, such as
with a spouse. In turn, with less financial strain, representing increased personal
resources, workers are likely less inclined to need an additional or new job, resulting in
decreased job search behaviors. Hypotheses 9b, 10b, 11b, and 12b cover the hypothesized
direct and indirect effects of social support resources on job search behaviors.
Hypothesis 9: Social support from friends will be related to subsequent behavioral
work outcomes, such that support will have a positive relationship with safety
compliance (H9a) and a negative relationship with job search behaviors (H9b).
Hypothesis 10: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between
social support from friends and the behavioral work outcomes of safety

compliance (H10a) and job search behaviors (H10b).
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Hypothesis 11: Social support from family will be related to subsequent

behavioral work outcomes, such that support will have a positive relationship with

safety compliance (H1/a) and a negative relationship with job search behaviors

(H11b).

Hypothesis 12: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between

social support from family and the behavioral work outcomes of safety

compliance (H12a) and job search behaviors (H12b).

Attitudinal work outcomes. The current study also assesses how home
resources, including social support from family and friends, impact attitudinal work
outcomes, including job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intentions.
A meta-analysis by Viswesvaran, Sanchez, and Fisher (1999) began to assess several of
the hypothesized relationships between home social support resources and attitudinal
work outcomes. The authors found that social support, using a variety of social support
sources including coworkers, supervisors, and family and friends, was a substantial
predictor of work strain, including significant effects on job satisfaction and withdrawal
intentions, which are approximately representative of turnover intentions. These
relationships provide evidence of the direct effects in hypotheses 13a, 13c, 15a, and 15c.
Few substantial differences were found between sources of support. No such
comprehensive study exists for the effects of organizational commitment, but there is
little reason to suspect the direct effects in hypotheses 13b and 15b would not reflect
similar processes to the other work attitudes.

Hypotheses 14 and 16 reflect the hypothesized indirect effects of contextual home

social support resources on attitudinal work outcomes through the personal resource of
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financial strain. As proposed in the work-home resources model, contextual resources of

home social support are expected to increase personal resources. In this case, social
support is expected to reduce financial strain, as described in the behavioral work
outcomes section above. Decreased financial strain is then, in turn, expected to benefit
work outcomes. Although little to no research has yet measured the effects of financial
strain on work outcomes, this effect could occur, for example, through attribution of
increased resources (i.e., decreased financial strain) to participation in the work role. If
home social support increases personal resources by reducing perceptions of financial
strain, the lack of financial strain may then lead individuals to be more satisfied with their
jobs, such as in hypotheses 14a and 16a, more committed to their organizations, such as
in hypotheses 14b and 16b, and less likely to turn over or leave the organization, as in
hypotheses 14c and 16c¢.
Hypothesis 13: Social support from friends will be related to subsequent
attitudinal work outcomes, such that support will have positive relationships with
job satisfaction (H13a) and organizational commitment (H13b), as well as a
negative relationship with turnover intentions (H13c¢).
Hypothesis 14: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between
social support from friends and the attitudinal work outcomes of job satisfaction
(H14a), organizational commitment (H14b), and turnover intentions (H14c).
Hypothesis 15: Social support from family will be related to subsequent
attitudinal work outcomes, such that support will have positive relationships with
job satisfaction (H15a) and organizational commitment (H15b), as well as a

negative relationship with turnover intentions (H15¢).
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Hypothesis 16: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between

social support from family and the attitudinal work outcomes of job satisfaction

(H16a), organizational commitment (H16b), and turnover intentions (H16c¢).
Contextual Resources in the Work Domain as Predictors of Home Outcomes

Behavioral home outcomes. In the work-to-home direction, this study assesses
whether work resources, including social support from supervisors and coworkers, impact
behavioral home outcomes, including diet and exercise behaviors. Work-specific social
support has been tied to worker health, such as in the intervention tested by Hammer,
Kossek, Anger, Bodner, and Zimmerman (2011). Following a training to increase
supportive supervisor behaviors, results reflected positive effects of the intervention on
physical health for those workers with high family-to-work conflict. Evidence of effects
of workplace social support on health outcomes provides preliminary support for the
hypotheses targeting direct effects of social support on diet and exercise behaviors.
Financial strain and other closely related measures have also been tied to health
outcomes. For example, Catalano and colleagues (1993) found effects related to alcohol
consumption behaviors. Additionally, Kahn and Pearlin (2006) found effects of financial
stress experiences on depression. The current study extends previous findings to include
diet and exercise, focusing particularly on the mediating effects of financial strain in the
relationships between work social support and health outcomes. For example, workplace
social support is expected to lead to increased personal resources—decreased financial
strain, in this case. In turn, decreased financial strain, is expected to be related to
subsequent health behaviors. One example of how the hypothesized mediational process

might unfold is that individuals who feel more supported by their supervisors and
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coworkers may feel they can turn to supervisors or coworkers in times of financial need,

such as picking up a shift or asking for a raise. This perceived support may reduce how

stressful fears of inability to meet financial demands are, leaving more time, energy, and

money

effects.

for eating well and exercising. Hypotheses 18 and 20 outline the proposed indirect

Hypothesis 17: Social support from supervisors will be related to subsequent
behavioral home outcomes, such that support will have a positive relationship
with healthy diet behaviors (/{17a), a negative relationship with unhealthy diet
behaviors (H17b), and a positive relationship with exercise behaviors (H17c¢).
Hypothesis 18: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between
social support from supervisors and the behavioral home outcomes of healthy diet
behaviors (H18a), unhealthy diet behaviors (H18b), and exercise behaviors
(HI18c).

Hypothesis 19: Social support from coworkers will be related to subsequent
behavioral home outcomes, such that support will have a positive relationship
with healthy diet behaviors (H19a), a negative relationship with unhealthy diet
behaviors (H19b), and a positive relationship with exercise behaviors (H19c).
Hypothesis 20: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationships between
social support from coworkers and the behavioral home outcomes of healthy diet
behaviors (H20a), unhealthy diet behaviors (H20b), and exercise behaviors
(H20c).

Attitudinal home outcomes. Finally, this study evaluates whether contextual

resources at work impact attitudinal home outcomes, including life satisfaction. A meta-
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analysis by Ford, Heinen, and Langkamer (2007) found that support from supervisors and

from coworkers were both positively related to family satisfaction, which incorporated
broader non-work satisfaction measures. Financial strain is also known to be related to
life satisfaction. Watson and colleagues (2015) found that higher financial strain was
related to subsequently lower life satisfaction. Hypotheses 21 and 23 propose the direct
effects of workplace social support on life satisfaction, while hypotheses 22 and 24
propose the indirect effects through financial strain. One way the mediational effects
could occur is that, if workers feel more supported by their supervisors and coworkers,
they may, for example, feel more confident they could turn to supervisors to ask for
additional financial support or to coworkers to pick up an extra shift or ask for financial
advice. This support would reduce financial strain, increasing personal resources, which
would then lead to greater satisfaction with one’s life due to decreased perceptions of
stressful experiences and increased perceptions of ability to meet financial demands.

Hypothesis 21: Social support from supervisors will be related to subsequent

attitudinal home outcomes, such that support will have a positive relationship with

life satisfaction.

Hypothesis 22: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationship between

social support from supervisors and life satisfaction.

Hypothesis 23: Social support from coworkers will be related to subsequent

attitudinal home outcomes, such that support will have a positive relationship with

life satisfaction.

Hypothesis 24: Financial strain will partially mediate the relationship between

social support from coworkers and life satisfaction.
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Chapter 6: Method

Participants and Procedures

Data for this study were collected as part of the Study for Employment Retention
of Veterans (SERVe), a study built around changing the work environment to improve
veterans’ health and well-being, relationship and family experiences, job-related
attitudes, and job retention. Detailed information about the study can be found in
Hammer, Wan, Brockwood, Mohr, and Carlson (in press). All participants (N = 509)
were post-9/11 veterans or service members in or around Oregon who were employed at
least 20 hours per week in organizations that had agreed to participate in the SERVe
study. Based on their current status or the last branch of the military in which they served,
approximately 48% of participants were separated from active duty, 34% were separated
from the National Guard and Reserves, and 18% remained active in the National Guard
and Reserves. The sample was 84% male and 83% white, with an average age of 39. Of
the sample, 82% were in a committed relationship, and 59% had one or more children
living in the home at least three days per week. Almost 6% had a high school diploma or
GED as their highest level of education, while 27% had completed some college or
technical school, 49% had completed college or technical school, and 19% were
completing or had completed graduate study. The sample contained employees from both
public organizations (61%) and private organizations (39%), and participants worked in a
variety of different industries and job types. The largest industry was government work
(39%), followed by education and healthcare (14%), manufacturing (13%), and
professional or business services (12%). The sample is largely representative of the

broader population of interest, though some differences do exist. For example, the sample
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for the present study is substantially less racially diverse and holds higher education

status than the broader post-9/11 veteran population (e.g., National Center for Veterans
Analysis and Statistics, 2016). These differences are likely attributable to the geographic
region, as Oregon is 87% White, with 31% holding a bachelor’s degree or higher (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2017).

Participants were recruited through two primary strategies. First, members of the
study team attended veteran-focused events in the community and obtained the names of
qualifying veterans’ employers, with the intention of attempting to recruit these
organizations for the study. This strategy helped guarantee that the recruited organization
employed at least one qualifying veteran. Later on, the study team began recruiting
organizations by contacting them directly, then conducting internal recruiting to seek out
qualifying veterans once the organization had already agreed to participate.

Survey data collection occurred in three waves: baseline, three months following
baseline, and finally nine months following baseline. Participants received $25 on a
reloadable gift card for each time they completed one of the three surveys. The SERVe
intervention, called the Veteran-Supportive Supervisor Training (VSST), was
implemented in intervention group organizations between the baseline and three-month
time points. The VSST consisted of a computer-based training and subsequent behavior-
tracking exercise for supervisors at the participating organizations. Because the
hypothesized models do not focus on effects of the intervention, potential impacts of
these aspects of the larger study on the analyses will be discussed in Chapter 7, which

outlines the analyses.
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Following completion of baseline data collection, 512 veterans and service

members had completed the baseline survey. Three were taken out of the final sample
because there were no participating supervisors at their organization. The final baseline
sample was thus made up of 509 veterans and service members. These participants were
employed at 36 different organizations, randomized into intervention and control
conditions. Of the 509 baseline participants, 435 (85.5%) completed the three-month
follow-up survey and 392 (77.0%) completed the nine-month follow-up survey.
Complete data (i.e., baseline, three-month, and nine-month surveys) are available for a
total of 364 (71.5%) participants. Figure 4 presents details on eligibility, response rates,
and sample sizes of each condition.
Measures

Home role demands. The measure of home role demands was constructed as an
additive index of caretaking demands—particularly those that are likely to be linked to
financial need—including (1) number of dependent children living in the home at least
three days per week, (2) whether any dependent children have a developmental disability,
physical health problem, or long-term serious mental health problem, and (3) whether the
participant was providing care for one or more elderly or adult dependents at least three
hours per week. Similar additive indices have been constructed in past research to create
composite measures that represent multiple demands. This practice has been most
common in the financial stress literature. For example, George and Brief (1990)
computed an index of financial requirements that accounted for marital status, whether
the participant’s partner was employed, and number of dependent children. Doran, Stone,

Brief, and George (1991) used a similar measure, adapted from the previous study. Shaw
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and Gupta (2001) also created a composite of financial need based on marital status,

number of children in the household, income sources, and employment status of
household members.

In line with the work-home resources model, the composite measure for the
current study was constructed to allow for a focus on contextual demands specific to the
home role while increasing model parsimony (i.e., as compared with several models
examining separate demands). George and Brief (1990) found that their composite
measure moderated the relationship between pay satisfaction and life satisfaction. They
argued that, although other factors can also contribute to demands/need, their objective
composite measure likely provided an underestimate of the moderating effect. Doran and
colleagues (1991) argue that George and Brief’s statistically significant results, despite
the likely underestimation, supports the construct validity of the composite measure.

This study’s composite measure largely follows the example set by previous
studies, with one primary exception. In previous studies, relationship status was
accounted for by combining relationship status with spouse/partner’s employment status,
such that both single participants and married participants whose spouses worked full-
time were viewed as having decreased home demands, when compared with participants
whose spouses did not work or worked part-time. This is potentially problematic for both
practical and theoretical reasons. In the sample analyzed for this study, spouse/partner
employment status was not collected from veteran participants, but rather was collected
only directly from spouses who participated in the dyadic data collection. Because not all
veteran participants’ spouses participated in the study, there is a prohibitive amount of

missing data on the spouse employment variable. From a theoretical perspective, it is not
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clear how spousal employment status may influence contextual home demands, both

within and beyond financial need. It may be that participants who are in committed
relationships with a spouse/partner who is employed full-time face greater childcare
demands in both time and finances. For these reasons, relationship status is not included
in the computation of the composite measure.

To compute the index, a score of 1 was added for each dependent child living in
the home at least three days per week. Second, a score of 1 was added if the participant
indicated that one or more of their children had a developmental disability, physical
health problem, or long-term serious mental health problem. Finally, a score of 1 was
added if the participant indicated that they provided care for one or more elderly or adult
dependents at least three hours per week. Scores ranged from 1 to 7, with an average of
1.58. Higher scores indicated greater home contextual demands.

Work role demands. Work role demands were measured with items focused on
work hours and schedule type. The work hours item was “How many hours do you work
in an average week at all of your jobs put together, including your primary job?” The
schedule type item asked participants to select all that applied to them from the following
schedule types: variable schedule, regular daytime shift, regular evening shift, regular
night shift, rotating shift, split shift, and other. Schedule type was coded dichotomously,
with a score of 1 given to all participants who worked a regular shift (i.e., evening, night,
or daytime) and a score of 0 given to all participants who did not work a regular shift
(i.e., variable, rotating, split, or other shift) to reflect the demands of an irregular shift.

Work hours and schedule type were evaluated as individual predictors in the models.
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Home social support resources. Support from friends was measured with a

seven-item measure by Procidano and Heller (1983). A sample item is, “I rely on my
friends for emotional support.” Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5)
strongly agree. Scores were coded such that a higher score represents more perceived
support. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha value was .92. Support from family was
measured with a seven-item measure also by Procidano and Heller (1983). A sample item
1s, “Members of my family are good at helping me solve problems.” Response options
ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Scores were coded such that a
higher score represented more perceived support. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha value
was .91.

Work social support resources. Supervisor support was measured with a three-
item measure by Yoon and Lim (1999). A sample item is, “My supervisor is willing to
listen to my job-related problems.” Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to
(5) strongly agree. Scores were coded such that a higher score represented more
perceived support. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha value was .74. Coworker support was
measured with a four-item measure by Caplan and colleagues (1975). A sample item is,
“How much can your coworkers be relied on when things get tough at work?”” Response
options ranged from (1) not at all to (5) very much. Scores were coded such that a higher
score represented more perceived support. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha value was .84.

Financial strain. Financial strain was measured with a three-item scale from
Vinokur, Price, and Caplan (1996). The first item asked, “How difficult is it for you to
live on your total household income right now?”” Response options ranged from (1) not at

all difficult to (5) extremely difficult. The second and third items, “How much do you
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anticipate that you and your family will experience actual hardships such as inadequate

housing, food, or medical attention?”” and “How much do you anticipate having to reduce
your standard of living to the bare necessities in life?”, ranged from (1) not at all to (4) a
great deal. The second and third items were rescaled to a 5-point scale prior to averaging
items to create scale scores. All scores were coded such that a higher score represented
more perceived strain. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha value was .84.

Safety compliance. This construct was measured with a four-item scale by Neal,
Griffin, and Hart (2000). A sample item is, “I carry out my work in a safe manner.”
Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree, with an
additional option for participants to select that an item was not applicable. Scores were
coded such that a higher score represented more safety compliance. The baseline
Cronbach’s alpha value was .94.

Job search behaviors. Job search behaviors were measured with a four-item
measure by Kopelman, Rovenpor, and Millsap (1992). A sample item is, “In the past 30
days, I looked for a new job in the newspaper or on the web.” Response options ranged
from (1) never to (5) nearly every day. Scores were coded such that a higher score
represented more frequent job search behaviors. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient was .85.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with the three-item Michigan
Organizational Assessment Questionnaire Job Satisfaction Subscale (Cammann,
Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1983). A sample item is, “In general, you like working at

your job.” Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.
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Scores were coded such that a higher score represented higher job satisfaction. The

baseline Cronbach’s alpha value was .89.

Turnover intentions. Turnover intentions were measured with two items by
Boroftf and Lewin (1997). The first item read, “I am seriously considering quitting this
company for an alternate employer.” The second item was, “During the next year, I will
probably look for a new job outside this firm.” Response options ranged from (1)
strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Scores were coded such that a higher score
represented greater intention to turn over. The baseline Spearman-Brown coefficient was
93.

Organizational Commitment. Organizational commitment was measured with a
four-item measure of affective organizational commitment written by Meyer, Allen, and
Smith (1993). A sample item is, “I feel a strong sense of ‘belonging’ to my organization.”
Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Scores were
coded such that a higher score represented higher commitment. The baseline Cronbach’s
alpha value was .95.

Diet behaviors. Diet behaviors were measured with a ten-item measure of food
and beverage consumption. The measure was written by the U.S. Department of Defense
(2011), and response options ranged from (1) rarely or never to (6) three or more times
per day. Scores were coded such that a higher score represented more frequent
consumption of each food. Because these items had previously, to my knowledge, been
analyzed only as single items, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to

identify underlying dimensions of variability in the diet behaviors. Oblique rotation was
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selected using the oblimin procedure to aid in interpretation of the factors and allow for

correlations between factors if present.

Results of the factor analysis revealed two underlying dimensions of variability,
as indicated by using Kaiser’s criterion for Eigenvalues and examining the Scree Plot.
Nine items loaded adequately and cleanly onto one of the two factors, with the smallest
loading of these nine being .44 and the largest being .78. One item (i.e., caffeinated
drinks) did not load sufficiently onto either factor and was subsequently excluded from
the measure. The first factor included five items: fruit, vegetables, whole grains, dairy,
and lean protein. All of these items represent healthier food choices (“healthy diet”
factor), when compared with items in the second factor. The second factor included four
items: snack foods, sweets, sugary drinks, and fried foods. The second factor thus
represents less healthy food choices (“unhealthy diet” factor). Collectively, these two
factors accounted for over half (56%) of the covariability between all pairs of items. The
two factors were only very slightly correlated at -.08. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha
value for the healthy diet measure was .78, while the value for the unhealthy diet measure
was .69.

Exercise behaviors. Exercise behaviors were measured with a four-item measure
of exercise behaviors computed based on eight original items (i.e., a frequency item and a
duration item each for mild, moderate, vigorous, and strength exercise). The measure was
written by the U.S. Department of Defense (2011). For the exercise frequency items,
response options ranged from (0) not at all in the past 30 days to (5) about every day per
week, while the exercise duration response options ranged from (0) never in the past 30

days to (4) 60 or more minutes per session. Frequency of each type of exercise (i.e., mild,
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moderate, vigorous, and strength) was multiplied by duration of that type to obtain a total

amount of each type of exercise per week. To create scale scores, all types of exercise
were then summed to provide a single, comprehensive measure of total time spent
exercising per week. Scores were coded such that higher scores represented more
exercise. The baseline Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the four frequency-by-duration
items (i.e., one item each for mild, moderate, vigorous, and strength) was .79.

Life satisfaction. Life satisfaction was measured with a five-item measure by
Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin (1985). A sample item is, “In most ways my life is
close to my ideal.” Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly
agree. Scores were coded such that a higher score represented higher satisfaction. The

baseline Cronbach’s alpha value was .90.
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Chapter 7: Analytic Approach

Preliminary Analyses

Before hypothesis testing, data were examined for abnormal scores that fall
beyond acceptable values. All scores were determined to fall within plausible ranges, and
no outliers were removed prior to analysis. Second, a series of confirmatory factor
analyses were conducted on each of the baseline measures that contained three or more
items to assess unidimensionality (e.g., Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). All measures
showed acceptable or marginally acceptable model fit according to Hu and Bentler’s
(1999) criteria of Comparative Fit Index (CFI) > .95, Standardized Root Mean Residual
(SRMR) < .08, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) <.06. Table 1
presents a list of items from each measure. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, means, and
standard deviations for all three time points are presented in Table 2, in addition to
intercorrelation estimates among all study variables.

Assumptions of univariate and multivariate normality were then examined by first
assessing univariate skewness and kurtosis using West, Finch, and Curran’s (1995)
recommendations of skewness less than 2 and kurtosis less than 7. All variables met these
criteria, so Mardia’s multivariate skewness and kurtosis tests were performed using the
SPSS macros from DeCarlo (1997) and based on Bentler and Wu’s (2002)
recommendation of normalized estimates less than 3. All study variables met multivariate
skewness criteria, but several variables exceeded a value of 3 in their multivariate
kurtosis estimates. Of the variables with estimates above 3, most exceeded the cutoff by a
relatively small amount, but some key study variables had estimates above 4. To account

for this nonnormality, a maximum likelihood adjusted estimation method with robust
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standard errors was selected (i.e., MLR in MPlus version 7). This method allows for

testing of multi-level models and provides estimates that are robust to nonnormality.

Finally, missingness was assessed to determine whether additional strategies are
required, such as a different estimation approach or an imputation method like that
presented by Graham and Hofer (2000). While the amount of missing data was not
deemed substantively problematic, there were at least some missing data for many of the
study variables. The MLR estimator in Mplus, which was chosen to account for
multivariate nonnormality in the data, also accounts for missingness and is expected to be
able to reduce potential bias (Schafer & Graham, 2002).

Levels of analysis. Data for the current study contain two potential levels of
analysis: organization (Level 2) and worker (Level 1). To assess the appropriateness of
accounting for heterogeneity among organizations and supervisors, aggregation indices
for the outcome variables were examined. The ICC1 (e.g., Bliese, 2000) for each
outcome was less than .075, with most falling below .04, indicating that only 7.5% of
variance in each outcome represented an organization-by-organization difference. A
multi-level analysis strategy was therefore deemed unnecessary.

Intervention. Because the data for the study come from a larger study in which
an intervention was conducted, it is important to consider potential implications that
intervention participation may have for the analyses. The intervention, as described in
Chapter 6, was intended to influence workers’ experiences through changes in the
support they received from supervisors. As such, and because supervisor support is

explicitly contained in one of the hypothesized models, intervention group membership
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was included as a control variable to account for potential effects of the intervention on

the hypothesized relationships.
Hypothesis Testing

Mediation. Mediation testing reflects the hypothesis that, within a predictive
relationship between two variables, there is an intervening mechanism—that is, the focal
independent variable, often referred to as X, leads to the dependent variable Y, through a
mediator variable M (e.g., Baron & Kenny, 1986). The indirect effect of X on Y is the
product of the regression coefficient of Y regressed on M and the regression coefficient of
M regressed on X. The mediation model reflects several assumptions (MacKinnon, 2012).
One is that of temporal precedence. The mediation model assumes that, in a spectrum of
time, X comes before M, which comes before Y. Another is that of the appropriateness of
measurement timing. The measurement of variables in the mediation model should match
the timing of the relationships in their natural occurrence. A third assumption is that of
causality. Within the basic mediation model, there is an implication that X causes M,
which causes Y. However, when there is no random assignment within the study design,
one cannot be as confident that it is, in fact, a causal chain of variables, reflecting a more
descriptive purpose to mediational analysis. Other assumptions include normal
distribution of all variables and that there are no other variables influencing the
relationships, which is highly unlikely to be met by a single study alone, especially in a
non-experimental design.

Measuring the mediation model variables over multiple time points affords
several advantages (MacKinnon, 2012). Longitudinal data allow assessment of change

both within and between persons, allow analysts to specify a model that reflects temporal
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precedence and assesses change over time, and remove many concerns about extraneous

variables because each individual acts as their own control. Because the archival data
analyzed in the current study contain three waves of data, I focus on one primary method
for assessing three or more waves of data: autoregressive models. These models offer
several advantages, such as the ability to assess both longitudinal and cross-sectional
mediational effects and the ability to estimate confidence intervals around the mediation
effects using standard errors; however, there are several disadvantages to this method as
well, such as potential inaccuracy of the cross-lagged relations, if modeled (MacKinnon,
2012).

When assessing mediation longitudinally, stability, stationarity, and equilibrium
are key concepts (Cole & Maxwell, 2003; Kenny, 1979; MacKinnon 2012). Stability can
refer to whether the mean changes over time points, but can also refer to the strength of
the correlation between the same variable at two time points. Stationarity represents
whether the relationships among variables change over time. Finally, equilibrium reflects
that there is lack of change in cross-sectional variances and covariances across time
points. Assessment of the presence of stability, stationarity, and equilibrium allows the
analyst to be more confident that estimates of relationships among variables are not based
on the time of measurement, and longitudinal data afford an opportunity to examine
these.

Autoregressive models. Cole and Maxwell (2003) described the basic
autoregressive mediation model, upon which the models for the current study were based.
This method includes the predictor, mediator, and outcome variables at all three time

points and specifies relationships among the predictor, mediator, and outcome at adjacent
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time points using only the longitudinal relationships indicated by the hypothesized model.

MacKinnon (2012) presents three different variations on this model. The simplest model
was chosen as a starting point, with potential to build upon it further following initial
hypothesis testing. In the example model MacKinnon provides, all relations are specified
one time point apart. To test the direct effects hypotheses specific to this study, one direct
path was added that bridged wave 1 to wave 3, from the predictor variable at time 1 (X7)
to the outcome variable at time 3 (¥3). The model MacKinnon provides is advantageous
in part because it accounts for stability of each variable over time with autoregressive
specifications. Additionally, the model includes covariances among all three variables
variables at time 1, as well as covariances among the residuals of all variables at all time
points. Intervention condition was added as a control variable in all models.

The choice of autoregressive models reflects a focus on measuring levels of the
study variables over time (i.e., across the three waves of data). This is in opposition to a
focus on change in one variable leading to change in other variables, as would be
reflected in a growth curve model that assessed how change in the predictor impacted the
growth trajectory of the mediator, and how, in turn, the growth trajectory of the mediator
impacted the growth trajectory of the outcome (MacKinnon, 2012).

There are several ways to build upon the basic autoregressive mediation model
used in the current study (MacKinnon, 2012). One method is to specify cross-sectional
relationships among the variables in the hypothesized model, in addition to the adjacent
longitudinal relationships. Another method is to furthermore add to the cross-sectional
and adjacent longitudinal relationships by specifying cross-lagged relationships among

all variables and freeing all directions of relationships to vary. This method allows for the
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temporal precedence assumption to be violated, but has other advantages, such as the

ability to look for cross-lagged relationships. Regardless of the specification selected,
parameter estimation and calculation of standard errors can be performed using structural
equation modeling, and confidence intervals can be computed. All analyses were
performed in Mplus, Version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012).

Model fit. The chi-square value will be reported for all models throughout the
results section below. The chi-square value represents “discrepancy between the sample
and fitted covariance matrices” (Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 2), and the null model under
assessment is that the model and data are consistent—thus, a nonsignificant chi-square is
desirable as evidence of good model fit. However, due to the sensitivity of chi-square
values to larger sample sizes, number of variables, and distribution of variables, chi-
square can often be significant for an otherwise well-fitting model, indicating what would
traditionally be considered poor model fit. Additional fit indices of (RMSEA), (CFI), and
(SRMR) will be reported, using guidelines suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) of

RMSEA less than .06, SRMR less than .08, and CFI greater than .95.
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Chapter 8: Results

Work and Home Context

To further explore the work and home contexts and how they relate to financial
strain, some descriptive/exploratory analyses were conducted in SPSS (version 24). The
sample of 509 veterans was found to be 84% male and 83% white, with an average age of
39. Almost 6% had a high school diploma or GED as their highest level of education,
while 27% had completed some college or technical school, 49% had completed college
or technical school, and 19% were completing or had completed graduate study. At
baseline measurement, education was negatively related to financial strain, with a one-
unit increase in education level (1 = high school diploma or GED, 2 = some college or
technical school, 3 = completed college or technical school, 4 = graduate study in
progress or completed) associated with a .17 decrease in financial strain on a 1 to 5 scale
(b=-.17, SE=.051, p <.01). Age was also negatively related to financial strain at
baseline, with a one-year increase in age tied to an average of a .02 decrease in financial
strain (b =-.02, SE =.004, p <.001).

Relevant to the work context, service members came from 36 different
organizations, with 61% of participants employed in a public organization. Participants
were employed in a wide variety of industries, with the largest proportions employed
government work (39%), education and healthcare (14%), manufacturing (13%), and
professional or business services (12%). Total number of work hours was not
significantly related to financial strain at baseline (b = -.01, SE = .007, ns), but tenure was
significantly and negatively related (b =-.03, SE =.007, p <.001), with a one-year

increase in tenure linked to a .03 decrease in financial strain.
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Specific to the home context, 82% of participants were in a committed

relationship, and 59% had one or more children living in the home at least three days per
week. A one-way analysis of variance conducted to evaluate the relationship between
relationship status and financial strain showed a significant difference between groups,
F(2,504)=3.65, p <.05. Further exploration with post-hoc tests showed that the only
significant difference between groups was between those in a committed relationship
(i.e., in a relationship, cohabitating, married, or civil union) and those who were
separated (i.e., divorced, separated, or widowed), with the separated group (M = 2.17)
showing significantly higher financial strain at baseline than the committed relationship
group (M = 1.79). Many of those in committed relationships were partnered with
employed spouses, with 49% of paired veteran and spouse dyads containing a full-time
employed spouse and an additional 15% of dyads containing a part-time employed
spouse. Number of dependent children living in the home at least three days per week
also was significantly related to financial strain at baseline, with each additional child tied
to an average of a .09 increase in financial strain (b = .09, SE = .033, p <.01). Providing
three or more hours of eldercare per week, on the other hand, was not significantly
related to financial strain at baseline (b = -.03, SE = .208, ns). Time since separation from
military service was not significantly related to financial strain at baseline (b = -.02, SE =
.013, ns).
Correlations

Table 2 presents full intercorrelation estimates among all study variables, and
Table 3 presents a subset of these results focused on only the relationships between

financial strain and the other focal variables, within and across time points. The vast
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majority of significant correlations were in the expected directions. Most of the predictor

variables were significantly correlated with financial strain at all three time points.

Correlations between predictor variables and financial strain. In the
contextual demands section of predictor variables, home demands was positively and
significantly correlated with financial strain at all three time points, but work hours and
schedule type were not significantly correlated with financial strain at any time point. In
the resources section of predictor variables, social support from both friends and family
were positively related to financial strain at all three time points, with family support
being the more strongly related of the two. Supervisor and coworker support were also
significantly related, though weakly, to financial strain, but only at some time points (i.e.,
time 1 and time 3 for supervisor support; time 1 for coworker support).

Correlations between financial strain and outcome variables. In the work
domain, financial strain was not significantly correlated with safety compliance but was
significantly related in the expected directions to job search behaviors (positive
correlations), job satisfaction (negative correlations), turnover intentions (positive
correlations), and organizational commitment (negative correlations). The correlations
were generally strongest between financial strain and the variables of job search
behaviors and turnover intentions, which are conceptually the two most financially
oriented outcome variables. In the home domain, financial strain was significantly related
to all outcome variables at all time points in the expected directions, including healthy
diet behaviors (negative correlations), unhealthy diet behaviors (positive correlations),

exercise behaviors (negative correlations), and life satisfaction (negative correlations). Of
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all correlations between financial strain and outcome variables, life satisfaction held the

strongest correlations consistently across time points.

Correlations of predictor variables with outcome variables. Generally, the
correlation patterns between hypothesized predictor variables and outcome variables
were consistent with the expected patterns, with one clear exception: the correlations
between demands predictor variables and almost all outcome variables. These
correlations were often in the opposite direction of the expected relationships, with
baseline home demands positively related to job satisfaction at time 1 and time 2,
negatively related to turnover intention at time 1, positively related to organizational
commitment at time 1, time 2, and time 3, and positively related to life satisfaction at
time 1 and time 2. The relationships between home demands and exercise behaviors were
in the expected direction, with positive correlations at time 1 and time 2. Baseline work
hours were not significantly related to most outcome variables, with the exception of a
positive correlation with exercise behaviors at all three time points and with healthy diet
behaviors at time 3 (i.e., opposite of expected direction). Baseline schedule type was not
significantly correlated with any outcome variables.

The patterns with support predictor variables, unlike the demands predictor
variables, were in the expected directions and were much more consistent. Correlations
were particularly strong within each domain, with work-specific social support most
strongly related to work-specific outcomes and home-specific social support most
strongly related to home-specific outcomes.

In the home domain, baseline social support from friends was positively

correlated with safety compliance (time 1 and time 3), positively correlated with job
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satisfaction (all time points), negatively correlated with turnover intentions (time 1 and

time 2), positively correlated with organizational commitment (all time points), positively
correlated with healthy diet behaviors (all time points), positively correlated with exercise
behaviors (time 1), and positively correlated with life satisfaction (all time points).
Baseline social support from family was positively correlated with safety compliance
(time 2), negatively correlated with job search behaviors (time 1), positively correlated
with job satisfaction (time 1 and time 2), negatively correlated with turnover intentions
(all time points), positively correlated with organizational commitment (all time points),
positively correlated with healthy diet behaviors (all time points), and positively
correlated with life satisfaction (all time points).

In the work domain, baseline supervisor support was positively correlated with
safety compliance (time 1 and time 2), negatively correlated with job search behaviors
(all time points), positively correlated with job satisfaction (all time points), negatively
correlated with turnover intentions (all time points), positively correlated with
organizational commitment (all time points), and positively correlated with life
satisfaction (time 1 and time 3). Baseline coworker support mirrored these effects with
even stronger correlations, including being positively correlated with safety compliance
(all time points), negatively correlated with job search behaviors (all time points),
positively correlated with job satisfaction (all time points), negatively correlated with
turnover intentions (all time points), positively correlated with organizational
commitment (all time points), and positively correlated with life satisfaction (all time
points).

Home Demands Predicting Work Outcomes
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Behavioral work outcomes. Hypotheses 1 and 2 posited that home demands

would be negatively related to safety compliance (H/a) and positively related to job
search behaviors (H1b), and that financial strain would partially mediate these
relationships (H2a for safety compliance and H2b for job search behaviors). Figure 5
depicts results of the model including safety compliance as an outcome, while Figure 6
depicts results of the model focused on job search behavior outcomes. Although the chi-
square for the model including safety compliance as the outcome was significant, y°(20)
=76.234, p < .01, alternative fit indices indicated a good fit to the data, RMSEA = .074,
CFI =.970, SRMR = .044. When the full model constraints were included, home
demands at time 1 was not significantly related to safety compliance at time 2, = .001,
SE =.041, ns, or at time 3, f=.001, SE = .128, ns. The path from time 1 home demands
to time 2 financial strain was also not significant, = .022, SE =.039, ns. The indirect
effect of home demands on safety compliance through financial strain was not
significant, f = .000, SE = .001, ns. The model predicting job search behaviors, though
the chi-square was significant, y*(20) = 66.476, p < .01, also fit the data well according to
alternative fit indices, RMSEA = .068, CF1=.976, SRMR = .051. When all model
constraints were included, home demands at time 1 was not significantly related to job
search behaviors at time 2, f=-.039, SE =.038, ns, or at time 3, = .059, SE =.197, ns.
The path from time 1 home demands to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f =
.022, SE = .039, ns. The indirect effect of home demands on safety compliance through
financial strain was not significant in the full model, f=.002, SE = .003, ns. These

results fail to support hypothesis 1 or hypothesis 2.
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Attitudinal work outcomes. Hypothesis 3 posited that home demands would be

negatively related to job satisfaction (H3a) and organizational commitment (H3b) and
positively related to turnover intentions (H3c). Hypothesis 4 stated that financial strain
would partially mediate these relationships (H4a for job satisfaction, H4b for
organizational commitment, and H4c for turnover intentions). Figure 7 depicts results of
the model including job satisfaction as an outcome, while Figure 8 depicts results of the
model focused on organizational commitment outcomes. Figure 9 depicts results of the
model with turnover intentions as the outcome of interest. Although the chi-square for the
model including job satisfaction as the outcome was significant, y?(20) = 77.731, p < .01,
alternative fit indices indicated a good fit to the data, RMSEA = .075, CFI = .974, SRMR
= .045. When the full model constraints were included, home demands at time 1 was not
significantly related to job satisfaction at time 2, f = .022, SE = .023, ns, or at time 3, f =
-.024, SE = .105, ns. The path from time 1 home demands to time 2 financial strain was
not significant in the model, f =.024, SE = .027, ns. The indirect effect of home demands
on job satisfaction through financial strain was also not significant in the full model, f = -
.001, SE =.001, ns. Turning to the model predicting organizational commitment, the chi-
square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 72.028, p < .01, but alternative fit indices
indicated a good fit to the data, RMSEA =.071, CFI =.976, SRMR = .041. Home
demands at time 1 was not significantly related to commitment at time 2 with all model
constraints included, f = .050, SE = .032, ns, or attime 3, f =-.186, SE = .184, ns. The
path from time 1 home demands to time 2 financial strain in the full model was not
significant, f = .022, SE = .039, ns. The indirect effect of home demands on safety

compliance through financial strain was also not significant in the model, f = -.001, SE =
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.003, ns. Finally, for the model including turnover intentions as an outcome, the chi-

square for the was significant, y*(20) = 80.268, p < .01, but alternative fit indices
indicated a good fit to the data, RMSEA =.077, CFI =.972, SRMR = .052. In the full
model, home demands at time 1 was not significantly related to turnover intentions at
time 2, f=.022, SE = .037, ns, or at time 3, f =.269, SE =.173, ns. The path from time 1
home demands to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f =.023, SE =.039, ns. The
indirect effect of home demands on turnover intentions through financial strain was also
not significant, f =.000, SE =.001, ns. These results fail to support hypotheses 3 and 4.
Work Demands Predicting Home Qutcomes

Behavioral home outcomes. Hypothesis 5 stated that demands at work would
have a negative relationship with healthy diet behaviors (H5a), a positive relationship
with unhealthy diet behaviors (H5b), and a negative relationship with exercise behaviors
(H5c¢). Hypothesis 6 stated that financial strain would partially mediate these
relationships (H6a for healthy diet behaviors, H6b for unhealthy diet behaviors, and H6c
for exercise behaviors). Beginning with models that included work hours as the predictor,
Figure 10 depicts results of the model including healthy diet behaviors as an outcome,
while Figure 11 depicts results of the model focused on unhealthy diet behaviors as an
outcome. Figure 12 depicts results of the model with exercise behaviors as the outcome
of interest. Although the chi-square for the model including healthy diet behaviors as the
outcome was significant, y?(20) = 88.978, p < .01, alternative fit indices indicated a good
to marginally good fit to the data, RMSEA = .082, CFI =.903, SRMR = .050. In the full
model, total work hours at time 1 was not significantly related to healthy diet at time 2,

=.048, SE = .043, ns, or at time 3, f=.099, SE = .037, ns. The path from time 1 work
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hours to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -.008, SE = .032, ns. The indirect

effect of work hours on healthy diet through financial strain was also not significant, f = -
.000, SE =.000, ns. Turning to the model predicting unhealthy diet behaviors, the chi-
square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 100.746, p < .01, but alternative fit indices
indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .089, CFI = .883, SRMR =
.052. With all model constraints included, work hours at time 1 was not significantly
related to unhealthy diet at time 2, f =.002, SE = .033, ns, or at time 3, f =-.003, SE =
.048, ns. The path from time 1 work hours to time 2 financial strain was not significant, S
=-.008, SE =.032, ns. The indirect effect of work hours on unhealthy diet through
financial strain was also not significant in the context of the full model, = .000, SE =
.001, ns. Finally, for the model including exercise behaviors as an outcome, the chi-
square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 92.158, p < .01, but alternative fit indices
indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .084, CFI = .887, SRMR =
.051. With all model constraints included, work hours at time 1 was not significantly
related to exercise behaviors at time 2, f=.022, SE = .037, ns, but it was significantly
related to exercise behaviors at time 3, f=.133, SE =.043, p <.01. However, this direct
effect was in the opposite direction as expected. The path from time 1 work hours to time
2 financial strain was not significant in the model, f = -.008, SE = .032, ns. The indirect
effect of work hours on exercise behaviors through financial strain was also not
significant in the full model, § = .001, SE = .003, ns. These results indicate a failure to
support hypotheses 5 and 6.

Similar models were also assessed with schedule type as a predictor instead of

work hours to test another form of work demands. Figure 13 depicts results of the model
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including healthy diet behaviors as an outcome, while Figure 14 depicts results of the

model focused on unhealthy diet behaviors as an outcome. Figure 15 depicts results of
the model with exercise behaviors as the outcome of interest. Although the chi-square for
the model including healthy diet behaviors as the outcome was significant, y?(20) =
88.978, p < .01, alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data,
RMSEA =.093, CFI =.908, SRMR = .050. Schedule type at time 1 was not significantly
related to healthy diet at time 2 in the context of the full model, 5 =-.018, SE = .035, ns,
or at time 3, f=-.053, SE = .046, ns. The path from time 1 schedule type to time 2
financial strain was not significant in the model, g =.030, SE =.028, ns. The indirect
effect of work hours on healthy diet through financial strain was also not significant, =
.000, SE = .001, ns. Turning to the model predicting unhealthy diet behaviors, the chi-
square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 114.624, p < .01, but alternative fit indices
indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .096, CFI =.894, SRMR =
.050. When the full model constraints were included, schedule type at time 1 was not
significantly related to unhealthy diet at time 2, = -.050, SE = .039, ns, or at time 3, f =
.007, SE = .038, ns. The path from time 1 schedule type to time 2 financial strain was not
significant in the model, f = .030, SE = .028, ns. The indirect effect of schedule type on
unhealthy diet through financial strain was not significant, f =.001, SE =.002, ns.
Finally, for the model including exercise behaviors as an outcome, the chi-square for the
model was significant, y°(20) = 102.744, p < .01, but alternative fit indices indicated a
marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .090, CFI =.897, SRMR = .049.
Schedule type at time 1 was not significantly related to exercise behaviors at time 2 when

all model constraints were included, = -.009, SE = .039, ns, or time 3, f =.015, SE =
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.051, ns. The path from time 1 work hours to time 2 financial strain was not significant, S

=-.008, SE =.032, ns. The indirect effect of work hours on exercise behaviors through
financial strain was also not significant in the model, g = .030, SE = .028, ns. These
results also indicate a failure to support hypotheses 5 and 6.

Attitudinal home outcomes. Hypothesis 7 stated that demands at work would be
positively related to subsequent life satisfaction, and hypothesis 8 posited that financial
strain would partially mediate this relationship. Figure 16 depicts results of the model
with life satisfaction as the outcome of interest. Although the chi-square for the model
predicting life satisfaction from total work hours was significant, y(20) = 116.106, p <
.01, alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA =
.097, CFI = .897, SRMR = .068. When the full model constraints were included, total
work hours at time 1 was not significantly related to life satisfaction at time 2, f=.013,
SE =.029, ns, or at time 3, f=.013, SE = .036, ns. The path from time 1 work hours to
time 2 financial strain was not significant in the model, f=-.007, SE = .032, ns. The
indirect effect of work hours on healthy diet through financial strain was also not
significant, f=.001, SE = .003, ns. Turning to the model predicting life satisfaction from
schedule type, depicted in Figure 17, the chi-square was significant, y’(20) = 127.416, p <
.01, but alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA =
.103, CFI =.909, SRMR = .062. Schedule type at time 1 was not significantly related to
exercise behaviors at time 2 when all model constraints were included, f = -.022, SE =
.029, ns, or time 3, f = -.023, SE = .034, ns. The path from time 1 work hours to time 2

financial strain was not significant, f = .030, SE = .028, ns. The indirect effect of work
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hours on exercise behaviors through financial strain was also not significant in the full

model, f=-.003, SE =.003, ns. Results failed to support hypotheses 7 and 8.
Home Resources Predicting Work Outcomes

Behavioral work outcomes. Hypothesis 9 posited that social support from
friends would be positively related to subsequent safety compliance (H9a) and negatively
related to job search behaviors (H9b), while hypothesis 10 stated that financial strain
would partially mediate these relationships (H10a for safety compliance and H10b for job
search behaviors). Hypotheses 11 and 12 reflected the same relationships, but with social
support from family instead of from friends (H//a for direct effect on safety compliance,
H11b for direct effect on job search behaviors, H/2a for mediated effect on safety
compliance, and H12b for mediated effect on job search behaviors).

Beginning with the models focused on support from friends as a predictor, Figure
18 depicts results of the model including safety compliance as an outcome, while Figure
19 depicts results of the model focused on job search behaviors as an outcome. Although
the chi-square for the model including safety compliance as the outcome was significant,
72(20) = 84.734, p < .01, alternative fit indices indicated a marginally good fit to the data,
RMSEA = .080, CFI1=.932, SRMR = .055. When the full model constraints were
included, support from friends at time 1 was not significantly related to safety compliance
at time 2, f = .004, SE = .042, ns, or at time 3, f =-.023, SE = .065, ns. The path from
time 1 support from friends to time 2 financial strain was not significant in the model, f =
-.055, SE = .040, ns. The indirect effect of support from friends on safety compliance
through financial strain was not significant, 5 = -.003, SE = .003, ns. The model

predicting job search behaviors, though the chi-square was significant, y*(20) = 79.423, p
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< .01, also fit marginally well to the data according to alternative fit indices, RMSEA =

.076, CFI =.945, SRMR = .063. Support from friends at time 1 was not significantly
related to job search behaviors at time 2 when all model constraints were included, f = -
.023, SE =.039, ns, or at time 3, f =-.033, SE = .068, ns. The path from time 1 support
from friends to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -.055, SE = .041, ns. The
indirect effect of support from friends on safety compliance through financial strain was
also not significant in the model, f = -.004, SE = .004, ns. These results failed to support
hypotheses 9 or 10.

Turning to results of the models with support from family as the predictor, Figure
20 depicts results of the model including safety compliance as an outcome, while Figure
21 depicts results of the model focused on job search behaviors as an outcome. The chi-
square for the model including safety compliance as the outcome was significant, y°(20)
= 188.573, p <.01, and alternative fit indices indicated a poor fit to the data, RMSEA =
129, CFI =.843, SRMR = .065. Support from family at time 1 was significantly related
to safety compliance at time 2 in the full model with all constraints included, f =.109, SE
=.055, p <.05, but not at time 3, f = -.037, SE = .074, ns. The path from time 1 support
from family to time 2 financial strain was not significant in the model, f = -.044, SE =
.040, ns. The indirect effect of support from family on safety compliance through
financial strain was also not significant, f =-.001, SE = .002, ns. For the model
predicting job search behaviors, the chi-square was significant, ¥>(20) = 161.969, p < .01,
and the model fit poorly to the data according to alternative fit indices, RMSEA = .118,
CFI = .883, SRMR = .068. Support from family at time 1 was not significantly related to

job search behaviors at time 2 in the full model, f=.019, SE =.038, ns, but was
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significantly related at time 3, f=.202, SE = .078, p < .01, though this was in the

opposite direct of the expected relationship. The path from time 1 support from family to
time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -.045, SE = .040, ns. The indirect effect of
support from family on safety compliance through financial strain was also not
significant in the full model, g =-.003, SE =.004, ns. These results fail to support
hypothesis 11 or hypothesis 12, with the exception of partial support for hypothesis
11a—the direct effect of support from family on safety compliance (time 2 supported; no
support for time 3).

Attitudinal work outcomes. Hypothesis 13 stated that social support from
friends would be positively related to job satisfaction (H73a) and organizational
commitment (H13b), as well as negatively related to turnover intentions (H13c).
Hypothesis 14 reflected the proposition that financial strain would partially mediate these
relationships (/14a for job satisfaction, H14b for organizational commitment, and H/4c
for turnover intentions). Hypotheses 15 and 16 reflected the same relationships, but with
social support from family instead of from friends (1 5a for direct effect on job
satisfaction, H15b for direct effect on organizational commitment, H/5c for direct effect
on turnover intentions, H/6a for mediated effect on job satisfaction, and H16b for
mediated effect on organizational commitment, and H/6¢ for mediated effect on turnover
intentions).

Beginning with the models focused on support from friends, Figure 22 depicts
results of the model including job satisfaction as an outcome, while Figure 23 depicts
results of the model focused on organizational commitment outcomes. Figure 24 depicts

results of the model with turnover intentions as the outcome of interest. Although the chi-
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square for the model including job satisfaction as the outcome was significant, y°(20) =

85.034, p < .01, alternative fit indices indicated a good fit to the data, RMSEA = .080,
CFI =.945, SRMR = .063. When the full model constraints were included, support from
friends at time 1 was not significantly related to job satisfaction at time 2, f =-.011, SE =
.035, ns, or at time 3, f=-.027, SE = .058, ns. The path from time 1 support from friends
to time 2 financial strain was not significant in the full model, f =-.055, SE = .041, ns.
The indirect effect of support from friends on job satisfaction through financial strain was
also not significant, f =-.001, SE = .003, ns. Turning to the model predicting
organizational commitment, the chi-square for the model was significant, y°(20) =
93.207, p < .01, but alternative fit indices indicated a marginally good fit to the data,
RMSEA = .085, CFI1=.942, SRMR = .064. Support from friends at time 1 was not
significantly related to commitment at time 2 when all model constraints were included, f
=.004, SE =.035, ns, or at time 3, f = -.076, SE = .055, ns. The path from time 1 support
from friends to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -.055, SE = .040, ns. The
indirect effect of support from friends on safety compliance through financial strain was
not significant in the model, f =.002, SE = .003, ns. Finally, for the model including
turnover intentions as an outcome, the chi-square for the was significant, y*(20) = 93.062,
p < .01, but alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data,
RMSEA = .085, CFI1=.940, SRMR = .068. Support from friends at time 1 was not
significantly related to turnover intentions at time 2, f = -.006, SE = .032, ns, or at time 3,
p=-.004, SE =.057, ns. The path from time 1 support from friends to time 2 financial
strain was not significant in the full model, f = -.055, SE = .040, ns. The indirect effect of

support from friends on turnover intentions through financial strain was also not
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significant in the model, f = .002, SE = .003, ns. These results fail to support hypotheses

13 and 14.

For the models focused on support from family, Figure 25 depicts results of the
model including job satisfaction as an outcome, while Figure 26 depicts results of the
model focused on organizational commitment outcomes. Figure 27 depicts results of the
model with turnover intentions as the outcome of interest. The chi-square for the model
including job satisfaction as the outcome was significant, y°(20) = 165.402, p < .01, and
alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .120,
CFI = .888, SRMR = .062. When the full model constraints were included, support from
family at time 1 was not significantly related to job satisfaction at time 2, f = .031, SE =
.037, ns, or at time 3, f=-.097, SE = .074, ns. The path from time 1 support from family
to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -.044, SE = .040, ns. The indirect effect
of support from family on job satisfaction through financial strain was also not significant
in the full model, £ =.000, SE = .002, ns. Turning to the model predicting organizational
commitment, the chi-square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 160.736, p < .01, but
alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .118,
CFI =.894, SRMR = .065. Support from family at time 1 was significantly related to
commitment at time 2 when all constraints were included, f =.104, SE =.036, p < .01,
but not at time 3, f = -.047, SE =.072, ns. The path from time 1 support from family to
time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -.044, SE = .040, ns. The indirect effect of
support from family on safety compliance through financial strain was not significant in
the model, f =.002, SE =.003, ns. Finally, for the model including turnover intentions as

an outcome, the chi-square for the was significant, y°(20) = 168.398, p < .01, but
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alternative fit indices indicated a good fit to the data, RMSEA = .121, CFI = .887, SRMR

=.068. When the full model constraints were included, support from family at time 1 was
not significantly related to turnover intentions at time 2, f = -.022, SE = .034, ns, or at
time 3, f=.125, SE = .079, ns. The path from time 1 support from family to time 2
financial strain was not significant in the model, f=-.044, SE = .261, ns. The indirect
effect of support from family on turnover intentions through financial strain was also not
significant, f = .002, SE = .003, ns. These results fail to support hypotheses 15 and 16,
with the exception of partial support for hypothesis 15b predicting the direct effect of
support from family on organizational commitment (time 2 only; time 3 not supported).
Work Resources Predicting Home Outcomes

Behavioral home outcomes. Hypothesis 17 stated that social support from
supervisors would be positively related to healthy diet behaviors (H17a), negatively
related to unhealthy diet behaviors (H17b), and positively related to exercise behaviors
(H17c). Hypothesis 18 reflected the proposition that financial strain would partially
mediate these relationships (H78a for healthy diet behaviors, H18b for unhealthy diet
behaviors, and H/S8c for exercise behaviors). Hypotheses 19 and 20 reflected the same
relationships, but with social support from coworkers instead of from supervisors (H/9a
for direct effect on healthy diet behaviors, H79b for direct effect on unhealthy diet
behaviors, H19c for direct effect on exercise behaviors, H20a for mediated effect on
healthy diet behaviors, and H20b for mediated effect on unhealthy diet behaviors, and
H20c for mediated effect on exercise behaviors).

Beginning with models that included social support from supervisors as the

predictor, Figure 28 depicts results of the model including healthy diet behaviors as an
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outcome, while Figure 29 depicts results of the model focused on unhealthy diet

behaviors as an outcome. Figure 30 depicts results of the model with exercise behaviors
as the outcome of interest. Although the chi-square for the model including healthy diet
behaviors as the outcome was significant, y°(20) = 108.281, p < .01, alternative fit indices
indicated a marginally good fit to the data, RMSEA = .093, CFI =.918, SRMR = .054.
When the full model constraints were included, supervisor support at time 1 was
significantly related to healthy diet at time 2, f =-.080, SE = .034, p < .05, and at time 3,
p=-.105, SE =.054, p = .05, although both of these relationships were in the opposite
direction of the expected pattern. The path from time 1 supervisor support to time 2
financial strain was not significant in the model, f=-.029, SE = .043, ns. The indirect
effect of supervisor support on healthy diet through financial strain was also not
significant, = .000, SE = .001, ns. Turning to the model predicting unhealthy diet
behaviors, the chi-square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 115.017, p < .01, but
alternative fit indices indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .097,
CFI =.905, SRMR = .058. Supervisor support at time 1 was not significantly related to
unhealthy diet in the full model, both at time 2, f =-.025, SE = .042, ns, and at time 3, S
=.055, SE = .054, ns. The path from time 1 supervisor support to time 2 financial strain
was not significant, f = -.029, SE = .043, ns. The indirect effect of supervisor support on
unhealthy diet through financial strain was not significant in the model, f = -.001, SE =
.002, ns. Finally, for the model including exercise behaviors as an outcome, the chi-
square for the model was significant, y°(20) = 102.193, p < .01, but alternative fit indices
indicated a marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .090, CFI =.910, SRMR =

.055. When the full model constraints were included, supervisor support at time 1 was



78
significantly related to exercise behaviors at time 2, f = -.086, SE =.043, p < .05, and at

time 3, f =.146, SE = .054, p <.01. The effect on exercise behaviors was in the
hypothesized direction for time 3, but not for time 2. The path from time 1 supervisor
support to time 2 financial strain was not significant in the model, f =-.029, SE = .043,
ns. The indirect effect of supervisor support on exercise behaviors through financial
strain was also not significant in the model, f=.002, SE = .003, ns. These results indicate
a failure to support hypotheses 17 and 18, except for partial support for hypothesis 17c,
which predicted a positive direct effect of supervisor support on exercise behaviors (time
3 supported; time 2 failed to support).

Turning to the models that included social support from coworkers as the
predictor, Figure 31 depicts results of the model including healthy diet behaviors as an
outcome, while Figure 32 depicts results of the model focused on unhealthy diet
behaviors as an outcome. Figure 33 depicts results of the model with exercise behaviors
as the outcome of interest. Although the chi-square for the model including healthy diet
behaviors as the outcome was significant, y°(20) = 106.210, p < .01, alternative fit indices
indicated a marginally good fit to the data, RMSEA = .092, CF1=.925, SRMR = .059.
When the full model constraints were included, coworker support at time 1 was not
significantly related to healthy diet at time 2, f =-.014, SE = .040, ns, or at time 3, f = -
111, SE =.058, ns. The path from time 1 coworker support to time 2 financial strain was
not significant in the model, f =-.018, SE = .037, ns. The indirect effect of coworker
support on healthy diet through financial strain was also not significant, f = -.000, SE =
.001, ns. Turning to the model predicting unhealthy diet behaviors, the chi-square for the

model was significant, ¥°(20) = 110.199, p < .01, but alternative fit indices indicated a
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marginally acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .094, CF1 =.915, SRMR = .054.

Coworker support at time 1 was not significantly related to unhealthy diet at time 2 in the
context of the full model, f =.002, SE = .036, ns, or at time 3, = -.005, SE = .049, ns.
The path from time 1 coworker support to time 2 financial strain was not significant in
the model, f =-.018, SE = .037. The indirect effect of coworker support on unhealthy diet
through financial strain was also not significant, f=-.001, SE =.002, ns. Finally, for the
model including exercise behaviors as an outcome, the chi-square for the model was
significant, ¥*(20) = 102.406, p < .01, but alternative fit indices indicated a marginally
acceptable fit to the data, RMSEA = .090, CFI =.916, SRMR = .054. Coworker support
at time 1 was not significantly related to exercise behaviors at time 2 when the full model
constraints were included, f = -.025, SE = .045, ns, or time 3, f=-.037, SE = .060, ns.
The path from time 1 coworker support to time 2 financial strain was not significant, f = -
.018, SE =.037, ns. The indirect effect of coworker support on exercise behaviors
through financial strain was also not significant in the model, f = .002, SE = .003, ns.
These results indicate a failure to support hypotheses 19 and 20.

Attitudinal home outcomes. Hypothesis 21 stated that social support from
supervisors would be positively related to life satisfaction, while hypothesis 22 stated that
financial strain would partially mediate this relationship. Hypothesis 23 stated that social
support from coworkers would also be positively related to life satisfaction, while
hypothesis 24 stated that financial strain would partially mediate the relationship. Figure
34 depicts results of the model with life satisfaction as the outcome of interest. Although
the chi-square for the model predicting life satisfaction from supervisor support was

significant, ¥?(20) = 135.992, p < .01, alternative fit indices indicated a marginally
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acceptable to poor fit to the data, RMSEA =.107, CFI =.913, SRMR = .082. Supervisor

support at time 1 was not significantly related to life satisfaction at time 2 when the full
model constraints were included, f =-.040, SE = .029, ns, or at time 3, f =.041, SE =
.040, ns. The path from time 1 supervisor support to time 2 financial strain was not
significant in the model, f = -.029, SE = .043, ns. The indirect effect of supervisor
support on healthy diet through financial strain was also not significant, f =.003, SE =
.004, ns. These results failed to support hypotheses 21 and 22.

Turning to the model predicting life satisfaction from coworker support, depicted
in Figure 35, the chi-square was significant, y°(20) = 132.884, p < .01, and alternative fit
indices indicated a marginally acceptable to poor fit to the data, RMSEA = .105, CFI =
918, SRMR = .081. When the full model constraints were included, coworker support at
time 1 was not significantly related to exercise behaviors at time 2, f =.015, SE =.035,
ns, or time 3, f = .054, SE = .049, ns. The path from time 1 coworker support to time 2
financial strain was not significant in the model, f=-.018, SE = .037, ns. The indirect
effect of coworker support on exercise behaviors through financial strain was also not

significant, f = .002, SE = .003, ns. Results failed to support hypotheses 23 and 24.
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Chapter 9: Discussion

Overview and Summary of Results

Overall, the current study sought to test the work-home resources model (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) by exploring the role of financial strain in the
relationships that veterans’ different demands and resources have with behavioral and
attitudinal outcomes over time. As suggested by the larger work-home resources model,
the study tested these relationships in two directions: from the work domain to the home
domain, as well as from the home domain to the work domain. In the contextual demands
area, hypotheses focused on the effects of several objective demands—at work, veterans’
work hours and schedule types, and at home, veterans’ family statuses and caretaking
statuses. In the contextual resources area, hypotheses focused on social support, including
support from supervisors and coworkers at work and support from family and friends at
home.

In general, results failed to support the hypothesized relationships. The results did
provide evidence of several direct effects within the contexts of the larger models. These
results included significant positive direct effects of support from family on safety
compliance, of support from family on organizational commitment, and of supervisor
support on exercise behaviors. Social support has been previously tied to many positive
work and home outcomes, though sometimes inconsistently and much less often from a
cross-domain perspective (e.g., Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Hoffman, 2011; Ng & Sorenson,
2008; Park et al., 2013). These results are thus not surprising but do help build further

evidence for the less-studied cross-domain benefits of social support.
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Three other direct effects were also significant in the full models, but in the

opposite direction of the expected relationships: total work hours were positively related
to exercise behaviors, support from family was positively related to job search behaviors,
and supervisor support was negatively related to healthy diet behaviors. The effect of
supervisor support on exercise behaviors in the larger models was mixed, with a negative
effect on exercise behaviors at time 2 but a positive effect on exercise behaviors at time
3. These unexpected results are contrary to previous findings in the literature. For
example, longer work hours have been commonly found to be linked to lower exercise
(e.g., Sparks, Cooper, Fried, & Shirom, 1997), but the opposite effect was found in this
study, both in the larger model of work hours predicting exercise behaviors through
financial strain and in the correlational results. More exploration is needed to determine if
this result is specific to the context of veterans and service members employed in civilian
organizations or is unique to this sample.

Regarding the unexpected positive relationship between support from family and
job search behaviors that was found in only the larger model (i.e., not the correlational
results), it may be that the link between financial need and the desire to find a new job to
better support that need causes the relationship to look different when financial strain is
accounted for in the model. Perhaps veterans who feel more supported by their families
feel like it is more acceptable or encouraged to take the risk of finding a new job to better
support family financial need, or perhaps veterans with more family support are more
motivated to find a job to better meet family financial need as a sort of psychological

contract or social exchange.
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The last unexpected result was that baseline supervisor support was negatively

related to healthy diet behaviors in the larger model positing that supervisor support
would be linked to healthy diet through financial strain. Other studies have not found
support for the direct relationship of supervisor support and healthy diet behaviors (e.g.,
Buxton et al., 2009). However, Cohen (1988) made the argument that social influence
could result in either positive or negative effects of social support on health behaviors. It
may be, for example, that supportive supervisors in the sample are also sometimes
providing opportunities to eat less-healthy foods, such as snacks during meetings or the
chance to eat out at a less-healthy restaurant for a meal during the work day. More
research is needed to untangle these possibilities.

Correlational evidence was found to support many of the other hypothesized
relationships, so it may be that the relationships hold up individually but not when
couched in the larger autoregressive mediation models that account for the predictor,
mediator, and outcomes variables at three separate time points and interrelationships
among many of those variables. Implications of these results, as well as limitations of the
present study and future directions for this research area, are outlined below.
Theoretical Implications

This study provided a test of the work-home resources model in a sample of
veterans who have transitioned to civilian employment. The work-home resources model
remains quite new to the occupational health literature and has thus far been tested only
on a limited basis (e.g., Hammer et al., 2016) and has not yet been extended to include
financial stress experiences. Although the results of the study failed to confirm the role of

financial strain in the interface between the work and home domains, the results have
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several potential implications for theory and the work-home resources model in

particular.

Broadly speaking, the study failed to support the work-home resources model,
specifically with regard to financial strain. Financial strain, which was argued to reflect a
lack of personal capital resources, did not exhibit significant mediating effects in the
relationship between home demands and subsequent work behaviors and attitudes (i.e.,
home-to-work effects) or between work demands and subsequent home behaviors and
attitudes (i.e., work-to-home effects). The study did not explore any production-related
outcomes, so this remains an area for future research.

One issue may lie in the argument supporting financial strain as a resource, or, in
fact, in the definition of resources itself. Although lower financial strain represents
increased ability to meet financial needs, perhaps this does not adequately meet the
definition of a personal resource and thus does not fulfill the requirements for positioning
as a central mechanism between the work and home domains. ten Brummelhuis and
Bakker (2012) argue that one type of personal resources is capital resources, which they
say “are instrumental resources that facilitate role performance, such as money and time”
(p. 550). Perhaps lower financial strain does not sufficiently “facilitate role performance”
but instead better represents an attitudinal outcome. Money is clearly stated as meeting
the definition of a capital resource, but this may refer specifically to an objective income
measure. Financial strain, on the other hand, is a subjective income measure. It would be
informative to compare models with financial strain as the personal resource to models
with income as the personal resource (or another objective measure that is money-

related).
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There has been much debate over the definition of resources in general,

notwithstanding the specific types of resource categories brought up in the work-home
resources model. Further conceptual and theoretical development to more precisely
define resources would allow for better determination of the role that financial strain—or
any other construct—may play in the work-home interface. Conservation of resources
theory, which the work-home resources model is largely based upon, has been widely
criticized for its broad definition of resources (e.g., Halbesleben et al., 2014). ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) built upon this definition by creating categories of
resources that provide much better specificity, but many issues still remain. For example,
Halbesleben and colleagues (2014) raise the point that existing conceptualizations of
resources do not define the value part of the resources definition well. They differentiate
between two ways to approach resource value: universal value of resources (nomothetic
approaches) and idiosyncratic value of resources (idiographic approaches). It is likely that
some measures in the financial stress literature could fall into either category. However, it
seems that one could fairly safely assume that ability to meet basic needs is universally
valued. The financial strain measure used in this study focuses primarily on these basic
needs, with items focused on difficulty living on current income, anticipation of
inadequate housing, food, or medical attention, and reducing standard of living to the
bare necessities. The measure focuses little, if any, on lifestyle wants, which would likely
have more potential for idiosyncratic value—perhaps there are substantial individual
differences in how much people value ability to achieve lifestyle wants and, thus, the
extent to which various income measures represent resources. As both the definition of

resources and the measurement of financial stress constructs continue to be refined,
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researchers should continue to build upon this issue of whether lower financial strain

represents a resource.

Yet another potential theoretical issue pertinent to the hypothesized models is that
the work-home resources model focuses entirely on cross-domain effects. In a meta-
analysis of 33 studies focused on how work interference with family, as well as family
interference with work, impact strain outcomes at work and at home, Nohe and
colleagues (2015) did not find support for cross-domain effects of interference on strain
over time, but rather only for effects within the same domain as the origin of the
interference. That is, work interference with family predicted work strain more strongly
than family interference with work predicted work strain over time. This idea, called the
“matching hypothesis” is not reflected in the work-home resources model. The work-
home resources model posits cross-domain effects only, through changes in personal
resources. The work-home resources model explicitly models the work-to-home and
home-to-work conflict (i.e., cross-domain) processes, so exclusion of same-domain
effects in the work-home resources model is warranted theoretically. However, future
research may further explore within-domain effects, perhaps from a different theoretical
perspective, such as the broader conservation of resources theory, upon which the work-
home resources model was largely based.

Although the results of this study did not support the work-home resources model,
the main goal of applying this theoretical model to the financial stress literature was to
begin to explore how money-related constructs may act as a mechanism connecting
aspects of the work and home domains. Employment remains our society’s primary

means of meeting basic needs and acquiring lifestyle wants, yet—arguably—the vast
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majority of the benefits of meeting those needs and achieving those wants resides outside

of the work role, in the home role, in our ability to have a place to live, food to eat, and
medical care when needed, but also to achieve non-work goals that provide additional
meaning to our lives, such as traveling or buying gifts for loved ones or not having to
worry about whether we will be able to retire someday. Research examining the role that
financial stress and financial resources play in that interface has great potential to better
our understanding of how to support employees’ needs, and future research can continue
to pursue this line of exploration. I will next discuss practical implications of the results
of this study.
Practical Implications

In general, although the main study hypotheses were largely not supported when
considered in the context of the full study models, financial strain was independently
linked to many different predictors and outcomes at several different time points across a
period of nine months. Results of the correlational analyses showed that financial strain
was consistently linked across all three time points with home demands, work and home
social support, and nearly all hypothesized outcomes at both work and home, including
job search behaviors, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, organizational commitment,
diet behaviors, exercise behaviors, and life satisfaction. These results point to the
importance of financial strain from both a work and home perspective and provides
several important practical implications for organizations to consider.

Social support. One key practical consideration based on the hypothesized
models of the current study lies in the role of social support. Although the results did not

show evidence of social support directly predicting financial strain in the larger models,
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four different types of social support were all significantly and negatively correlated with

financial strain across multiple time points. Social support from family showed the
strongest correlations with financial strain, but support from friends, supervisors, and
coworkers were all also significantly and negatively correlated with financial strain
during at least one of the time points. These correlations indicate that, despite the lack of
significant effects detected in the comprehensive mediation models, social support could
still be a target to improve financial strain.

Although the correlational results suggest that home-specific support (i.e., support
from friends and family) is more strongly related to financial strain experiences than
work-specific support is, it is also likely that there is simply a lack of attention paid to
workplace social support around financial strain experiences. The social support workers
receive from their supervisors and coworkers is likely focused more on other topics
outside of financial strain but could be expanded to better incorporate and target financial
strain experiences. Previous research has shown a plethora of evidence surrounding the
benefits of social support for improving other aspects of employees’ health and well-
being. For example, a meta-analysis by Viswesvaran and colleagues (1999) found
support for three different effects of social support on the stressor-strain relationship at
work, including a direct effect of support on strain, a mitigating effect of support on
perceived stressors, and a moderating effect of social support on the stressor-strain
relationship. Despite testing several potential moderators of these effects, including the
type of stressor, type of strain, type of support, and source of support, only marginal
moderating effects were found, meaning the results generalized across a wide variety of

contexts. There are also several specific examples of social support benefitting health and
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well-being, such as one study that found that employees whose supervisors were less

open and creative in managing employee work-family needs slept significantly less and
were more than twice as likely to have two or more cardiovascular disease risk factors
(Berkman, Buxton, Ertel, & Okechukwu, 2010). Another study found that higher levels
of work-specific social support were linked to lower risk of type 2 diabetes and acted as a
protective factor (Toker, Shirom, Melamed, & Armon, 2012).

Increasing support at work and/or home is thus one way to improve employee
health and well-being more broadly, and, although the models tested in the current study
indicate this effect does not appear to occur through reductions in financial strain, there
may also be other financial stress experiences that social support more directly impacts,
such as job insecurity. The correlational results, though not supported by the larger
hypothesized models, suggest that social support does have some link to financial strain
that is worth further investigation. Regardless of whether existing social support
interventions, such as the training offered as part of the larger Study for Employment
Retention of Veterans (SERVe) Study, directly impact financial strain, organizations can
focus resources on providing training to give more support to employees, as increased
social support can help alleviate negative effects of a wide variety of stressors. Though
more research is needed to determine what type of interventions could be designed to
help specifically with financial strain, it is likely that interventions like the SERVe
Veteran-Supportive Supervisor Training improve strain outcomes nonetheless, primarily
through improvement in access to resources and decreases in demands. A review by

Hammer, Demsky, Kossek, and Bray (2015) examined existing work-family
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interventions and found that, as a whole, most effects on work-family outcomes have

been positive.

Veterans and the civilian workforce. Another important implication of this
study’s results rests in understanding of veteran experiences of financial stress. The mean
level of financial strain was quite low in this sample (averages ranged from 1.67 to 1.83
across time points on a 1 to 5 scale, with higher scores indicating higher perceived
financial strain). Although veterans have often historically experienced higher rates of
unemployment than non-veterans (e.g., Kleykamp, 2013), the most recent Employment
Situation of Veterans Summary from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2017¢) indicates
that, among post-9/11 veterans, the unemployment rates of veterans and non-veterans
were not significantly different, with the exception of a higher rate in male veterans aged
25 to 34 (i.e., 4.8% for non-veterans and 6.6 for veterans). The report also showed that
post-9/11 veterans were more than twice as likely to be employed in the public sector as
non-veterans. While unemployment statistics do not necessarily equate to financial strain
experiences because financial strain is a subjective experience that can be perceived by
individuals at any income level, money is most readily acquired through employment and
is the most efficient way to increase ability to meet financial demands. It is thus likely
that unemployment statistics mirror patterns of other financial stress experiences; with
lower percentages of unemployment, there are likely lower levels of financial stress.

One of the inclusion criteria for participation in the study was to be employed at
least 20 hours per week outside of military service, and the mean number of total work
hours for the sample was 42.5 at baseline. The sample is therefore already limited to a

generally well-employed group. It may simply be that employed post-9/11 veterans, or at
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least employed post-9/11 veterans who meet the inclusion criteria for this study, are not

currently facing the same economic challenges of the past. The higher rate at which post-
9/11 veterans are employed in public-sector positions may also have influenced the
results, as public-sector jobs often feature higher levels of job security and more
comprehensive benefits that may help mitigate effects of income level. Future research
should thus consider the hypothesized models in samples without the same employment
inclusion criteria, as well as in non-veteran samples to determine whether different
patterns of results exist in other contexts.

Despite the lack of significant findings, this study’s focus on the work-home
interface specifically within a military population also contributes to the work-family
literature by building toward answering several calls in the literature to study work-
family models that account for the diversity of the workforce (e.g., Spector et al., 2004;
Swanberg, 2005). MacDermid Wadsworth and Southwell (2011) argue, “Given the
‘extreme work’ these service members and their families volunteered to perform on
behalf of our country, it is reasonable to consider the need for ‘extreme work-family’
support” (p. 180). While the results of this study failed to provide evidence for the vast
majority of hypothesized relationships, continuing to study veteran and military samples
to work toward finding the most meaningful and impactful intervention targets is
essential to helping support veterans as they return from military service and reintegrate
into civilian work and home domains.

Limitations and Additional Future Directions
One potential limitation of the present study is that of statistical power. While the

sample size was relatively large (N = 509), the models tested are complex and contain a
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large number of constraints. The complexity of the models affords a number of

advantages, as they account for the stability of the measures over time (autoregressive
effects) and test for the longitudinal mediation effect while accounting for levels of the
predictor, mediator, and outcome variables at all three time points. Additionally, the
models include covariances among the variables at baseline and covariances among
residuals at each time point to reflect the possibility of alternative causality orders
(MacKinnon, 2012). The models account for bias from multiple measurements of the
same variables. However, the complexity also provides a conservative test of the
hypothesized effects. Because the models account for all three variables at all three time
points, as well as interrelations among these variables and time points, a large number of
parameters are estimated in each model. Many of the hypothesized effects may be small
in magnitude, limiting power to detect the effects without an even larger sample size. An
additional potential source of bias in the analytical approach and resulting parameter
estimates is the large number of hypotheses tested. Although I did not adjust for the
number of hypotheses, some of the surprising correlations and effects may be attributed
to the inflate Type I error rate.

A second limitation of the current study is a limitation of the broader financial
strain literature as a whole—that of measurement. Sinclair and Cheung (2016) describe
subjective evaluations of financial stress through four considerations: cognitive
evaluations and affective reactions, absolute standards and relative comparisons, needs
and wants, and temporal considerations. Vinokur, Price, and Caplan’s (1996) measure
(i.e., the financial strain measure used in this study), while both concise and commonly

used in past literature, conflates some of these issues together into a single measure. For
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example, the measure asks questions about both current experiences and expectations of

the future. Additionally, the measure explicitly measures ability to meet needs (i.e.,
asking about “inadequate housing, food, or medical attention’), but also assesses lifestyle
wants (i.e., asking about needing to “reduce your standard of living to the bare necessities
in life”). Distinguishing among these differences within measures of financial strain will
allow for more finely-grained research questions and could reduce measurement error
substantially.

To address one way of accounting for flaws in the financial strain measure, the
same models were tested using only a single item of the financial strain scale (i.e., item 1;
“How difficult is it for you to live on your total household income right now?”). This
item was chosen because it effectively removes both the conflation of needs and lifestyle
wants, as well as the conflation of current experiences and expectations of the future. No
substantial differences were found in the results, so those models are not reported here.
However, future research can continue to address this issue through development and
utilization of measures that are more specific and do not combine different ways to assess
financial strain into one measure.

An additional potential issue with the financial strain measure is that the mean
and variance of reported financial strain was quite low. Mean reported financial strain
ranged from 1.67 to 1.83 across time points on a 1 to 5 scale, with higher scores
indicating higher perceived financial strain. The standard deviation of the financial strain
measure ranged from .84 to .93 across time points. The low mean and variance likely
reflect the items of the measure, which tend toward relatively extreme conditions, like

“inadequate housing, food, or medical attention.” Because the sample is made up of
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employed veterans, inability to meet at least basic needs is likely quite rare, as reflected

in the lower mean and variance. The items of the measure may simply not reflect the day-
to-day experiences of the sampled veterans and service members. Even though use of a
single item that did not specifically refer to such extreme conditions did not produce
substantially different results, future research replicating these models with a different
measure that references less extreme circumstances would be informative and would
address this issue. An additional advantage of utilizing a measure with increased variance
is that it would allow for more covariance with other study variables—an issue that likely
limited the ability to detect effects in the current study. The vast improvements in
economic conditions in the United States over recent years (e.g., Mandel & Seydl, 2016)
may also have played a part in the low mean and variance of reported financial strain and,
thus, the lack of significant findings; the role of current economic conditions should be
considered in future studies.

This measurement issue ties in directly to the generalizability of the study results,
which is an additional limitation that must be considered. The financial strain measure
captures a narrow perspective of potential economic stressors, which represents a set of
relatively extreme circumstances that characterize the realistic experiences of only some
individuals both within and outside the veteran population. While many Americans,
civilian and veteran alike, do struggle with providing bare necessities, the results of this
study must be considered within that context of what we might call financial “distress”
instead of merely financial “strain”—reflecting an “unpleasant subjective state”
(Mirowsky & Ross, 2003). It seems likely that a different measure or construct within the

economic stress literature may function differently as a mediator between, on the one



95
hand, work and home demands and resources, and on the other hand, work and home

outcomes.

In addition to considering whether the financial strain measure used in this study
was the most appropriate choice, it is also important to consider whether financial strain
itself represents a resource at all. As discussed in the theoretical implications section
above, objective measures of economic stress, whether income- or employment-specific,
may better reflect ten Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012) definition of a personal
resource, and this should be explored further in future studies.

Beyond expanding the measurement of financial strain, there are several other
potential measurement issues that may have interfered with the results of the study and
thus present questions for future research. One such issue is in the measurement of home
and work demands. Correlations between the demands variables and subsequent financial
strain and home and work outcomes, which were examined prior to testing of the
hypothesized models, were generally quite weak. These weak relationships indicate that
the demands variables, though objective, may not align well with veterans’ perceptions of
these objective factors as “demanding”. Additionally, the home demands measure was
particularly stable across time. This constructed measure is based largely on stable
variables that do not have a high frequency of change, such as number of children, which
may not adequately capture the experience of day-to-day demands and may reflect a
tendency to adapt to and accommodate stable stressors over time. It is likely that
perceptual, subjective measures of demands would be more closely related to subsequent

home and work outcomes. Future research should determine whether subjective demands
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have stronger relationships with subsequent financial strain and work and home

outcomes.

Alternatively, on the social support resources side of the conceptual and
hypothesized models, it may be that social support could actually be very beneficial for
improving financial strain, but only social support related specifically to financial
experiences. For coworkers and supervisors, at work, and for friends and family, outside
of work, it could be a matter of veteran employees being surrounded by others who have
similar financial stress experiences who can help the veteran feel less alone. On the other
hand, it may also be that having coworkers or friends who are financially secure and
are not experiencing financial strain themselves could help set a positive example to
begin to better tackle financial difficulties and build better financial management
strategies. This would be an interesting question for future research. Furthermore,
supervisors, at work, and family members, outside of work are in unique positions of
control over veteran employees’ financial experiences. Supervisors can often directly
influence income levels by offering or helping the veteran employee work toward pay
raises, bonuses, and alternative work hours or schedules. Because finances are typically a
complex topic to navigate in relationships—but particularly so in workplace
relationships, and relationships with a power imbalance on top of that—future research to
explore the best way for supervisors and employees to approach financial discussions
beyond negotiating pay would be very valuable. Outside of work, family members are
likely to have the most direct effects on financial strain, due to close entanglement of
finances from both a financial need perspective and a financial resources perspective.

This could make finance-specific social support from families particularly valuable. For
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example, families can provide support by working together to build and follow a budget,

to cut spending, or to obtain income streams.

Furthermore, it may be that some of the direct paths modeled from the predictors
(i.e., work and home demands and resources) to the mediator (i.e., financial strain) do not
adequately reflect the causal assumptions of a mediational model. Many of the demands
and resources considered in this study may not lead to substantial changes in financial
strain. On the demands side of the tested models, the specific work demands considered
in this study may not be causally tied to financial strain at all, as total work hours and
schedule type are unlikely to have a direct impact on ability to meet financial demands,
with the exception of a potentially beneficial effect of additional work hours for those
participants who are paid hourly wages. On the support side of the tested models, the
support resources considered in this study primarily represented emotional support,
which may not directly impact financial strain—or at least not to the extent that a
different type of support might, such as instrumental support.

A related area for future research relates to intervention targets. There has been
remarkably little intervention work done in the area of financial stress. Sinclair, Sears,
Probst, and Zajack (2010) describe a framework for financial stress interventions,
incorporating primary, secondary, and tertiary interventions at both the government and
organization level of implementation. The authors focus on three areas of intervention,
including financial education and counseling, alternate staffing strategies, and public
policy interventions. While these represent important potential ways to target financial
stress, it is likely that there are other ways organizations could help. This study

contributes to one idea by examining impacts of social support on financial strain, but
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future research should aim to explore this issue in greater depth, perhaps beginning with

some qualitative research to uncover what employees think may be helpful. The results of
the current study did not show evidence for the role of general social support in
predicting financial strain, so it may be that more specific, targeted support is needed, or
there may be other intervention strategies besides increasing social support that could be
more beneficial for managing financial strain in particular. These intervention strategies,
whether social support-related or stemming from Sinclair and colleagues’ ideas, may
overlap with other efforts to reduce stress or could be incorporated into a broader well-
being initiative, perhaps within the Total Worker Health framework (e.g., Bradley,
Grossman, Hubbard, Ortega, & Curry, 2016). For example, a financial education program
could be integrated with other areas of well-being and built into a comprehensive worker
well-being initiative. Several frameworks already include financial stress, such as the
Gallup-Healthways Well-Being 5 framework (Healthways, 2015), which includes five
areas of purpose, social, financial, community, and physical well-being. These
frameworks could be used to build workplace interventions.

Another area to consider for future research is that of potential moderators of the
relationships in this study. While the main effects of demands and social support on
financial strain were not supported, there may be conditions under which these
relationships are meaningful. Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012) work-home
resources model proposes two primary categories of moderators for both the contextual
demands to personal resources relationship and the contextual resources to personal
resources relationship: macro resources and key resources. Macro resources are

characteristics of the broader system a person is surrounded by, such as economic or
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cultural considerations, including public policies or community wealth levels. Ten

Brummelhuis and Bakker argue that macro resources determine to what extent other
resources are needed and/or can be used. Key resources, on the other hand, are resources
that facilitate use or effectiveness of other resources. Examples of key resources are self-
efficacy and social positions of power. Future research should explore whether such
macro or key resources present conditions under which the hypothesized relationships
may exist. For example, it may be that coworker support is a key way to reduce financial
strain perceptions, but only in individuals who feel a strong sense of belonging to their
work group.

Finally, although the sample of veterans and service members contributes to the
literature in its own right, it is important to study financial stress experiences in a variety
of contexts. A growing body of work has focused on unemployment, but much less is
known about experiences of financial stress in employed populations, with the exception
of job insecurity. Even though experiences of financial stress can impact individuals at
any income level due to the subjective nature of many components of financial stress and
the variety of demands individuals face, there is also a general lack of research in the
occupational health and industrial-organizational psychology literatures on low-wage
workers. Because low-wage workers are those most likely to experience inability to meet
basic needs, research focused on their financial stress experiences has potential to make a
very importance difference. One area that can be better integrated into occupational
health and industrial-organizational psychology is that of living wage research (e.g., Carr,

Parker, Arrowsmith, & Watters, 2016). Future research can continue to integrate diverse
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areas of study and samples in an effort to reduce financial stress of the broader population

and better society at large.
Conclusion

In summary, the goal of this study was to determine the role of veterans’ financial
strain in the work-home interface over a period of nine months. Although the results of
the current study largely failed to support the hypothesized models, and thus failed to
support the work-home resources model, several important directions for future research
and reflections upon theory and organizational practices can be taken away from this
work. This study further adds to the body of research seeking to aid veterans as they
transition from military service to the civilian workforce—a goal that is worthy of
continued effort to show support for the great service of our military and to help improve

the lives of veterans and service members across the country.
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Tables
Table 1
Items from Study Measures

Home Demands (additive index constructed from items below)

1. How many dependent children do you have living in the home at least 3 days per week?

2. Do you have any children living at home who have a developmental disability, physical health
problem, or long-term serious mental health problem?

3. Are you currently providing care for one or more elderly or adult dependents at least 3 hours per
week? (Caregiving activities include providing transportation, doing yard work, managing money, etc.)

Total Work Hours

1. How many hours do you work in an average week at all of your jobs put together, including your
primary job?

Schedule Type

1. Which of the following best describes your work schedule at your primary job?

Friends Support

. My friends give me the moral support I need.

. My friends enjoy hearing about what I think.

. I rely on my friends for emotional support.

. There is a friend I could go to if I were just feeling down, without feeling funny about it later.
. My friends are sensitive to my personal needs.

. My friends are good at helping me solve problems.

. I've recently gotten a good idea about how to do something from a friend.

NN bW =

Family Support

1. My family gives me the moral support I need.

2. My family enjoys hearing about what I think.

3. I rely on my family for emotional support.

4. There is a member of my family I could go to if I were just feeling down, without feeling funny about
it later.

5. My family is sensitive to my personal needs.

6. Members of my family are good at helping me solve problems.

7. 1 don't have a relationship with a member of my family that is as close as other people's relationships
with family members.

Supervisor Support

1. My supervisor can be relied upon when things get tough on my job.
2. My supervisor is willing to listen to my job-related problems.
3. My supervisor really does not care about my well-being. (Reverse-coded item)

Coworker Support

1. How much do your coworkers go out of their way to do things to make your work life easier for you?
2. How much can your coworkers be relied on when things get tough at work?

3. How much are your coworkers willing to listen to your personal problems?

4. How easy is it to talk to your coworkers?

Financial Strain

1. How difficult is it for you to live on your total household income RIGHT NOW?

2. How much do you anticipate that you and your family will experience actual hardships such as
inadequate housing, food, or medical attention?

3. How much do you anticipate having to reduce your standard of living to the bare necessities in life?

Safety Compliance

1. I carry out my work in a safe manner.

2. I use all the necessary safety equipment to do my job.

3. I use the correct safety procedures for carrying out my job.
4. I ensure the highest levels of safety when I carry out my job.
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Table 1, Cont.
Items from Study Measures

Job Search Behaviors

1. In the past 30 days, I have thought about applying for a new job

2. In the past 30 days, I have looked for a new job in the newspaper or on the web

3. In the past 30 days, I have talked to a prospective employer about a new job

4. In the past 30 days, I have applied for a new job

Job Satisfaction

1. In general, you like working at your job.

2. In general, you are satisfied with your job.

3. You are generally satisfied with the kind of work you do in this job.

Turnover Intentions

1. I am seriously considering quitting this company for an alternate employer.

2. During the next year, I will probably look for a new job outside this firm.

Organizational Commitment

1. I feel a strong sense of "belonging" to my organization.

2. I feel "emotionally attached" to this organization.

3. I feel like "part of the family" at my organization.

4. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

Healthy Diet Behaviors

1. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink fruit?

2. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink vegetables?

3. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink whole grains?

4. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink dairy?

5. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink lean protein?

Unhealthy Diet Behaviors

1. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink snack foods?

2. In a typical week, how often do you eat or drink sweets?

3. In a typical week, how often do you drink sugary drinks?

4. In a typical week, how often do you eat fried foods?

Exercise Behaviors

1. Thinking of the past 30 days, how often did you do light/mild physical activity (slight increase in

breathing and heart rate, can easily hold a conversation)?

2. On the days you did light/mild physical activity, how long per day did you typically do it?

3. Thinking of the past 30 days, how often did you do moderate physical activity (exertion that raises

heart rate and breathing, but you should be able to carry on a conversation comfortably during the

activity)?

4. On the days you did moderate physical activity, how long per day did you typically do it?

5. Thinking of the past 30 days, how often did you do vigorous physical activity (exertion that is high

enough that you would find it difficult to carry on a conversation during the activity)?

6. On the days you did vigorous physical activity, how long per day did you typically do it?

7. Thinking of the past 30 days, how often did you do strength training (including using weights or

resistance training to increase muscle strength)?

8. On the days you did strength training, how long per day did you typically do it?

Life Satisfaction

1. In most ways my life is close to my ideal.

2. The conditions of my life are excellent.

3. So far, I have gotten the important things I want in my life.

4. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.

5. I am satisfied with my life.




Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Home Demands (T1) 1.31 1.38 —

2. Total Work Hours (T1) 42.51 7.76 .02 —

3. Schedule Type (T1) 0.88 033 .03 -.03 —

4. Friends Support (T1) 3.45 0.82 -.08 -.03 .01 (.92)

5. Family Support (T1) 3.75 094  .09* .01 .03 35%% 0 (L93)

6. Supervisor Support (T1) 4.04 0.86 -.01 -.02 .05 Jd4%% 0 09*  ((73)

7. Coworker Support (T1) 3.01 073 .03 - 13%* .02 3o**k 31%Fk 37k (85)

8. Financial Strain (T1) 1.83 093  .14** -06 04 - 17F*F S24%% - 09% - 14%*F (.85)

9. Safety Compliance (T1) 4.55 0.59 -.01 -.08 .07 18**% .09 A8*F  30% .02 (.949)

10. Job Search Beh. (T1) 1.76 090 -.05 .02 -.04 -.07 - 14%% L 3e*F L 3T7FE 25%% 05 (.85)

11. Job Satisfaction (T1) 4.03 0.89 .11* -.01 .02 J9%E - 18*EF  34%EF 4RFE L 12%F 16*¥*F -54%*  (.89)
12. Turnover Intentions (T1) 2.22 1.28 -.10%* .04 -.07 S 14%F L I5FE 4% EF 41k D5FF O _1* JTAEE L p5F*
13. Org. Commitment (T1) 3.33 1.10  .10* -.06 .02 0%k 18*F  40%*F  52%% - 09%  19%*F - 47** 64%*
14. Healthy Diet Beh. (T1) 3.63 1.00 .01 .01 -.05 8%k 17k .03 .08 -12%*%  -01 .03 .03
15. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T1) 2.63 094 .08 -.05 -.04 -.04 -.06 .03 -.02 3% .02 .04 -.02
16. Exercise Beh. (T1) 20.14  15.58 -.11%* .09* -.04 A1* .06 -.01 -.04 -16**  -03 Jd4%% 02
17. Life Satisfaction (T1) 3.31 090  .11* .03 -.01 A5FE - 48%F  14%F 34%E L 40**  12%*F L 25%* 3RF
18. Home Demands (T2) 1.38 1.38  .97*% .02 .02 -.04 2% .01 .08 A7*% .03 -.09 3%
19. Total Work Hours (T2) 42.84 7.20 .09 S50%%-.03 -.06 -.01 .01 -.05 -.01 -.08 -.02 -.02
20. Schedule Type (T2) 0.89 032 .07 .00 S3*F 202 .02 .04 -07 .00 .02 .03 -.06
21. Friends Support (T2) 3.45 0.80 -.07 -.01 -.04 60%EF  28%F  12%  28FF  -10*  .13** .00 20%*
22. Family Support (T2) 3.72 0.87 .08 .06 -.00 28%%  70%% .07 20%% - 18%*  10*  -.04 .09
23. Supervisor Support (T2) 3.92 0.87 -.06 -.03 .04 A1* 4%k 58**F 0 34%% .08 4%k L 28%* 34k
24. Coworker Support (T2) 293 0.74 .07 -.08 -.01 J33%Ek 0 20%F 0 15¥EF 68%FF - 11*  20%*%  -25%*F  40%*
25. Financial Strain (T2) 1.79 092  .15** -.05 .05 - 14%* - 19*%*  -08  -.09 J70**% .03 23FEF L 14%*

Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
presented on the diagonal for all measures with three items or more. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org.

= Organizational. T1 =time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Table 2, Cont.

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
26. Safety Compliance (T2) 4.53 0.62 .00 .01 -.03 .09 A5FE - 20%% ] T7H* .03 S5T7FE 208 21%*
27. Job Search Beh. (T2) 1.79 091 -.07 .05 -.05 -.08 -.09 -30%* - 33%* 25%*% .05 JT2EE 4%
28. Job Satisfaction (T2) 3.95 093 .10* .03 .02 Jde¥*F 18¥*  33%F 0 45%% _[4%x D ¥R _4@%*k 75wk
29. Turnover Intentions (T2) 2.29 1.31 -.04 .00 -.05 - 12% - 1T7*F 0 L 33%* 0 36%* 28%* - 13% S58**k L 54%*
30. Org. Commitment (T2) 3.30 .10 .13**  -.02 -.02 23%% 0 24%x DR¥*k A4TR* (T 20%*% - 39%*%  5@%*
31. Healthy Diet Beh. (T2) 3.64 1.07 -.01 .07 -.05 A5%% 0 (19%* 05 .06 - 12% .00 .10* -.01
32. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T2) 2.50 093 .06 -.03 -.08 -.00 -.01 .00 -.01 .10* -.03 .01 .00
33. Exercise Beh. (T2) 20.13  15.53 -20%*  13** .05 .07 .08 -.07 -.05 -.07 -.00 .08 -.05
34. Life Satisfaction (T2) 3.33 0.89 .10* .03 -.03 32%%k 47* .08 30%*% - 35%% 2% -24%% 0 34%*
35. Home Demands (T3) 1.41 142  95** .04 -.02 -.08 A1* .05 2% A8**% .00 -.06 2%
36. Total Work Hours (T3) 41.30 931 .07 20%*% 01 -.02 .09 .03 -.01 -.08 .00 -.06 -.03
37. Schedule Type (T3) 0.88 032 .02 -.03 A40**  -.06 .01 .01 .03 -.01 -.00 -.08 .05
38. Friends Support (T3) 3.49 0.82 -.05 -.03 -.03 S59%*k 28** .06 32%F 0 _15FF 16**F - 13%*%  21%*
39. Family Support (T3) 3.77 0.85 .10% .01 .01 27%% 0 TT** .04 28%*% 0 _20%F  11* - 12% .10*
40. Supervisor Support (T3) 3.93 0.85 .03 -.02 .00 2% 13* A3%F 0 30%% - 19%*  14% -29%*  D9**
41. Coworker Support (T3) 3.01 0.69 .02 -.04 -.01 206%*%  20%* 2% A49%*F 2% 8%k 1e**  25%*
42. Financial Strain (T3) 1.67 0.84 .15** -.01 -.03 - 16¥* - 20%* - 14%* 08 59%% .04 28%*% 2%
43. Safety Compliance (T3) 4.52 0.63 .11 -.07 .02 A5%% .08 .07 20%* .05 S5T7FE 208 22%*
44. Job Search Beh. (T3) 1.80 091 -.00 .08 -.00 -.10 -.03 -206%* 3%k 20%*% .05 S54%% L 30%*
45. Job Satisfaction (T3) 3.96 0.87 .10 -.02 -.02 A5%% .08 27FF 0 3R - 14%% 0 14%% 0 _33%k 57wk
46. Turmover Intentions (T3) 2.29 1.27 -.07 .06 .01 -.09 -.10* S27** L 209%* 25%% L 12% A8FF 4] **
47. Org. Commitment (T3) 3.32 .01 .12%* .04 -.01 5%k 16¥*  30%*%  40*%* - 10* Jd4%% _34%% 50%*
48. Healthy Diet Beh. (T3) 3.71 098 .01 A1* -.07 13* 21 -.09 .05 -.05 -.00 A1* .00
49. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T3) 2.54 094 .04 -.00 .00 -.02 -.03 .03 .03 A3*% .03 .05 -.06
50. Exercise Beh. (T3) 18.88 14.95 -.08 21%%  -04 .06 .06 .01 -.07 -.03 -.03 .06 .01
51. Life Satisfaction (T3) 3.44 0.87 .07 .01 -.00 S1FE 40%*F 15%F 30%* S 20%% 4%k D%k DR**
Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are

presented on the diagonal for all measures with three items or more. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org.
= Organizational. T1 =time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Table 2, Cont.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

. Home Demands (T1)

. Total Work Hours (T1)

. Schedule Type (T1)

. Friends Support (T1)

. Family Support (T1)

. Supervisor Support (T1)

. Coworker Support (T1)

. Financial Strain (T1)

. Safety Compliance (T1)

10. Job Search Beh. (T1)

11. Job Satisfaction (T1)

12. Turnover Intentions (T1) —
13. Org. Commitment (T1) -.60**  (.95)

O 00 1O\ LN AW —

14. Healthy Diet Beh. (T1) -.00 .04 (.78)

15. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T1) .06 -.00 -.06 (.69)

16. Exercise Beh. (T1) .04 -04  26%* - 17**  (79)

17. Life Satisfaction (T1) -34%%  JEE DREER 13k A5%% 0 (.90)

18. Home Demands (T2) - 14%% 0 ]5%* .02 10%* -.09 4% —

19. Total Work Hours (T2) -.02 -.00 -.05 .00 Jde** .03 .10* —

20. Schedule Type (T2) -.01 -.04  -.03 -.02 -.03 .01 .06 .07 —

21. Friends Support (T2) - 11* 28%*% 0 22%* 05 .08 32%% 206 -.04 .04 (.93)

22. Family Support (T2) - 11* A7#%16** .03 .07 39%*% .09 .07 .03 36%*  (91)

23. Supervisor Support (T2)  -.36%*  .38** 01 -.03 .03 Jd6**  -.06 -.03 .05 A8**F  15%*%  (L68)

24. Coworker Support (T2) -36%*F 47 14%* 02 -.07 36%*% .09 -.06 -.02 A40** 3%k 31%% 0 (.80)
25. Financial Strain (T2) 24%*% 1% - 16**  10* - 15%*  _36%*  15*%*% 01 -.01 - 17¥*  -23*%*  _08 - 19**

Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
presented on the diagonal for all measures with three items or more. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org.
= Organizational. T1 =time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Table 2, Cont.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 13 19 20 21 22 23 24
26. Safety Compliance (T2)  -.17%*  22%* 06  -05  -.00 125 -0l 06 .01 2% 3%k 7k g
27. Job Search Beh. (T2) GAFE_3TEE 02 .00 d4%% _5kk 08 04 -03 S04 -07  -32%k g%k
28. Job Satisfaction (T2) ~60%*  59%% 03 -0l  -.06 38%%  12% .02 -0l 23k ]6FF 38k 45k
29. Turnover Intentions (T2) ~ .76%* -51%* _05 03 .05 -30%*  -06  -.00  -.05 SI8%FF L 16FE _30%%  _ 3Q%x
30. Org. Commitment (T2)  -.53%* 78%* (7 00 -05 36%% 5% .02 -0l 33k 6%k 4]k 5T
31. Healthy Diet Beh. (T2) .02 00 .65%* 07 25%%  20%% 00 -05  -.04 20%% 16%%  -02 12%
32. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T2) .03 05 -.02 GAFE 3%k (3% 07 .00 .0l 04 .03 -.04 .05
33. Exercise Beh. (T2) .06 S11F O 20%% L 19%k  s7ER 1R _8%x  [5%% (2 A5%% Q4% 02 .04
34. Life Satisfaction (T2) 32k 37RE 0%k Q1% 2% J8%% 11 03 .02 AlFE 48%E |G 38k
35. Home Demands (T3) 10 .14%% 00 08 -07 A2% 0 96%*  13* 06 -08 .09  -.03 .09
36. Total Work Hours (T3) .05 05 -04  -10 .06 .10 .09 31%% .04 -06 .10 .04 01
37. Schedule Type (T3) -07 03 -06 02  -07 .00 01 08 42%% 00 .02 02 .05
38. Friends Support (T3) S19%F 4%k DQEx 1% 4% 40%% 0] 07 .05 J4RE g%k 3% 3Gk
39. Family Support (T3) L15%%18%% 15 07 .10 A4%x 13% 02 03 26%% 75k |8k gk
40. Supervisor Support (T3) ~ -.32%%  34%x 08  -02 01 24%% 02 09  -.03 A5%%13%  4Q%k 7
41. Coworker Support (T3) ~ -21%%  33%%x  [8%% _05 .03 31%% 04 -13* 03 28%% ]9k 3wk Gk
42. Financial Strain (T3) 27FF L12% L 13%% 14%% 09 S31EE 4% 07 02 -13%  -13*% - 11*  -.10*
43. Safety Compliance (T3)  -.14%*  20%* 04 - 14%% _04 d4%% 13%  _13% 00 A7%% 09 A5k 26wk
44. Job Search Beh. (T3) S1F% _28%% 03 .06 .04 S23%% .02 08 .06 07  -04  -23%x  _|6xx
45. Job Satisfaction (T3) SA2FE A5%% 0] .07 02 36%%  11*  -09 .00 20%% 04 31F% 2gHk
46. Turnover Intentions (T3)  .39%* -36%* -0l 03 -.04 S26%%  11% 09 -.01 SI1E S 12% J30%F
47. Org. Commitment (T3)  -.43** 5% 04  -05 .07 33%% 6% 02 .06 24%%  13%  37RK 40k
48. Healthy Diet Beh. (T3)  -.01 02 .64%% 09 A6%% 5% 02 .04 -.03 20%% 18%* 0] 19%*
49. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T3) .03 06 - 16%%  63Fx 0%k _[TEE (5 03 .10 -0l .03 -.06 .03
50. Exercise Beh. (T3) -.04 S02 28%F  _16%F 58%F 3%k 06 A7%% .04 12505 02 -02
51. Life Satisfaction (T3) 32k 32F 3%k (k% g%k 73%% 090 .00 .02 33%% 36k ]9k 30

Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p <.01. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
presented on the diagonal for all measures with three items or more. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org.
= Organizational. T1 =time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Table 2, Cont.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

Variable 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37
25. Financial Strain (T2) (.85)

26. Safety Compliance (T2) -.04 (.96)

27. Job Search Beh. (T2) 30** - 11*%  (.85)

28. Job Satisfaction (T2) S22%% 0 5%k _52%*  (91)

29. Turnover Intentions (T2) 33FEF - _1TRR S 72%F L e4%F

30. Org. Commitment (T2) S 15%F 0 2RF* _41F* 67F*F - 5T7**F (L9)5)

31. Healthy Diet Beh. (T2) - 17** -.05 .03 .03 -.07 .07 (.71)

32. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T2)  .10* -.08 .01 .00 -.01 .04 .06 (.72)

33. Exercise Beh. (T2) - 11* .01 .06 .01 .01 -.04 27*%  -.08 (.78)

34. Life Satisfaction (T2) SA1FF O 1TFF S 24%% 43%% L 35%%* A43%% 0 20%* - 10* A9%% 0 (91)

35. Home Demands (T3) 14%* -.02 -.07 .10 -.05 d4%*% 202 .05 - 14* .10 —

36. Total Work Hours (T3) -.06 .05 -.06 .04 -.06 .02 -.04 -.10 A1* 14* .08 —

37. Schedule Type (T3) .03 -.07 -.02 .03 -.04 -.01 -.10 .00 -.06 .02 .01 .06 —
38. Friends Support (T3) -22%* A1 - 19%% 0 23%% _D6** 27 17¥* -.06 J5%* A% 202 -.02 -.00
39. Family Support (T3) -20%*  18%* - 12%* 5%k 8% 25%% 17 .01 2% A45%% 11* .09 .01
40. Supervisor Support (T3) - 15** 4% 27 34%% 0 30%* 35%% 04 -.05 -.04 24%*% 03 -.03 -.00
41. Coworker Support (T3) S 14%F (1T7FF 0 _19FF DT7FER 4wk 34%% 0 19%* 02 -.01 29%*% 05 -.03 .03
42. Financial Strain (T3) .63%* -00  31** - 19%%  30**  -10 -.08 .07 -.09 -32%* 1% -.09 -.09
43. Safety Compliance (T3) .05 S5T7*% 0 -.08 22%% 0 14% 25%% .02 -.09 .03 13* A1* .01 .03
44. Job Search Beh. (T3) Q23%* =03 L61**  -209%%  52%x . D0** (7 .08 .06 -20%*  -03 -.03 -.03
45. Job Satisfaction (T3) - 12% 20%*% - 34%%  50%k A4k A44%% .01 .00 -.05 32%*% 13 .03 .02
46. Turmover Intentions (T3) Jde*F - 12% 0 49%x _39%*  64%x  _33%x (4 .07 .02 -26%*  -10 -.05 .03
47. Org. Commitment (T3) - 11* 22%%F 0 30%* 0 52%k 44k .69%*% .03 -.03 -.02 34%*% 0 18** .08 .04
48. Healthy Diet Beh. (T3) - 11* -.03 .06 .06 -.05 .03 65%*%  _04 20%* 22%% .00 -.05 -.10*
49. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T3) .09 -.03 .06 -.05 .04 -.04 -.06 O1FF 5% 5% 04 -.07 .03
50. Exercise Beh. (T3) - 14%* .00 .03 .03 -.03 -.05 34%*% 0 _04 59%* A7%%-.06 .09 -.04
51. Life Satisfaction (T3) - 37** 2% S 24%%  34%* 3 H* J32%F  20%* - 14%*% DD** Je**  11* .09 .08

Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
presented on the diagonal for all measures with three items or more. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org.
= Organizational. T1 =time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Table 2, Cont.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Study Variables

Variable 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51

26. Safety Compliance (T2)

27. Job Search Beh. (T2)

28. Job Satisfaction (T2)

29. Turnover Intentions (T2)

30. Org. Commitment (T2)

31. Healthy Diet Beh. (T2)

32. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T2)

33. Exercise Beh. (T2)

34. Life Satisfaction (T2)

35. Home Demands (T3)

36. Total Work Hours (T3)

37. Schedule Type (T3)

38. Friends Support (T3) (.93)

39. Family Support (T3) 36%*%  (.90)

40. Supervisor Support (T3) A5*F 0 18*%*% - (70)
41. Coworker Support (T3) 35%% 0 20%*% 0 30%*  ((84)

42. Financial Strain (T3) S21F% _18%* L 15FF _14%* ((84)

43. Safety Compliance (T3) 9% 11* A7FE S 20%* .01 (.96)

44. Job Search Beh. (T3) S 14%% 0 12% 0 S 39%k _23%k 33k _ 03 (.85)

45. Job Satisfaction (T3) 23%*% 0 13* AR 32%% 0% *  24%*  _51** (1R9)

46. Turnover Intentions (T3)  -.19** - 16¥* -39** _26%*  25%* _(09 JTTEE - 61F*

47. Org. Commitment (T3) 28%F 0 20%F  45%*  AS5¥x 4%k DD¥Ek _35%Ek 50%k _409%*  (95)

48. Healthy Diet Beh. (T3) A9%*% 16+ -.01 20%*%  -10 .03 A1 -.05 .07 02 (.78)

49. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T3) -.08 -.03 - 11* .02 .08 - 11* A3* 0 -.05 .06 -08  -.03 (.74)

50. Exercise Beh. (T3) .10* .09 -.00 -.05 - 14%%  -03 .05 -00  -.04 .06 33*x 0 12% (U78)

51. Life Satisfaction (T3) A4FEF Q4% *  DRF* 33 F 43k Q¥R TR 41k _Q0¥Ek 35k 23Rk _18**F  22%*  (9])

Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p <.01. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are
presented on the diagonal for all measures with three items or more. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org.
= Organizational. T1 =time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Table 3

Correlations of Financial Strain With Other Study Variables

109

Variable Financial Strain (T1)  Financial Strain (T2)  Financial Strain (T3)
1. Home Demands (T1) 14%* 5% 5%
2. Home Demands (T2) 7 5% 14%*
3. Home Demands (T3) L18%* 14%* AT1*
4. Total Work Hours (T1) -.06 -.05 -.01
5. Total Work Hours (T2) -.01 -.01 .07
6. Total Work Hours (T3) -.08 -.06 -.09
7. Schedule Type (T1) .04 .05 -.03
8. Schedule Type (T2) .00 -.01 -.02
9. Schedule Type (T3) -.01 .03 -.09
10. Friends Support (T1) - 17 - 14%* - 16%**
11. Friends Support (T2) -.10%* - 17%* -.13%*
12. Friends Support (T3) - 15%* - 22%* WA o
13. Family Support (T1) -.24%* - 19%* - 20%*
14. Family Support (T2) - 18%* - 23%* -.13%*
15. Family Support (T3) - 20%* - 20%* - 18%*
16. Supervisor Support (T1) -.09% -.08 - 14%*
17. Supervisor Support (T2) -.08 -.08 - 11%*
18. Supervisor Support (T3) - 19%* - 15%* - 15%*
19. Coworker Support (T1) - 14%* -.09 -.08
20. Coworker Support (T2) - 11%* - 19%* -.10%*
21. Coworker Support (T3) - 12% - 14%* - 14%*
22. Safety Compliance (T1) .02 .03 .04
23. Safety Compliance (T2) .03 -.04 -.00
24. Safety Compliance (T3) .05 .05 .01
25. Job Search Beh. (T1) Q25%* 23x* 28**
26. Job Search Beh. (T2) Q25%* 30** 31
27. Job Search Beh. (T3) 20%* 23x* 33
28. Job Satisfaction (T1) - 12%* - 14%* - 12%
29. Job Satisfaction (T2) - 14%* - 22%* - 19%*
30. Job Satisfaction (T3) - 14%* - 12% - 20%*
31. Turnover Intentions (T1) Q25%* 24%* 27**
32. Turnover Intentions (T2) 28** 33k 30%*
33. Turnover Intentions (T3) 25%* 16%** Q25%*
34. Org. Commitment (T1) -.09% - 11%* - 12%
35. Org. Commitment (T2) -.07 - 15%* -.10
36. Org. Commitment (T3) -.10%* - 11%* - 14%*
37. Healthy Diet Beh. (T1) - 12%* - 16%** - 13%*
38. Healthy Diet Beh. (T2) - 12% - 17** -.08
39. Healthy Diet Beh. (T3) -.05 - 11%* -.10
40. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T1) 13 10%* 14%*
41. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T2) .10* .10* .07
42. Unhealthy Diet Beh. (T3) J3%* .09 .08
43. Exercise Beh. (T1) - 16%** - 15%* -.09
44. Exercise Beh. (T2) -.07 - 11%* -.09
45. Exercise Beh. (T3) -.03 - 14%* - 14%*
46. Life Satisfaction (T1) - 40%* -.36%* - 31%*
47. Life Satisfaction (T2) - 35%* S - 32%%*
48. Life Satisfaction (T3) A - 37** - 43%*
Note. * indicates p < .05; ** indicates p < .01. Ns range from 298 to 509 due to missing data and attrition

rates. Beh. = Behaviors. Org. = Organizational. T1 = time 1 (i.e., baseline). T2 = time 2 (i.e., 3 months
following baseline). T3 = time 3 (i.e., 9 months following baseline).
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Figure 1. Conceptual model from the work-home resources model (ten Brummelhuis &

Bakker, 2012).
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Figure 2. Hypothesized model of the home-to-work process.

Behavioral
Safety
Compliance
Job Search
Behaviors

111



Work

Work Role
Demands (e.g.,
work hours,
schedule type)

Individual

Home

Social Support
(Supervisor,
Coworkers)

Financial
Strain

Attitudinal
Life Satisfaction

1
-

Behavioral
Diet
Exercise

Figure 3. Hypothesized model of the work-to-home process.
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Figure 4. Participants and conditions for the Study for Employment Retention of
Veterans (SERVe).
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Figure 5. Standardized results for structural equation model 1. N = 509. * = p <.05.

Standardized total indirect effect = .05, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect of

time 1 demands at home on time 3 safety compliance through time 2 financial strain
= .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 6. Standardized results for structural equation model 2. N = 509. * = p <.05.

Standardized total indirect effect = -.05, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect of

time 1 home demands on time 3 job search behaviors through time 2 financial strain
= .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 7. Standardized results for structural equation model 3. N = 509. * = p <.05.

Standardized total indirect effect = .08, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect of

time 1 home demands on time 3 job satisfaction through time 2 financial strain = .00,
ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 8. Standardized results for structural equation model 4. N = 509. * = p <.05.

Standardized total indirect effect = .23, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect of

time 1 home demands on time 3 organizational commitment through time 2 financial
strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
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Turnover 3% Turnover 63* Turnover
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Figure 9. Standardized results for structural equation model 5. N = 509. * = p <.05.
Standardized total indirect effect = -.33, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect of
time 1 home demands on time 3 turnover intentions through time 2 financial strain =
.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 10. Standardized results for structural equation model 6. N = 509. * =p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.00, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 work hours on time 3 healthy diet behaviors through time 2 financial strain
= .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 11. Standardized results for structural equation model 7. N =509. * =p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .00, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 work hours on time 3 unhealthy diet behaviors through time 2 financial

strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



121
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Figure 12. Standardized results for structural equation model 8. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .03, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 work hours on time 3 exercise behaviors through time 2 financial strain =
.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
2 2
R =27 R =17
Schedule S2% Schedule Al* Schedule
Type Type Type
.03 -.03
2 2
R =.52 R = .46
05 Financial 72% Financial .68* Financial
- Strain Strain Strain
-.05% _02 -.00
.00
2 2
R =43 R =.42
Hea.lthy 65%* Hea.lthy 64%* Hea.lthy
Diet Diet Diet
Behaviors Behaviors Behaviors

Figure 13. Standardized results for structural equation model 9. N =509. * =p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.01, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 schedule type on time 3 healthy diet behaviors through time 2 financial

strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
2 2
R =27 R =17
Schedule S2% Schedule Al* Schedule
Type Type Type
.03 -.03
2 2
R =.52 R = .46
04 Financial 72% Financial .68* Financial
- Strain Strain Strain
-.05 _05 03
.06
2 2
R =43 R =39
Unhealthy 64 Unhealthy 62%* Unhealthy
Diet Diet Diet
Behaviors Behaviors Behaviors

Figure 14. Standardized results for structural equation model 10. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .00, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 schedule type on time 3 unhealthy diet behaviors through time 2 financial

strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 15. Standardized results for structural equation model 11. N =509. *=p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.03, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 schedule type on time 3 exercise behaviors through time 2 financial strain

= -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
2 2
R =29 R =11
Work S4* Work 33* Work
Hours Hours Hours
-.01 .05
2 2
R =.52 R = .46
Financial 72% Financial 67* Financial
Strain Strain Strain
-.08%* 01 -10
-.00
2 2
R =.62 R =.59
Life 5% Life 74% Life
Satisfactio Satisfactio Satisfactio

n

n

n

Figure 16. Standardized results for structural equation model 12. N =509. * =p <

.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .01, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 work hours on time 3 life satisfaction through time 2 financial strain = .00,
ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 17. Standardized results for structural equation model 13. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.00, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 schedule type on time 3 life satisfaction through time 2 financial strain = -
.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 18. Standardized results for structural equation model 14. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .08, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 support from friend on time 3 safety compliance through time 2 financial
strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
2 2
R =44 R =55
Friends 66* Friends 4% Friends
Support Support Support
-.06 -.03
2 2
R =.53 R = .45
07 Financial J1* Financial 67* Financial
- Strain Strain Strain
.10* 02 08
.01
2 2
R =55 R =38
Job T1* Job 50% Job
Search Search Search
Behaviors Behaviors Behaviors

128

Figure 19. Standardized results for structural equation model 15. N =509. * =p <

.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.01, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 support from friends on time 3 job search behaviors through time 2
financial strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control

variable.
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Figure 20. Standardized results for structural equation model 16. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .09, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 support from family on time 3 safety compliance through time 2 financial
strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 21. Standardized results for structural equation model 17. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.11, p <.05. Standardized specific indirect
effect of time 1 support from family on time 3 job search behaviors through time 2
financial strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control

variable.
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Figure 22. Standardized results for structural equation model 18. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .02, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 support on time 3 job satisfaction through time 2 financial strain = .03, ns.
Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 23. Standardized results for structural equation model 19. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .04, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 support from friends on time 3 organizational commitment through time 2

financial strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 24. Standardized results for structural equation model 20. N = 509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .02, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 support from friends on time 3 turnover intentions through time 2 financial
strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 25. Standardized results for structural equation model 21. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .06, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 support from family on time 3 job satisfaction through time 2 financial

strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 26. Standardized results for structural equation model 22. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .09, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 support from family on time 3 organizational commitment through time 2

financial strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 27. Standardized results for structural equation model 23. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.11, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 support from family on time 3 turnover intentions through time 2 financial

strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 28. Standardized results for structural equation model 24. N = 509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.02, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 supervisor support on time 3 healthy diet behaviors through time 2
financial strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



Figure 29. Standardized results for structural equation model 25. N =509. * =p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.05, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 supervisor support on time 3 unhealthy diet behaviors through time 2
financial strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control

variable.
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Figure 30. Standardized results for structural equation model 26. N = 509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.13, p <.01. Standardized specific indirect
effect of time 1 supervisor support on time 3 exercise behaviors through time 2
financial strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 31. Standardized results for structural equation model 27. N = 509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .10, p <.05. Standardized specific indirect
effect of time 1 coworker support on time 3 healthy diet behaviors through time 2
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financial strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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Figure 32. Standardized results for structural equation model 28. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .02, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 coworker support on time 3 unhealthy diet behaviors through time 2
financial strain = -.00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control

variable.
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Figure 33. Standardized results for structural equation model 29. N = 509. * =p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.01, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect

of time 1 coworker support on time 3 exercise behaviors through time 2 financial

strain = .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



Figure 34. Standardized results for structural equation model 30. N =509. * =p <
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.05. Standardized total indirect effect = -.00, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
of time 1 supervisor support on time 3 life satisfaction through time 2 financial strain
= .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.



35%

Figure 35. Standardized results for structural equation model 31. N =509. * =p <
.05. Standardized total indirect effect = .04, ns. Standardized specific indirect effect
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of time 1 coworker support on time 3 life satisfaction through time 2 financial strain
= .00, ns. Model includes intervention condition as a control variable.
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