














processes that occur with economic stress and how it impacts organizational-related
outcomes.
Equity Sensitivity

With researching perceived of income adequacy it is important to also consider
individual’s reaction to inequity and specifically their levels of equity sensitivity when
predicting how measures of economic stress effect job satisfaction. Previous research has
linked equity sensitivity and pay satisfaction as an influence job performance and life
satisfaction but there are few studies showing how equity sensitivity impacts financial
strain (George & Brief, 1990, Lawler, 1971). By considering how equity sensitivity acts
as a moderator both for the relationship between perceived income adequacy and job
satisfaction and the relationship between perceived income adequacy and financial strain,
this study will link prior research on equity theory, economic stress and job-related
outcomes.

Equity sensitivity as a construct explains why individuals react differently to
varying levels of equity and inequity. Huseman, Hatfield and Miles (1987) proposed
three groups differing on their equity sensitivity: benevolents, equity sensitives and
entitleds. Benevolents prefer to have their outcome/input ratios lower than the ratios of
their comparison other, meaning that they would prefer to have less than others. Equity
sensitives prefer their ratios to be equal to others, meaning that they want to have the
same as others. Entitleds prefer their ratios to exceed the ratios of others, meaning that

they want more than others.
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With each of the equity sensitivity profiles there are different situations that
would cause stress for these individuals (Huseman, Hatfiled & Miles, 1987). Recognizing
what scenarios act as stressors for each type of individual allows for a deeper
understanding of how equity sensitivity affects the relationships at play in the proposed
research. First, benevolents experience stress when they are both over-rewarded and
rewarded equitably. Equity sensitives experience stress when they are both under- and
over-rewarded. Lastly, entitleds feel stress when they are both under rewarded and
rewarded equitably (Huseman, Hatfiled & Miles, 1987).

Equity sensitivity and equity theory has been used in occupational health
psychology to assess work-related stress in via the effort-reward imbalance model
(Siefrist, 1996). This model says that the imbalance of effort and reward is what causes
stress to occur. This imbalance between effort and rewards at work is linked to increased
levels of burnout and turnover along with more negative mental health symptoms
(Devonish, 2018). These findings were suggested to have been found due to the stress
and strain that occurs for a person when they feel there is not equity in their effort and
their rewards in the workplace. By showing that the stress from inequity has a direct
impact on both occupation health concerns but also turnover shows how an individual’s
response to inequity is important to consider in organizational research.

Other than just recognizing the various relationships of inputs and outputs that
people prefer, equity sensitivity have several important implications for organizational
functioning. First, equity sensitivity, due to the stress of being over- or under-rewarded,

can impact job satisfaction levels (Pritchard et al., 1972). Further, based on the principles
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that outline each groups preferred ratios can be applied to job satisfaction perceptions at
differing levels of rewards (Huseman, Hatfiled & Miles, 1987; Adams, 1965). For equity
senstives this creates an inverted u-shaped relationship with higher levels of satisfaction
when they are equitably rewarded. For benevolents there is a negative linear relationship
with job satisfaction and for entitleds there is a positive linear relationship. Further, it is
assumed that these relationships are similar for equity sensitivity and other work related
attitudinal variables (Pritchard et al., 1972).

Equity sensitivity has important implications for research on economic stress.
When considering each of the groups it is fair to assume that individuals would perceive
their income differently based on what they perceive as equitable. This has been shown
when looking at pay fairness, benevolents were found to perceive their pay as fairer than
entitleds did (Deconinck & Bachman, 2007). While the literature on equity sensitivity
currently does not focus on economic stress specifically but rather examines pay as a
variable to measure what is perceived as fair (Kickul & Lester, 2001). This however
creates an argument for the current study using equity sensitivity as a moderator to more
fully understand on job satisfaction is impacted by different perceptions of inequity.

In summary, equity in an important construct to consider when looking how
economic stress impacts individual’s perceptions of their jobs. Since each of the three
equity profiles has a preferred level of equity when researching a person’s perceptions of
their income, as done with perceived income adequacy, equity sensitivity should be
considered to fully understand the relationship (Huseman, Hatfiled & Miles, 1987).

Specifically, each equity profile will interpret their income in terms of if it is equitable for
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the amount they contributed to their job differently. Due to these different interpretations
it will differently affect the appraisal process highlighted in Lazarus’ cognitive
transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). This will then moderate the
expected relationships with financial strain and job satisfaction, both in the mediated and
direct pathways. As stress and specifically economic stress is currently not considered
heavily in the equity theory literature this study will provide valuable insights into the

importance of equity sensitivity.
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CHAPTER FOUR
OUTCOMES
Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is traditionally defined as a positive emotional state resulting from
the appraisal of one’s job (Locke, 1976). There are many different elements that combine
to create this positive emotional state. Some of these elements include satisfaction with
supervisors, coworkers, growth opportunities, task and income. Job satisfaction is an
important outcome variable to study because it can also act as a predictor variable for a
number of organizationally important outcomes. For example, job satisfaction can predict
turnover intentions, job performance and citizenship behaviors (Fassina, Jones &
Uggerslev, 2008; Griffeth, Hom & Gaertner, 2000; [affaldano & Muchinsky, 1985).

Due to the number of facets of job satisfaction it is often studied as satisfaction
for each area of the job but also can be examined as from the overall satisfaction from
their job (Locke, 1976). This study will be assessing one’s overall satisfaction from their
job as it considers all aspects of their job in one succinct measure and allows for
assumptions about a person’s job at large to be made. One of the clearest predictors of
job satisfaction is income which has a steady positive relationship, so as income increases
job satisfaction increases (Parker & Brummel, 2016).

Kifle (2012) looked at income as a relative entity rather than overall income when
looking at the effects of income on job satisfaction. This means that one’s satisfaction
with their income was not just based on the given value but as a function of where an

individual places themselves in society and how much they think they need. Overall,
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Kifle (2012) found that when looking at income as a predictor of job satisfaction one
must consider how an individual views their income in comparison to their reference
group. If the income of the reference group is higher than the income of the individual
there will be less job satisfaction. This result is asymmetric, meaning that this effect is
greater when an individual is aware of their income being lower than their reference
group, when an individual’s income is higher than their reference group there is a smaller
yet still significant increase in job satisfaction.

In research on job satisfaction it is important to see how both intrinsic and
extrinsic attitudes contribute to overall satisfaction (Deckop, 2010). Especially, when self
determination theory is applied, job satisfaction can be examined based on how one’s job
works to fulfill the psychological needs of competence, autonomy and relatedness.
Therefore, one will be more satisfied with their job if it provides the intrinsic satisfaction
that contributes to fulfilling self determination theory’s needs.

As job satisfaction is an important and commonly used outcome variable in
research on organizational behavior. It is important to understand the established
relationship between job satisfaction and stress. When researchers began to look at stress
and job satisfaction, job satisfaction was used as a predictor of job-related strain (Jackson
& Schuler, 1985). This model predicted that lower levels of job satisfaction predicted
higher levels of strain. However, as a more developed conceptualization of stress and
strain developed this relationship flipped, with both psychological and physical strain
predicting job satisfaction levels (Decker & Borgen, 1993). Specifically, Decker and

Borgen (1993) found that three forms of job satisfaction, intrinsic, extrinsic and general,
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predicted four forms of job related strain, vocational, psychological, interpersonal and
physical. Further, they found that the lowered levels of job satisfaction were beyond
negative affect, meaning that the stress and strain caused this relationship. Additional
support for stress impacting job satisfaction was found in a nursing sample (Teo, Pick,
Newton, Yeung & Chang, 2013). It was found that nursing stressors, along with
additional role stressors lead to decreased job satisfaction in a longitudinal study
indicating a causal path between stressors and job satisfaction, providing a basis for
stressors predicting lowered job satisfaction. This study went on to show that coping
strategies were able to mitigate stress levels and lead to reporting higher levels of job
satisfaction (Teo et al., 2013).

When looking at job satisfaction and equity, research found that increased levels
of stress due to effort reward imbalance was negatively related to job satisfaction
(Calnan, Wainwright & Almond, 2000; Panatik et al., 2012). This impact on job
satisfaction is explained by the experience of negative emotions and long term stress
reactions when inequity is occurring (Devonish, 2018). This indicates that appraisal is
important when considering job satisfaction. This lends support for the current study as
the appraisal of one’s income, their equity sensitivity and their materialism are all
important for predicting job satisfaction levels as both moderators impact the stress

appraisal process.
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CHAPTER FIVE
HYPOTHESES

Hypotheses

The purpose of this study is to assess the relationship between perceived income
adequacy and job satisfaction, and understand if this relationship is mediated by financial
strain. To further the understanding of this relationship, materialism and equity sensitivity
will be tested as moderators of the relationships between perceived income adequacy and
job satisfaction. Additionally, this study will use three different assessments of perceived
income adequacy, current, near future and distant future, to assess if future perceptions
have an impact on economic stress.
Perceived Income Adequacy and Financial Strain

In the current study, perceived income adequacy will serve as the cognitive
appraisal of one’s financial situation thus predicting financial strain levels. This
relationship will exist for all three time points of perceived income adequacy because
Lazarus’ cognitive-transactional model of stress is future oriented (Perrewé & Zellars,
1999).

Hypothesis 1a: Current perceived income adequacy is negatively related to
financial strain.

Hypothesis 1b: Near future perceived income adequacy is negatively related to
financial strain.

Hypothesis 1c: Distant future perceived income adequacy is negatively related to

financial strain.
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Perceived Income Adequacy and Job Satisfaction

As research has shown a relationship between income and overall happiness, this
study seeks to both support this research and expand on the ways that current, near future
and distant future judgments of income adequacy influence job satisfaction (Sacks,
Stevenson and Wolfers, 2012; Easterlin & Angelescue, 2009). Since job satisfaction was
impacted by relative income and has been shown to be negatively affected by stress it is
predicted that current, near future and distant future perceived income adequacy will have
a positive relationship with job satisfaction (Jackson & Schuler, 1985; Kifle, 2013).
Meaning that as an individual views their income as increasingly adequate to fulfill their
wants and needs, thus lowering their perceptions of economic stress their job satisfaction
will also increase.

Hypothesis 2a: Current perceived income adequacy is positively related to job
satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2b: Near future perceived income adequacy is positively related to job
satisfaction.

Hypothesis 2c: Distant future perceived income adequacy is positively related to
job satisfaction.

Research Question 1: Which time period of perceived income adequacy has the
strongest effect on job satisfaction?
Financial Strain as a Mediator

The current study uses Lazarus’ cognitive-transactional model to understand the

mediated relationship between income adequacy and job satisfaction. Both current
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perceived income adequacy and near/distant perceived income adequacy will be used to
represent cognitive appraisals (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Previous research on perceived
income adequacy has linked it to financial strain thus supporting the proposed mediation
model (Cheung, 2014; Sears, 2008). Based on previous research tying stress and income
to job satisfaction it is fair to hypothesize the mediated relationship (Jackson & Schuler,
1985; Kifle, 2013).

Hypothesis 3a: Financial strain will mediate the relationship between current
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3b: Financial strain will mediate the relationship between near future
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 3c: Financial strain will mediate the relationship between distant
future perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction.

Research Question 2: For which time period of perceived income adequacy will
financial strain have the largest indirect effect for job satisfaction?
Materialism as a Moderator

Materialism has been shown to be related negatively with life satisfaction when
comparing materialistic individuals to non-materialistic individuals (Sirgy, 2011). This
combined with self determination theory research shows that extrinsic life goals, control
orientations and not having all of one’s psychological needs fulfilled are related to
decreased psychological well-being (Kasser & Ryan, 1993; Vansteenskiste et al., 2004)
This research proposes that through self determination theory’s framework, materialism

will moderate the predictive relationships between financial strain, perceived income
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adequacy and job satisfaction. Specifically, more materialistic individuals will interpret
their income as less adequate than less materialistic in the appraisal process process
highlighted in Lazarus’ cognitive transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). Additionally, the focus on extrinsic goals rather than intrinsic goals which
materialistic individuals are shown to have will moderate the relationship between
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. Self determination theory will account
for this moderating effect because higher levels of materialism are associated with fewer
fulfilled psychological needs which will then impact the appraisal process impacting
perceived income adequacy. These hypotheses can be seen in Figure 1.

Hypothesis 4a: Materialism will moderate the relationship between current
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. The positive relationship will be weaker
for those who are more materialistic.

Hypothesis 4b: Materialism will moderate the relationship between near future
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. The positive relationship will be weaker
for those who are more materialistic.

Hypothesis 4c: Materialism will moderate the relationship between distant future
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. The positive relationship will be weaker
for those who are more materialistic.

Hypothesis 4d: Materialism will moderate the relationship between current
perceived income adequacy and financial strain. The positive relationship will be weaker

for those who are more materialistic.
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Hypothesis 4e: Materialism will moderate the relationship between near future
perceived income adequacy and financial strain. The negative relationship will be
stronger for those who are more materialistic.

Hypothesis 4f: Materialism will moderate the relationship between distant future
perceived income adequacy and financial strain. The negative relationship will be
stronger for those who are more materialistic.

Research Question 3: Does materialism have a differing moderating impact on
each time period of perceived income adequacy? For which time period does materialism
have the strongest moderating effect?

Equity Sensitivity as a Moderator

Equity sensitivity levels have been shown in previous research to have an impact
on job satisfaction levels (Huseman, Hatfield & Miles, 1987). Therefore, this study will
investigate these relationships to further understanding how equity sensitivity interacts
with perceived income adequacy. Based on previous research rooted in equity theory the
current study hopes to show how the varying equity profiles view their relative
deprivation and specifically how that relates to their job (Diener & Diener, 1995). Equity
profiles identify the preferred equity state different individuals want, thus impacting the
appraisals each individual has with their income, thus impacting the relationship between
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. Each equity profile will interpret their
income in terms of if it is equitable for the amount they contributed to their job
differently. Due to these different interpretations it will differently affect the appraisal

process highlighted in Lazarus’ cognitive transactional model of stress (Lazarus &
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Folkman, 1984). This will then moderate the expected relationships with financial strain
and job satisfaction, both in the mediated and direct pathways. These hypotheses can be
seen in Figure 2.

Hypothesis 5a: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between current
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. The positive relationship will be weaker
for those with who are more entitled and stronger for those who are more benevolent.

Hypothesis 5b: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between near
future perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. The positive relationship will be
weaker for those who are more entitled and stronger for those who are more benevolent.

Hypothesis 5c: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between distant
future perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. The positive relationship will be
weaker for those who are more entitled and stronger for those who are more benevolent.

Hypothesis 5d: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between current
perceived income adequacy and financial strain. The negative relationship will be
stronger for those who are more entitled and weaker for those who are more benevolent.

Hypothesis 5e: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between near
future perceived income adequacy and financial strain. The negative relationship will be
stronger for those who are more entitled and weaker for those who are more benevolent.

Hypothesis 5f: Equity sensitivity will moderate the relationship between distant
future perceived income adequacy and financial strain. The negative relationship will be

stronger for those who are more entitled and weaker for those who are more benevolent.
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CHAPTER SIX
METHOD
Method
This study will utilize data collected from a longitudinal study completed on Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) that assessed participants on a variety of work, health,
community and economic-related items at two time points.
Participants

A total of 1,541 participants from a variety of occupations completed the first
round of data collection. Out of the Time 1 participants, 686 returned for the second wave
of data collection. Using MTurk allowed for a diverse sample from a variety of career
fields to best represent the overall population (Buhrmester, Kwang & Gosling, 2011). By
having a population that includes a diverse sample of people across career fields allows
for greater generalizability to the population, for example some of the participant’s
careers include office manager, teacher, paralegal and delivery driver.

On average, participants were 33.54 years of age (SD= 10.06) and worked 39.59
hours per week at their primary job. The mean tenure for which participants worked at
their current job was 5.66 years. Approximately, 55.5% of the participants were female
(44.3% male). In terms of educational attainment, 25.5% completed high school, 19.1%
an Associates Degree, 39.1% Bachelors Degree, 12.0% Master’s Degree and 2.1%
Doctoral Degree.

Procedure
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As a part of a larger study assessing income, workplace behaviors and health this
study was administered to employed members of MTurk. Following successful
completion of the first wave of data collection participants were invited back to complete
the second wave of data collection. The second wave a data collection began after a
three-month time lag. As an incentive for completing each wave of the data collection,
each participant received a small monetary award of $4 upon successful completion of
the survey.

At time one, measures assessing current perceived income adequacy and
materialism were completed. At time two, measures assessing financial strain and job
satisfaction were completed. Additionally, at both time points demographic questions
such as age, gender, marital status and number of dependents were administered.

In addition to the demographic questions and the items for each of the measures,
the participants had to successfully complete a number of attention check items for their
data to be included in the final sample. If participants failed an attention check item, they
then had a second chance to complete the survey before being removed entirely. Screens
for duplicate IP addresses or duplicate MTurk Worker ID numbers will be done and any
duplicates will be removed.

Measures

Current Perceived Income Adequacy

To measure current perceived income adequacy, a 10 item scale developed for
this data collection was used. This measure assessed both individual’s basic needs and

lifestyle wants to adequately cover the full construct. An example item for basic needs is
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“I am able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my bank account.” An example item
for lifestyle wants is “I can save for retirement at the rate I want to save.” All of these
items were on a seven point Likert scale with higher scores indicating agreement, based
on Sears (2008). Needs and wants will be considered together because they tend to be
highly correlated. For similar scales used in previous research, Cronbach’s alpha was in
the .95 range, thus showing strong reliability (Cheung, 2014). For this sample, a
Cronbach’s Alpha of .92 was found indicating strong reliability. A completed measure
can be seen in Appendix A.

Near Future Perceived Income Adequacy

Near future perceived income adequacy was assessed using a 10 item scale
developed for this data collection. Similar to current perceived income adequacy, this
scale assessed basic needs and lifestyle wants however participants were instructed to
answer the items in regard to their beliefs about their income adequacy three months from
now. An example item for basic needs is “3 months from now, [ will be able to afford the
basic transportation I need.” An example item for lifestyle wants is “3 months from now,
I will be able to travel where I want.” These items were developed for this data collection
based on Sears (2008). All of these items were on a seven point Likert scale with higher
scores indicating agreement. For similar scales used in previous research, Cronbach’s
alpha was in the .95 range, thus showing strong reliability (Cheung, 2014). For this
sample, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .93 was found indicating strong reliability. A completed
measure can be seen in Appendix B.

Distant Future Perceived Income Adequacy
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Distant future perceived income adequacy was assessed using a 10 item scale
developed for this data collection. As with current and near future perceived income
adequacy, this scale assessed both basic needs and lifestyle wants but with their answers
inline with their beliefs about their income adequacy three years from now. A sample
item for basic needs is “3 years from now, I will be able to afford the food I need to
survive” and a sample item from lifestyle wants is “3 years from now, [ will be able to
afford the recreation/entertainment I like.” All of these items were on a seven point Likert
scale with higher scores indicating agreement. These items were developed for this data
collection based on Sears (2008). For similar scales used in previous research,
Cronbach’s alpha was in the .95 range, thus showing strong reliability (Cheung, 2014).
For this sample, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .95 was found indicating strong reliability. A
completed measure can be seen in Appendix C.

Confirmatory Factor Analyses for Perceived Income Adequacy

I conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using EQS 6.3
(Bentler, 2016) to examine the extent to which the needs and wants factor structure
established by the literature fit the perceived income adequacy measures generated for
this data collection (Cheung, 2014; Sears, 2008). With all CFA models, factor variances
were fixed to one while covariances and error covariances were allowed to be freely
estimated. For the tests of model fit, robust estimation was used to determine goodness of
fit indices given the large normalized estimate.

Current Perceived Income Adequacy
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First, the two-factor structure was tested for current perceived income adequacy.
The initial test of the model indicated acceptable fit between the proposed model and the
observed model, SBX2 (34) =336.70, p < .001, CFI1=.961, RMSEA = .076 [90% CI:
(.069, .084)]. The factor loadings were then assessed to determine how well they fit on
each factor. All items had satisfactory loadings as they all loaded more than .70 on their
factors, meaning at least 50% of the item variance was true score variance. The factor
loadings for each item can be seen in Table 1.

The results of the Lagrange Multiplier (LM) test were then examined to determine
how the model fit could be improved. To improve model fit, one error covariance
suggested by the LM test was added to two items within the needs factor. This error
covariance was added to the items ‘I can afford the basic transportation I need’ and ‘I can
afford the food I need to survive.” After adding the error covariance, the model fit was
not meaningfully improved, SB)(2 (33) =334.02, p <.001, CFI = .962, RMSEA = .077
[90% CI: (.070, .085)]. Therefore, the error covariance was not added to the final model.

For comparative purposes, an alternative model was tested to ensure a simpler
factor structure did not fit the data as well as the two factor model. A one-factor structure
combining needs and wants was assessed to show the two-factor structure best represents
current perceived income adequacy. The one-factor model had poor fit with this data,
SBy’ (35) =2109.80, p <.001, CFI =.735, RMSEA = .197 [90% CI: (.190, .205)],
showing that the one-factor structure does not explain the data more simply, as seen in
Table 2.

Near Future Perceived Income Adequacy
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First, the two-factor structure was tested for near future perceived income
adequacy. The initial test of the model indicated acceptable fit between the proposed
relationship and the observed relationship, SBy” (34) =517.41, p <.001, CFI = .945,
RMSEA =.097 [90% CI: (.090, .105)]. The factor loadings were then assessed to
determine how well they fit on each factor. All items had satisfactory loadings as they all
loaded more than .80 on their factors, meaning at least 50% of the item variance was true
score variance. The factor loadings can be seen in Table 3.

The results of the LM test were then examined to determine how the model fit
could be improved. To improve model fit, one error covariance suggested by the LM test
was added to two items within the wants factor. This error covariance was added to the
items ‘3 months from now, I will have extra money for unexpected expenses’ and ‘3
months from now, I will be able to afford the recreation/entertainment I like.” After
adding the error covariance, the model fit was improved, SBy” (33) =411.95, p < .001,
CFI1=.957, RMSEA = .087 [90% CI: (.080, .095)]. The loadings were all above .80 for
the model after adding the error covariance.

For comparative purposes, an alternative model was tested to ensure a simpler
factor structure did not fit the data as well as the two factor model. A one-factor structure
combining needs and wants was assessed to show the two-factor structure best represents
current perceived income adequacy. The one-factor model had poor fit with this data,
SBy’ (35) =3635.76, p < .001, CFI = 592, RMSEA = 261 [90% CI: (.254, .268)],
showing that the one-factor model does not more simply explain the model, as seen in

Table 4.
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Distant Future Perceived Income Adequacy

First, the two-factor structure was tested for distant future perceived income
adequacy. The initial test of the model indicated acceptable fit between the proposed
relationship and the observed relationship, SBy” (34) =412.32, p < .001, CFI = .949,
RMSEA =.086 [90% CI: (.079, .093)]. The factor loadings were then assessed to
determine how well they fit on each factor. All items had satisfactory loadings as they all
loaded more than .70 on their factors, meaning at least 50% of the item variance was true
score variance. The factor loadings can be seen in Table 5.

The results of the LM test were then examined to determine how the model fit
could be improved. To improve model fit, two error covariances suggested by the LM
test were added to items within the wants factor. The first error covariance was added to
the items ‘3 years from now, I will be able to save as much money as I want to be
saving.” The second error covariance was added to the item ‘3 years from now I will have
extra money for unexpected expenses’ and ‘3 years from now, I will be able to afford the
recreation/entertainment I like.” After adding the error covariance, the model fit was
slightly improved, SBy” (32) =290.25, p < .001, CFI = .966, RMSEA = .073 [90% CI:
(.066, .081)]. The loadings were all above .80 for the model after adding the error
covariance.

For comparative purposes, an alternative model was tested to ensure a simpler
factor structure did not fit the data as well as the two factor model. A one-factor structure
combining needs and wants was assessed to show the two-factor structure best represents

current perceived income adequacy. The one-factor model had poor fit with this data,
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SBy’ (35) =2784.45, p < .001, CFI = .633, RMSEA = 228 [90% CI: (.221, .236)],
showing that a one-factor structure model does not more simply fit the data, as seen in
Table 6.
Financial Strain

Financial strain was measured using a 17 item agreement scale based on Sears
(2008) that assessed their affective attitudes towards their financial situation. Some
sample items for this scale are “I feel pressured by my financial situation” and “My
financial situation makes me feel emotionally drained.” To ensure the measure’s
reliability, Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated and found to be .98 indicating strong
reliability. A completed measure can be seen in Appendix D.

Materialism

Materialism was assessed using Richins and Dawson’s (1992) materialism scale.
In the previous literature, this eighteen item response scale load onto three factors:
success, centrality and happiness. An example from the six items for success is “I admire
people who own expensive homes, cars and clothes.” An example from the seven items
for centrality is “Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.” An example from the five
items for happiness is “My life would be better if I owned certain things I do not have.”
All items in the materialism scale are measured on a seven point Likert scale and will be
used as one scale with all three of the dimensions based on practices established by
Richins and Dawson (1992). This scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 showing that it is a
reliable further, this scale was validated across a number of situations (Richins &

Dawson, 1992). For this sample, a Chronbach’s Alpha of .89 was found using the
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shortened scale determined by the CFA. A completed measure can be seen in Appendix
E.
Confirmatory Factor Analyses for Materialism

I conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) using EQS 6.3
(Bentler, 2016) to examine the extent to which the success, centrality and happiness
factor structure established by the literature fit the perceived income adequacy measures
generated for this data collection (Richins & Dawson, 1992). With all CFA models,
factor variances were fixed to one while covariances and error covariances were allowed
to be freely estimated. For the tests of model fit, robust estimation was used to determine
goodness of fit indices given the large normalized estimate.

First, the three-factor structure was tested for materialism. The initial test of the
model indicated poor fit between the proposed relationship and the observed relationship,
SBy’ (132) =1724.27, p < .001, CFI = .843, RMSEA = .091 [90% CI: (.087, .094)]. The
factor loadings and the results of the LM test were then examined to determine how the
model fit could be improved. Many of the items did not have satisfactory loadings as they
loaded below .70 meaning that less than 50% of the item variance was true score
variance. The LM test indicated at least six error covariances to be added to improve
model fit.

Rather than testing a three-factor model with six error variances, the items were
examined and based on previous literature, the decision to remove negatively worded
items was made (Marsh, 1996; Marsh, 2010). Based on this shorted three-factor model

model fit was improved, SBy* (32) =230.46, p < .001, CFI = .969, RMSEA = .064 [90%
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CI: (.057, .072)]. However, after examining the factor loadings, one factor loading was
still below .70 and one error covariance could be added to improve model fit. After
adding the error covariance, the model fit was slightly improved, SBy” (31) =168.44, p <
.001, CFI =.979, RMSEA = .054 [90% CI: (.046, .063)]. The loadings were all above .70
except one loading at .62 for the model after adding the error covariance.

For comparative purposes, an alternative model was tested to ensure a simpler
factor structure did not fit the data as well as the three factor model. A one-factor
structure combining needs and wants was assessed to show the three-factor structure best
represents current perceived income adequacy. The one-factor model had poor fit with
this data, SBy” (35) =1251.81, p <.001, CFI = .811, RMSEA = .152 [90% CI: (.145,
.160)], showing that a three-factor structure best fits the data.

Equity Sensitivity

Equity sensitivity was measured using King and Miles (1994) ten item equity
sensitivity scale. This is a ten item scale that assesses how benevolent or entitled
individuals are in their perceptions of what they deserve, specifically as it relates to the
workplace. Some sample items from this scale are “I would be more concerned about
what I received from the organization” and “the hard work I do should benefit the
organization.” All items are measured on an eleven point Likert scale. A Cronbach’s
Alpha of .93 was found for this sample, indicating strong reliability. A completed
measure can be seen in Appendix F.

Job Satisfaction
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Job Satisfaction was measured using the Job Satisfaction Subscale of the
Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ-JSS) (Cannann, Fichman,
Jenkins & Kelsh, 1983). This is a 3 item scale that asks “All in all, I am satisfied with my
job. In general, I don’t like my job, and in general, I like working here.” All three items
are measured on a seven-point agreement scale. The MOAQ-JSS has strong face and
construct validity and a Cronbach’s Alpha of .84 in prior research (Bowling &
Hammond, 2008). In the current study, a Chronbach’s Alpha of .94 was seen, indicating
strong reliability. A completed measure can be seen in Appendix G.

Data Analysis

All statistical analyses proposed in this study were completed via SPSS. Prior to
testing the hypotheses, descriptive statistics, including means and standard deviations,
were calculated to ensure a normal distribution. To check assumptions of linear
regressions, normality, multicollinearity and homoscedasticity were assessed prior to
analyses and all data fulfilled these assumptions. Additionally, internal consistency
statistics were determined to ensure the scales meet acceptable standards for reliability
and to confirm the Cronbach’s Alphas previously determined by the literature. A factor
analysis was performed to check the structure of all of the scales used with an existing
factor structure, specifically for the perceived income adequacy scales to assure the items
fall onto the needs and wants as designed.

First, to test Hypotheses 1a through 1c bivariate correlations was calculated.
Linear regressions were additionally conducted with all three time periods for perceived

income adequacy to determine the unique effect of each time period on financial strain.
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Similarly, linear regressions were performed to test Hypotheses 2a through 2c, along with
answering Research Question 1.

To test the mediation and mediated moderation models in Hypotheses 3 to 5,
Hayes’ PROCESS macro for SPSS was utilized. For the mediation results the indirect
and direct effects were examined based on bootstrapping results provided by the
PROCESS output. For the moderated mediation conditional direct effects and simple
slopes would have been assessed for high, moderate and low levels of materialism and
equity sensitivity, if the moderations were significant.

To address the Research Question 2 regarding the different time points of
perceived income adequacy, Hayes PROCESS macro for SPSS was once again used. The
same analyses were completed from answering Hypotheses 3, but once the effect sizes
are determined they will be compared across time points to understand if current, near
future or distant future assessments of perceived income adequacy were most effected by
the indirect effect of financial strain on job satisfaction. For Research Question 3, the
same analyses were used as with Hypotheses 5 to assess the impact of materialism.
However, to answer the research question the effect sizes for each time point were

considered to determine which time point is most impacted by materialism.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations

Means, standard deviations, bivariate correlations and Chronbach’s Alphas for all
variables used in the analyses were assessed and presented in Table 9. Participants, on
average, reported above average levels of current, near future and distant future perceived
income adequacy. Distant future perceived income adequacy displayed the highest mean
(M =5.39, SD = 1.16), followed by near future perceived income adequacy (M = 4.68,
SD = 1.25), and current perceived income adequacy (M = 4.53, SD = 1.27). Participants
reported moderate levels of financial stain (M = 3.86, SD = 1.64) and materialism (M =
3.83, SD = 1.18). However, participants reported high levels of job satisfaction (M =
6.33, SD = 1.64) and low levels of equity sensitivity (M = 3.40, SD = 1.64), indicating
that the sample tended to be more benevolent than entitled, on average.

Current, near future and distant future perceived income adequacy were were all
negatively related to financial strain, (r=-.65, p <. 01; r=-.60, p <.01; r=-40, p <.01)
providing support for Hypotheses 1a, 1b and 1c. In addition, all three time points of
perceived income adequacy were all positively related to job satisfaction, (r= .21, p <.01;
r=.21,p<.01;r=15, p <.01) providing support for Hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c.

The relative contributions of the four perceived income adequacy dimensions to
job satisfaction were tested to answer Research Question 1. I conducted a linear
regression by inserting all three variables in one model predicting job satisfaction. The

three time points of perceived income adequacy explained 21.9% of the variance in job
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satisfaction. Current perceived income adequacy had the largest relationship with job
satisfaction and was the only significant relationship in the model (B = .28, p <.01).
Neither near future perceived income adequacy (B = .15, p =.11) or distant future
perceived income adequacy (B = .02, p = .801) were significant predictors of job
satisfaction when also considering current perceived income adequacy.

Mediations

To examine Hypotheses 3a, 3b and 3¢, which predicted the mediating effect of
financial strain on the relationship between current, near future and distant future
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction, I conducted mediational analyses using
a bootstrap estimation approach with 5,000 samples using the PROCESS macro as
described by Hayes (2012). To assess if financial strain mediated the relationship
between each time point of perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction three
mediation pathways were examined with the results presented in Table 10.

Mediation results showed support for the partially mediated relationship between
current, near future and distant future perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction as
the direct and indirect pathways were both significant, thus providing support for
Hypotheses 3a, 3b and 3c.

First, examining Hypothesis 3a, the results indicated that current perceived
income adequacy was a significant predictor of financial strain (B = -.87, p <.01), and
that financial strain was a significant predictor of job satisfaction (B =-.14, p <.01). In
addition, current perceived income adequacy was a significant predictor of job

satisfaction (B = .15. p <.05). These results provide support for a mediated relationship.
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Bootstrap estimations indicated that the relationship between current perceived income
adequacy and job satisfaction was mediated by financial strain as indicated by the
confidence interval not including zero (95% CI [.03, .28]).

Next, examining Hypothesis 3b, the results indicated that near future perceived
income adequacy was a significant predictor of financial strain (B =-.79, p <.01), and
that financial strain was a significant predictor of job satisfaction (B =-.14, p <.01). In
addition, near future perceived income adequacy was a significant predictor of job
satisfaction (B = .17, p <.01). These results provide support for a mediated relationship.
Bootstrap estimations indicated that the relationship between near future perceived
income adequacy and job satisfaction was mediated by financial strain as indicated by the
confidence interval not including zero (95% CI [.04, .18]).

Last, examining Hypothesis 3c, the results indicated that distant future perceived
income adequacy was a significant predictor of financial strain (B = -.58, p <.01), and
that financial strain was a significant predictor of job satisfaction (B =-.18, p <.01). In
addition, distant future perceived income adequacy was a significant predictor of job
satisfaction (B = .11 p <.05). These results provide support for a mediated relationship.
Bootstrap estimations indicated that the relationship between distant future perceived
income adequacy and job satisfaction was mediated by financial strain as indicated by the
confidence interval not including zero (95% CI [.06, .16]).

To answer Research Question 2, I examined the indirect effects displayed in
Table 10 to determine for which time point of perceived income adequacy financial strain

had the strongest indirect effect. Based on these results, for the current time point,
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financial strain had the largest indirect effect. The indirect effects (standard errors) of
these relationships were .12(.04) for current perceived income adequacy, .11(.03) for near
future perceived income adequacy and .11(.03) for distant future perceived income
adequacy. However, the confidence intervals of these three indirect effects overlap
indicate there is not a statistical difference between these effect sizes, which means there
is no difference in effect between each mediating relationship.

Multiple Regression Analyses of Interactions between Materialism and Perceived
Income Adequacy

To determine whether materialism moderates the relationships between perceived
income adequacy and both financial strain and job satisfaction, I performed moderated
multiple regressions for the interaction between materialism and each time point of
materialism. The results of these regressions can be seen in Table 11.

First, to test Hypotheses 4a and 4d, mean-centered current perceived income
adequacy and materialism were entered into the models. In this first step, both current
perceived income adequacy and materialism predicted financial strain but only current
perceived income adequacy predicted job satisfaction. Each of these relationships were in
the expected direction. After controlling for the main effects, there was not a significant
interaction between current perceived income adequacy and materialism predicting either
financial strain (B = .02, p = .60) or job satisfaction (B = -.04, p = .23), thus not
supporting Hypotheses 4a and 4d.

Next, to test Hypotheses 4b and 4e, mean-centered near future perceived income

adequacy and materialism were entered into the models. In this first step, both near future
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perceived income adequacy and materialism predicted financial strain but only near
future perceived income adequacy predicted job satisfaction. Each of these relationships
were in the expected direction. After controlling for the main effects, there was not a
significant interaction between near future perceived income adequacy and materialism
predicting either financial strain (B = .02, p = .46) or job satisfaction (B =-.06, p = .08),
thus not supporting Hypotheses 4b and 4e.

Last, to test Hypotheses 4d and 4f, mean-centered distant future perceived income
adequacy and materialism were entered into the models. In this first step, both distant
future perceived income adequacy and materialism predicted financial strain but only
distant future perceived income adequacy predicted job satisfaction. Each of these
relationships were in the expected direction. After controlling for the main effects, there
was not a significant interaction between distant future perceived income adequacy and
materialism predicting either financial strain (B = .00 p =.92) or job satisfaction (B = -
.05, p = .20), thus not supporting Hypotheses 4b and 4e.

Regarding Research Question 3, as none of the interactions between perceived
income adequacy and materialism predicting job satisfaction were significant it is not
possible to determine if there is a differing moderating impact of materialism for each
time point.

Multiple Regression Analyses of Interactions between Equity Sensitivity and
Perceived Income Adequacy
To determine if equity sensitivity moderates the relationships between perceived

income adequacy and both financial strain and job satisfaction, I performed moderated
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multiple regressions for the interaction between equity sensitivity and each time point of
materialism. The results of these regressions can be seen in Table 12.

First, to test Hypotheses 5a and 5d, mean-centered current perceived income
adequacy and equity sensitivity were entered into the models. In this first step, only
current perceived income adequacy predicted financial strain but both equity sensitivity
and current perceived income adequacy predicted job satisfaction. Each of these
relationships were in the expected direction. After controlling for the main effects, there
was not a significant interaction between current perceived income adequacy and equity
sensitivity predicting either financial strain (B = -.02, p =.42) or job satisfaction (B = -
.03, p =.19), thus not supporting Hypotheses 5a and 5d.

Next, to test Hypotheses 5b and 5e, mean-centered near future perceived income
adequacy and equity sensitivity were entered into the models. In this first step, only near
future perceived income adequacy predicted financial strain but both equity sensitivity
and distant future perceived income adequacy predicted job satisfaction. Each of these
relationships were in the expected direction. After controlling for the main effects, there
was not a significant interaction between near future perceived income adequacy and
equity sensitivity predicting either financial strain (B = .00, p = .94) or job satisfaction (B
= -.04, p = .16), thus not supporting Hypotheses 5b and 5Se.

Last, to test Hypotheses 5d and 5f, mean-centered distant future perceived income
adequacy and materialism were entered into the models. In this first step, only distant
future perceived income adequacy predicted financial strain but both equity sensitivity

and distant future perceived income adequacy predicted job satisfaction. Each of these
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relationships were in the expected direction. After controlling for the main effects, there
was not a significant interaction between distant future perceived income adequacy and
materialism predicting either financial strain (B = .00, p = .91) or job satisfaction (B = -

.01, p = .64), thus not supporting Hypotheses 5d and 5f.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
DISCUSSION

Leana and Meuris’ (2015) called for research relating income to work outcomes
further contributing to the field’s literature, which study sought to answer. The purpose of
the proposed study was twofold; it both investigated the effects of perceived income
adequacy at three time points and examined whether materialism and equity sensitivity
changed the relationships between income adequacy and financial strain on job
satisfaction. Additionally, this study furthers the way perceived income adequacy and
other subjective measures of economic stress are understood and the impact of subjective
economic stress on both financial strain and organizational-related outcomes.

This study is unique in that it looks at how individual differences interact with
individuals’ thoughts and beliefs while they are in the workplace, specifically for the
economic domain. Studies have been conducted linking materialism to consumer patterns
and linking materialism to life satisfaction focusing on non-workplace settings. There is a
lack of research done specifically on materialism in the workplace; this study works to
address that gap in the literature by providing valuable knowledge on how materialism
levels impact economic stress and individual perceptions of their job satisfaction.

Regarding equity sensitivity, most of the research using this construct as a
moderator is focusing around justice perceptions and workplace behaviors rather than
looking at the impact of equity sensitivity on job satisfaction. This study furthers the
understanding of how equity sensitivity impacts individuals in a broader sense at work.

Additionally, the research is lacking on equity sensitivity and economic stress, this study
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addresses a gap that currently exists in the literature. This gap is important to fill because
it expands the idea that equity sensitivity is confined to the justice domain, and that it
contributes to a wide range of concerns for individuals. Further, increasing knowledge of
what contributes to feelings of economic stress and financial strain is important when
applying this field to organizational-related outcomes, such as job satisfaction because it
leads to a deeper understanding of what individual differences can impact individuals
while at work.

Economic stress literature has shown the negative impacts that this form of stress
can have both on individuals wellbeing but also for organizational-related outcomes.
However, there has not been an adequate amount of research done on how economic
stressors affect outcomes, specifically via mediating mechanisms (Sinclair, Sears, Probst
& Zajack, 2010). This study utilized financial strain as a mediator for perceived income
adequacy, a subjective economic stress measure thus furthering knowledge on how the
organizational outcomes result from economic stress. By answering this call for research,
this study provides important information about how economic stress specifically impacts
individuals at work.

Summary of Findings

The first set of hypotheses examined whether perceived income adequacy, a
subjective measure of economic stress was negatively related to financial strain. Analyses
supported these hypotheses showing a negative relationship between current, near future
and distant future perceived income adequacy and financial strain. This shows that the

relationships modeled in Lazarus’ cognitive-transactional model of stress exist for
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economic stress (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Further, this relationship exists on multiple
time points showing that perceptions of future economic stress, both at the near future (3-
months) and the distant future (3-years) are related to feelings of financial strain. The
current study found that these relationships varied in strength, with the strongest
relationship between current perceived income adequacy and the weakest for distant
future perceived income adequacy showing that ones’ perceptions of their income as it
relates to their current situation is the most important for financial strain, which supports
results found in Cheung (2014). However, since near future and distant future perceived
income adequacy were both significantly correlated with financial strain it supports
Litwin and Sapir (2009) showing that future perceptions are important when considering
current situations. Thus showing, that current and future perceptions impact the stress
appraisal process.

With the second set of hypotheses, this study shows that perceived income
adequacy is positively related to job satisfaction. This result was found at all three time
periods of perceived income adequacy so that as individuals had higher levels of
perceived income adequacy their levels of job satisfaction also increased. This finding
supports research shows both relative income and stress levels impact job satisfaction
(Jackson & Sculer, 1985; Kifle, 2013). This furthers the understanding of how income
can impact individuals’ attitudes, affect and behaviors and it relates specifically to the
workplace. Rather than looking at pay for performance or relative income, this study used
a subjective measure of economic stress which allows for individual perceptions of

income to impact job satisfaction. Answering, the first research question current
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perceived income adequacy had the largest relationship with job satisfaction. This result
supports Cheung (2014) finding that current perceived income adequacy had the
strongest impact on organizationally related outcomes, however by showing that near
future income adequacy was stronger than distant future income adequacy this shows that
the closer ones’ appraisal of their income adequacy is to the present the stronger the
predictive ability.

Next, the current studied hypothesized that financial strain would have a
mediating effect on the relationship between perceived income adequacy and job
satisfaction. The results of this study supported this third set of hypotheses, in that
financial strain mediated the relationship for current, near future and distant future
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. This finding indicates that individuals’
perceptions about their income represents the appraisal process featured in Lazarus’
cognitive-transactional model of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; 1987). In this finding,
the affective response of financial stress is reliant on perceived income adequacy to be
salient enough to lower feelings of job satisfaction. However, this relationship was not
fully mediated, showing that perceived income adequacy does have a direct impact on job
satisfaction, as well as the mediated pathways.

The fourth set of hypotheses in this study concerned the moderating impact of
materialism on the relationships between perceived income adequacy and both financial
strain and job satisfaction. Materialism was found to not be a significant moderator of the
relationships of any of the three time points of perceived income adequacy with either

financial strain or job satisfaction. While all sets of hypotheses in this section were non
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significant, materialism did have a main effect of predicting financial strain. While it is
not the interaction this study hypothesized, perhaps materialism is more tied to self
determination theory and life goals as it relates to financial strain than it is tied to the
stress appraisal process (Kasser & Ryan, 1993; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984;
Vansteenskiste et al., 2004). Future research would need to be performed to assess this
prediction.

The fifth and final set of hypotheses used equity sensitivity as a moderator
between perceived income adequacy and both financial strain and job satisfaction. Equity
sensitivity was found to have a non-significant interaction with any of the three time
points of perceived income adequacy as it predictors of either financial strain or job
satisfaction. As these relationships were not significant conclusions can not be drawn
regarding how varying levels of entitledness and benevolence impact the stress appraisal
process. While this study did not find any evidence of equity sensitivity as a moderator of
the relationships between perceived income adequacy and financial strain or job
satisfaction, there was a significant main effect of equity sensitivity when looking at job
satisfaction. This finding shows that equity sensitivity is more tied to organizational
outcomes rather than economic outcomes. In addition, this furthers the literature on
equity, showing that it is a relevant construct to study outside of the justice domain where
it typically has been studied in the past (Pritchard et al., 1972).

Implications of Findings
While this study did not find significant results for all hypotheses, there are a

number of important theoretical and practical implications that have resulted from this
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study. These implications are important to consider as they will provide
recommendations for future research on economic stress and make recommendations for
how organizations can utilize this study to create meaningful programs that will help
increase their employees’ positive perceptions of their jobs.

Theoretical Implications. The present study sought to address gaps in the
economic stress literature and answer calls for research on how income impacts
workplace behaviors and cognitions. First, as the economic stress literature is still fairly
small and often deals with objective measures of economic stress this study provides
valuable information for this field (Sinclair & Cheung, 2016). Specifically, by showing
that subjective measures of economic stress are related to financial strain and job
satisfaction it further establishes that this method of assessing stress have important uses
when understanding how individuals react to economic concerns. Whelan (1992)
established that subjective measures can predict stress better than objective income alone,
this study goes beyond that by showing that subjective measures of economic stress are
directly related to financial strain and the negative affective outcomes that come along
with strain.

Going beyond just showing that subjective measures of economic stress are
relevant at the current time point, this study shows that future perceptions of income can
be important as well when considering levels of financial strain and job satisfaction.
Cheung (2014) found that both current and future perceived income adequacy had an
impact on turnover intentions, providing a basis for using multiple time points of

perceived income adequacy in organizational research. Based on that foundation, this
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study found that current, near future and distant future perceived income adequacy were
influential as it related to job satisfaction, both in the mediated and direct pathways. In
line with Cheung (2014) current perceptions were stronger, but this study shows that near
future income adequacy evaluations are stronger than distant future perceptions. This
shows that as an evaluation is closer to the present the more impact it has on individuals’
perceptions about their job.

This contribution answers Sinclair and Cheung’s (2016) call for incorporating
perceptions of subjective economic stress across time. Thus providing information on
how people assess their future wants and needs and how those perceptions influence their
current perceptions of financial strain. This study shows that as individuals consider their
distant future (3-years) income adequacy the relationships directly with both financial
strain and job satisfaction were weaker than for current and near future perceived income
adequacy, but the mediated relationship shows a stronger negative pathway from
financial strain to job satisfaction. Therefore, distant future perceptions lead to more
negative perceptions of job satisfaction at the current time when also considering
financial strain.

In addition to answering Sinclair and Cheung’s (2016) call for research, this study
also answered Leana and Meuris’ (2015) call for research on income and the workplace.
In this call, they recommended that research relating to income to focus on how income
predicts behavior and perceptions in the workplace, predictive research on income
inequality and prescriptive research that informs management practice (Leana & Meuris,

2015).
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First, this study shows that subjective measures of income can be used to predict
perceptions and attitudes of individuals’ jobs by showing the relationship between
perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction. Leana & Meuris (2015) found that
previous research dealing with income showed that income affects both personal and
professional lives, but this study furthers understanding of perceptions of income both
directly and indirectly impact perceptions of organizationally important outcomes. By
demonstrating that this relationship occurs by both direct and indirect pathways this study
shows that subjective economic stress has an impact on job satisfaction. Specifically, it
was found that the more adequate individuals perceived their income the more positively
they view their job. This relationship was seen in the inverse in the indirect pathways
showing that the more inadequate an individuals income is, the more financial stress they
feel and thus are less satisfied with their job.

Next, regarding descriptive and predictive research on income inequality the
current study utilized a longitudinal design with time 2 mediators and outcome variables
to be able to show predictive relationships. Additionally, the use of both subjective
measures of economic stress and moderators that were hypothesized to impact the stress
appraisal process information on the effects of perceptions of inequality could be
assessed. This study found that materialism and equity sensitivity were not significant
moderators and thus did not impact the stress appraisal process. However, it was found
that differing perceptions of economic stress impacted feelings of financial strain and job

satisfaction showing how inequality may impact individuals.
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Last, the longitudinal design utilized in this study allows for stronger casual
relationships to be understood than cross sectional designs. With the knowledge that
economic stress levels can predict financial strain and job satisfaction organizations can
design programs and interventions to address these issues. In addition, this knowledge on
the impact of economic stress can guide future research to understand what other
organizational constructs, such as organizational commitment, may be impacted by
economic concerns.

Practical Implications. As mentioned above, the prescriptive design of the current
study allows for understanding of the causal relationships between perceived income
adequacy, financial strain and job satisfaction. This allows for organizations to design
programs and interventions that can help their employees maintain high levels of
satisfaction with their jobs by addressing economic stressors. For instance, when looking
at the break down of basic needs and lifestyle wants, there are programs organizations
can design to help fulfill needs and wants when an individuals’ income cannot fulfill
them. One example that could fulfill both a need and a want is if an organizations
provided lunch or snack programs for employees this could help employees who cannot
meet needs relating to food. While, organizations cannot always increase income for
employees there are supplemental ways to increase the income/benefit package an
employee receives such as with cost of living adjustments or programs that match
retirement savings.

Other than just for organizations, this provides evidence to show that individuals

are impacted by their perceptions of their income, thus when an individual feels
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dissatisfied with their job this study recommends looking at their income to explain these
feelings. Rather than assuming feelings of dissatisfaction result only features of their job
design, recognizing economic stress and financial strain contribute to job satisfaction
allows individuals to have some control over job satisfaction when they do not have
control over the features of their jobs. For instance, individuals can work find ways to
meet their needs and wants in other ways that are not directly tied to their income. For
instance, as transportation is a need individual could use other more cost effective ways
of transportation thus increasing feelings of perceived income adequacy which would in
turn increase feelings of job satisfaction.
Limitations and Future Directions

There are several limitations in the current study that highlight areas to consider
for future research. This study did not show any significant moderation effect for either
of the two proposed moderators, materialism and equity sensitivity. One possible
explanation of this result and a limitation of this study are the measures chosen for this
data collection. First, equity sensitivity as defined by the literature focuses on the
comparison between the individual and their comparison other (Huseman, Hatfiled &
Miles, 1987; Smith, Pettigrew, Pippin & Bialosiewicz, 2012). The items in the equity
sensitivity measure do not, however, include any reference to a comparison other. While
the King and Miles (1994) measure of equity sensitivity is commonly used in the equity
domain, perhaps considering an alternative measure of equity sensitivity would show a
stronger impact on the stress appraisal process and thus impact the relationships between

economic stress, financial strain and job satisfaction.
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A second limitation of this study is the relatively high average score on the job
satisfaction measure. In this study, the job satisfaction mean was 6.33 out of a 7-point
response scale. While there was a standard deviation of 1.64 thus showing that there was
most likely not range restriction in the sample the high average score may limit ability to
detect the full impact of the predictor variables. If on average, participants are scoring in
upper ends the scale perhaps there are not enough participants scoring in the lower ends
of the scale to be able to detect the mediated or moderated impact of perceived income
adequacy and financial strain on job satisfaction.

A third limitation of this study is that all of the measures were assessed using self-
report techniques. While self-report is often the best option for psychological research, it
does raise important concerns as well. First, self-report measures often fall victim to
issues of faking and social desirability thus making the measures less accurate (Del Boca
& Nol, 2000). Second, common method variance could occur due to all measures being
self-report thus causing potential inflation (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003). However, common method variance has been argued to be less of an issue than
originally believed and participants were told all responses were anonymous thus
potentially minimizing social desirability issues (Spector, 2006).

Based on these limitations and the results of this study, there are a number of
future directions for research to continue to explore the findings of this study and correct
for the limitations mentioned above. First, future research should continue to explore the
impact of perceived income adequacy and other measures of economic stress on

organizational outcomes. As the current study and previous research has indicated,
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economic stress can predict and lead to a number of organizational outcomes, such as job
satisfaction, turnover intentions and performance (Cheung, 2014; Sears, 2008). For
instance, future researchers should assess the impact of perceived income adequacy on
organizational commitment. Additionally, while equity sensitivity was not a moderator of
the relationship between perceived income adequacy and job satisfaction, but perhaps this
relationship would be significant if considering a justice related outcome.

While the individual differences used in this study were not significant
moderators, this does not mean there are no individual differences that impact the
relationships seen in this study. For instance, perceptions of the meaning of money may
impact these relationships where materialism did not because the meaning of money
considers how money impacts individuals rather than just their spending habits.
Additionally, temporal orientation may be an important moderator for future-oriented
perceived income adequacy measures as it may impact how individuals evaluate their
income in the future. While not an individual difference, perhaps occupation may interact
with perceived income adequacy in a way that individuals with traditionally stable
professions may feel less economic stress but individuals in unstable or gig based
professions may feel more economic stress, specifically in the future-oriented domains.

One final future direction for research is to explore additional distal outcomes for
the relationships in question. As discussed earlier in this study, job satisfaction can act as
a predictor in organizational research as well as an outcome. So, adding in a distal
outcome variable such as organizational citizenship behaviors may provide a fuller

picture of how economic stress impacts individuals perceptions and actions at work.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, this study highlights the importance of studying economic stress as
it impacts organizational outcomes. This study answers a number of calls for research on
economic issues and the workplace, thus providing valuable knowledge to add to the
literature on economic stress. Additionally, this study supports the use of Lazarus’
cognitive transactional model of stress for economic research, showing the stress
appraisal process occurs with subjective economic stressors before financial strain
occurs. It has been well documented that money is a top stressor for Americans, yet
industrial- organizational psychology research has lacked in this area. With this study,
conclusions can be drawn on the impact of perceived income adequacy and financial

strain as it impacts job satisfaction, an important organizational outcome.
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APPENDIX A
MEASURE OF CURRENT PERCIEVED INCOME ADEQUACY

We will ask you some questions about your attitudes toward your CURRENT income
and financial situation. Please rate your agreement with the following questions for
yourself and your household/family (i.e. spouses, dependent children, and/or relatives).

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly Disagree

4= Neither Agree nor Disagree
5= Slightly Agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly Agree

1. My current income allows me to have the lifestyle I want.

2. I am currently able to meet my financial goals.

3. I can afford to eat at the kind of restaurant I like.

4.1 can save for retirement at the rate I want to save.

5.1 can afford the type of housing I want.

6. I can afford the basic transportation I need.

7.1 can pay my bills on time.

8. I can afford the food I need to survive.

9.1 am able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my bank account.
10. I can afford to pay my utilities (heat, water, gas, etc).
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APPENDIX B
MEASURE OF NEAR FUTURE PERCIEVED INCOME ADEQUACY

Now, think about 3 months from now, and please rate the likelihood that the following
statements will be true. Please answer the following questions for yourself and your
household/family (i.e. spouses, dependent children, and/or relatives). 3 months from
now...

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly Disagree

4= Neither Agree nor Disagree
5= Slightly Agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly Agree

. 3 months from now, My future income will allow me to have the lifestyle I want.
. 3 months from now, I will be able to save as much money as I want to be saving.
. 3 months from now, I will be able to travel where I want.

. 3 months from now, I will have extra money for unexpected expenses.

. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford the recreation/ entertainment I like.

. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford my utilities (heat, water, gas, etc).

7. 3 months from now, I will be able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my bank
account.

8. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford the basic transportation I need.

9. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford the food I need to survive.

10. 3 months from now, I will be able to pay for the clothes I will need.

AN BN W —
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APPENDIX C
MEASURE OF DISTANT FUTURE PERCIEVED INCOME ADEQUACY

Now, think about 3 years from now, and please rate the likelihood that the following
statements will be true. Please answer the following questions for yourself and your
household/family (i.e. spouses, dependent children, and/or relatives). 3 months from
now...

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly Disagree

4= Neither Agree nor Disagree
5= Slightly Agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly Agree

. 3 years from now, My future income will allow me to have the lifestyle I want.
. 3 years from now, I will be able to save as much money as I want to be saving.
. 3 years from now, [ will be able to travel where I want.

. 3 years from now, I will have extra money for unexpected expenses.

. 3 year from now, I will be able to afford the recreation/ entertainment I like.

. 3 year from now, I will be able to afford my utilities (heat, water, gas, etc).

7. 3 years from now, I will be able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my bank
account.

8. 3 years from now, I will be able to afford the basic transportation I need.

9. 3 years from now, [ will be able to afford the food I need to survive.

10. 3 year from now, I will be able to pay for the clothes I will need.

AN BN W —
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APPENDIX D
MEASURE OF FINANCIAL STRAIN

The following statements refer to your financial strain. Please indicate your level of
agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements.

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly Disagree

4= Neither Agree nor Disagree
5= Slightly Agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly Agree

. My financial situation is demanding.

. I feel pressured by my financial situation.

. My financial situation is hectic.

. I feel calm about my financial situation.*

. I am relaxed regarding my financial situation.*

. I feel pushed by my financial situation.

. My financial situation is irritating.

. I have my financial situation under control.*

. My financial situation is nerve-wracking.

. I feel hassled by my financial situation.

. I am comfortable with my financial situation.*

. My financial situation is more stressful than I'd like.
. My financial situation is overwhelming.

. My financial situation makes me nervous/ anxious.

. My financial situation makes me feel emotionally drained.
. My financial situation makes me feel unhappy.

. My financial situation makes me feel depressed.

O 00 1IN DN K W=
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APPENDIX E
MEASURE OF MATERIALISM

The following statements refer to your values. Please indicate your level of agreement or
disagreement with each of the following statements.

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly Disagree

4= Neither Agree nor Disagree
5= Slightly Agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly Agree

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes.

2. Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring material
possessions.

3. I don't place much emphasis on the amount of material objects people own as a sign of
success.*

4. The things I own say a lot about how well I'm doing in life.

5.1 like to own things that that impress people.

6. I don't pay much attention to the material objects other people own.*

7. 1 usually buy only the things I need.*

8. I try to keep my life simple, as far as possessions are concerned.*

9. The things I own aren't all that important to me.*

10. I enjoy spending money on things that aren't practical.

11. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.

12. I like a lot of luxury in my life

13. I put less emphasis on material things than most people I know. *

14. T have all the things I really need to enjoy life.*

15. My life would be better if I owned certain things I don't have.

16. I wouldn't be any happier if I owned nice things.*

17. I'd be happier if I could afford to buy more things.

18. It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can't afford to buy all the things I'd like.

Note. Reverse scored items (indicated by an asterisk) were removed from the scale based
on Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
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APPENDIX F
MEASURE OF EQUITY SENSITVITY

The questions below ask what you'd like for your relationship to be with any organization
for which you might work. On each question, divide 10 points between the two choices
(choice A and choice B) by giving the most points to the choice that is most like you and
the fewest points to the choice that is least like you. You can, if you'd like, give the same
number of points to both choices (for example, 5 points to choice A and 5 points to
choice B). And you can use zeros if you'd like. Just be sure to allocate all 10 points per
question between each pair of possible responses.

1. It would be more important for me to:

A. Get from the organization

B. Give to the organization*

2. It would be more important for me to:

A. Help others*

B. Watch out for my own good

3. I would be more concerned about:

A. What I received from the organization

B. What I contributed to the organization*

4. The hard work I would do should:

A. Benefit the organization™®

B. Benefit me

5. My personal philosophy in dealing with the organization would be:
A. If I don't look out for myself, nobody else will
B. It's better for me to give than to receive™®
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APPENDIX G
MEASURE OF JOB SATISFACTION

The following statements refer to your job satisfaction. Thinking about your primary
job, please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following
statements.

1= Strongly Disagree

2= Disagree

3= Slightly Disagree

4= Neither Agree nor Disagree
5= Slightly Agree

6= Agree

7= Strongly Agree

1. All in all, I am satisfied with my job.

2. In general, I like working at this company.
3. In general, I don't like my job. *
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Table 1. Factor Loadings of Current PIA Items in Two-factor Structure.

Loadings

Factor 1: Current Needs

1. I can afford the basic transportation I need. 71
2. I can pay my bills on time. .86
3. I can afford the food I need to survive. .79
4.1 am able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my bank account. .84
5. I can afford to pay my utilities (heat, water, gas, etc.). .87
Factor 2: Current Wants

6. My current income allows me to have the lifestyle I want. 91
7.1 am currently able to meet my financial goals. .85
8. I can afford to eat at the kind of restaurant I like. 81
9. I can save for retirement at the rate I want to save. .83
10. I can afford the type of housing I want. T2
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Table 2. Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for 1-, and 2-factor
Models of Current PIA.

SBy’ df CFI_ RMSEA  90% CI
Model 1: 1 factor 2100.80* 35 735 197 _ (.180- .203)
Model 2: 2 factors 334.024% 33 962 077  (.070-.085)

(needs and wants)

Note. SBY’ = Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Square. CFI = Comparative Fit Index. RMSEA
= Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation.
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Table 3. Factor Loadings of Near Future PIA Items in Two-factor Structure.

Loadings
Factor 1: Near Future Needs
1. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford my utiliies (heat, water, gas, etc.). .89
2. 3 months from now, I will be able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my
bank account. .86
3. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford the basic transportation I need. .88
4. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford the food I need to survive. .87
5. 3 months from now, I will be able to pay for the clothes I will need .86
Factor 2: Near Future Wants
6. 3 months from now, My future income will allow me to have the lifestyle I
want. .89
7. 3 months from now, I will be able to save as much money as I want to be
saving. .92
8. 3 months from now, I will be able to travel where I want. .89
9. 3 months from now, I will have extra money for unexpected expenses. .85
10. 3 months from now, I will be able to afford the recreation/entertainment I like. .84
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Table 4. Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for 1-, and 2-factor
Models of Near Future PIA.

SBy’ df CFI_ RMSEA  90% CI
Model 1: 1 factor 363576 35 592 261  (254-269)
Model 2: 2 factors 41195%* 33 957 087  (.080-.095)

(needs and wants)

Note. SBY’ = Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Square. CFI = Comparative Fit Index. RMSEA
= Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation.
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Table 5. Factor Loadings of Distant Future PIA Items in Two-factor Structure.

Loadings

Factor 1: Distant Future Needs

1. 3 years from now, [ will be able to afford my utiliies (heat, water, gas, etc.). .92
2. 3 years from now, I will be able to pay my expenses without overdrawing my

bank account. 91
3. 3 years from now, I will be able to afford the basic transportation I need. .93
4. 3 years from now, I will be able to afford the food I need to survive. .94
5. 3 years from now, I will be able to pay for the clothes I will need .90
Factor 2: Distant Future Wants

6. 3 years from now, My future income will allow me to have the lifestyle I want. 93
7. 3 years from now, I will be able to save as much money as I want to be saving. 92
8. 3 years from now, I will be able to travel where I want. .87
9. 3 years from now, [ will have extra money for unexpected expenses. .89
10. 3 years from now, I will be able to afford the recreation/entertainment I like. .88
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Table 6. Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for 1-, and 2-factor
Models of Distant Future PIA

SBy’ df CFI_ RMSEA  90% CI
Model 1: 1 factor 2784.45%% 35 633 228 (221-.236)
Model 2: 2 factors 20025% 32 966 073  (.066-.081)

(needs and wants)

Note. SBY’ = Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Square. CFI = Comparative Fit Index. RMSEA
= Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation
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Table 7. Factor Loadings of Materialism Items in Three-factor Structure.

Loadings
Factor 1: Materialism Success
1. I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes. 77
2. Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring
material possessions. 74
3. The things I own say a lot about how well I’'m doing in life. 75
4. 1 like to own things that impress people. 81
Factor 2: Materialism Centrality
5. I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical .62
6. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure. .76
7.1 like a lot of luxury in my life. .83
Factor 3: Materialism Happiness
8. My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have. .76
9. I"d be happier if I could afford to buy more things. 91
10. It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t afford to buy all the
things I’d like 73
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Table 8. Summary of Confirmatory Factor Analysis Fit Indices for 1-, and 3-factor

Models of Materialism

CFI  RMSEA 90% CI

Model 1: 3 factors (full
model)

Model 2: 1 factor
(shortened)

Model 3: 3 factors
(shortened)

1724.27**

1251.81**

168.44**

843 091  (.087-.094)
811 152 (.145-.160)

979 054  (.046-.063)

Note. SBY’ = Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-Square. CFI = Comparative Fit Index. RMSEA
= Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation
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Table 9. Means, Standard Deviations, reliabilities and bivariate correlations among study

variables.

Variables N Min. Max. Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Current PIA 1546 1 7 4.53 1.27 (.92)

2. Near Future PIA 1545 1 7 4.68 1.25 85%* (.93)

3. Distant PIA 1548 1 7 5.39 1.16 S53%* .68%* (.95)

4. Financial Strain 686 1 7 3.86 1.64 -65%*  _60**  -40*%*  (98)

5. Job Satisfaction 685 1 7 6.33 1.64 21%* 21%* 5% -22%%  (94)

6. Materialism 1547 1 7 3.83 1.18 -.09** - 06* -.02 23%* -.05 (.89)

7. Equity Sensitivity 1546 0 10 3.40 1.64 -.06* -.06* -.07* .024 -25%% D 1** (.93)

Notes: ** p < .01, * p <.05. Values in parentheses are Cronbach's alpha. PIA = Perceived Income Adequacy.

95



Table 10. Mediation Results.

Indirect 5000
Path a path bpath cpath Effect (S.E.) Bootstrapping
o 95% CI

Current PIA — Financial ok sk "

Strain — Job Satisfaction -.87 -.14 15 12 (.04) [.03 to .28]
Near Future PIA — Financial o sk %

Strain — Job Satisfaction -.79 -.14 17 11 (.03) [.04 to .18]
Distant Future PIA —

Financial Strain — Job -.58%* - 18** 1% 11(.03) [.06 to .16]

Satisfaction

Notes. ** p < .01, *p <.05. PIA = Perceived Income Adequacy.
“a path” represents the path from predictor to mediator. “b path” represents the path from
mediator to outcome. “c path” represents the path from predictor to outcome.

96



Table 11. Moderated regression analyses of perceived income adequacy and materialism
predicting financial strain and job satisfaction.

Financial Strain Job Satisfaction

Predictor B S.E. tvalue p-value r-square B S.E. tvalue p-value r-square
Step 1: Main Effects
Current PIA -85 .04 -21.66 .001** .28 .05 545 .001**
Materialism .18 .04 454 .001** .43 -.03 .05 -.54 .59 .04
Step 2: Interaction
Current PIA -84 .04 -21.59 .001** .27 .05 539 .001%*%*
Materialism 17 .04 439 .001** -.02 .05 -.36 72
Current PIA X Materialism .02 .03 .52 .60 43 -.04 .04 -1.09 .23 .04
Step 1: Main Effects
Near Future PIA -78 .04 -19.24 .001** .28 .05 556 .001**
Materialism .23 .04 577 .001** .38 -.04 .05 -.82 41 .04
Step 2: Interaction
Near Future PIA -78 .04 -19.24 .001** .28 .05 558 .001**
Materialism .22 .04 563 .001** -.03 .05 -.61 .54
Near Future PIA X Materialism .02 .03 .74 46 .38 -06 .04 -1.71 .08 .04
Step 1: Main Effects
Distant Future PIA -56 .05 -11.25 .001** 22 .06 3.99 .001**
Materialism .26 .05 574 .001** .19 -05 .05 -1.04 .29 .02
Step 2: Interaction
Distant Future PIA -56 .05 -11.24 .001** 22 .06 3.97 .001%*%*
Materialism .26 .05 574 .001** -05 .05 -1.01 31
Distant Future PIA X Materialism .00 .03 -.10 .92 .19 -05 .04 -1.27 .20 .02

Note. PIA = Perceived Income Adequacy.
*p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 12. Moderated regression analyses of perceived income adequacy and equity
sensitivity predicting financial strain and job satisfaction.

Financial Strain Job Satisfaction
Predictor B S.E. t-value p-value r-square B S.E. tvalue p-value r-square

Step 1: Main Effects
Current PIA -87 .04 -22.28 .001** 26 .05 5.26 .001**
Equity Sensitivity -02 .03 -.87 0.39 42 -23 .04 -6.52 .001** .09
Step 2: Interaction
Current PIA -78 .12 -6.25 .001** 45 15  2.89 .004*
Equity Sensitivity -02 .03 -77 0.44 -22 .04 -634 .001**
Current PIA X Equity Sensitivity -.02 .02 -.81 42 42 -03 .03 -1.29 .19 .09
Step 1: Main Effects
Near Future PIA -80 .04 -19.35 .001** 26 .05 5.37 .001**
Equity Sensitivity -02 .03 -52 .60 .35 -23 .04 -6.57 .001** .09
Step 2: Interaction
Near Future PIA -79 .14 -587 .001** 47 16 2.99 .003*
Equity Sensitivity -01 .03 -.51 .61 -22 .04 -639 .001**
Near Future PIA X Equity

o .00 .02 -.07 94 35 -04 03 -141 .16 .10
Sensitivity
Step 1: Main Effects
Distant Future PIA -58 .05 -11.39 .001** 19 .05 3.74  .001**
Equity Sensitivity .00 .03 -.08 94 .16 -23 04 -6.61 .001** .08
Step 2: Interaction
Distant Future PIA -56 .16 -3.47 .001** 27 17 1.62 A1
Equity Sensitivity .00 .03 -.08 94 -23 .04 -6.59 .001**
Distant Future PIA X Equity 00 03 -12 91 .16 .01 03 -47 .64 .08
Sensitivity

Note. PIA = Perceived Income Adequacy.
p<.05, **p<.01
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Figure 1

Hypothesized model of the relationship between perceived income adequacy, financial
strain and materialism (Hypotheses 4a-4f).
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Figure 2

Hypothesized model of the relationship between perceived income adequacy, financial
strain and equity sensitivity (Hypotheses 5a-5f).
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Figure 3

The relationship between current perceived income adequacy, financial strain and job
satisfaction (Hypotheses 3a).
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Figure 4

The relationship between near future perceived income adequacy, financial strain and
job satisfaction (Hypotheses 3b).
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Figure 5

The relationship between distant future perceived income adequacy, financial strain and
job satisfaction (Hypotheses 3c).
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