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Increasing the Desirability of Sunday Work
ABSTRACT

In Europe and North America more businesses and governmental employers require Sunday work. The current study uses a North American sample of from 1,560 to 1,655 retail employees, where the majority of employees had to work Sundays, in order to study how to increase the desirability of Sunday work. Since retail employees are strongly opposed to regular Sunday work, it is important to understand how premiums and other possible inducements relate to employee satisfaction with schedules that may require Sunday work. We used Exchange Theory to develop five hypotheses that examine how variations in incentives among employees working Sundays are related to scheduling satisfaction. Our hypotheses were tested with five distinct groups of employees, categorized by the amount of Sundays worked and the level of premiums received for their Sunday work. We developed hypotheses concerning how seniority, pay premiums, scheduling flexibility, and scheduling control would be related to scheduling satisfaction in these five groups. The hypotheses were fairly strongly supported, with no significant results in opposition, except for one of 13 significant regression coefficients. Seniority, as predicted, was related to scheduling satisfaction. Higher premiums also were related to scheduling satisfaction, as was scheduling control. We discuss the practical implications of these findings for employers in relation to work schedule management strategies.

INTRODUCTION

Across North America, retail food establishments are generally open for business on Sundays. In fact, Saturdays and Sundays are the among the highest volume days of the week for sales (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008). Studies in English speaking countries have found that retail employees are more strongly opposed to regular Sunday work than Saturday work (e.g., Deery & Mahony, 1994; Kirby, 1992). Studies of weekend work have found it is related to less time for family roles and more interference between work and family/non-work activities (Fenwick & Tausing, 2001; Shamir, 1983), as well as lower satisfaction with family life (Staines & Pleck, 1984). Weekend schedules are considered to be undesirable because they require employees to work days that most people want for social and leisure purposes (Demerouti, Geurts, Bakker & Euwema, 2004). Weekend work also is related to higher emotional exhaustion and higher job stress (Jamal & Badawi, 1995; Jamal, 2004). Moreover, employees whose schedules include work on the weekend also report lower job satisfaction (Ruggiero, 2005) and higher levels of burnout (Fenwick & Tausing, 2001), which are likely to lead to negative organizational consequences such as absenteeism and turnover (e.g., Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006).  Strouse, Carroll-Hernandez, Sherman, and Sheldon (2003) found that compared to weekday positions, organizations needed more time to fill vacant positions involving weekend work. These findings suggest that many employees working weekends or night shifts may prefer working a different schedule and may leave their organization if they believe they will be able to work another schedule at a different organization (Presser, 2003). 
Traditionally, work schedules are defined by a work day from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, and represent the most common type of work pattern.  Working hours that are nontraditional, such as evenings or nights, and/or working days of the week that are nontraditional, such as Saturdays and Sundays is labeled shift work (Presser, 2003). Shift work is a common necessity in occupations such as protective services, food preparation, service and retail occupations, as well as in manufacturing (Beers, 2000).  The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that in 2004, approximately fifteen percent of full-time wage and salary workers worked an alternative shift. Nearly 36 percent of all employees working in the United States are required to work Saturdays and Sundays at least occasionally (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007). Up to 35 percent of workers in some European countries work weekend schedules (Presser, Gornick, & Parashar, 2008).  Although many studies have investigated shift work, few have examined shift work as it related specifically to weekend work (Jamal, 2004; Jamal & Badawi, 1995; Staines & Pleck, 1984).  Even fewer studies have examined shift work as it relates to Sunday work alone, with the majority of the research combining both Saturday and Sunday work together. Therefore, the acceptability of Sunday work is an important gap in the literature. 
Because employers recognize that employees would prefer not to work a schedule including Sundays, most organizations will attempt to assign Sunday work in a fair manner, as well as provide some type of incentive to those individuals working Sundays. Most unionized employers assign schedules based on employee seniority (Fossum, 2009) and, historically, employees received a wage premium for working nonstandard hours, particularly at night and on Sundays (Gerlach & Stephan, 2006; Holley, Jennings, & Wolters, 2008, p 314; Strazdins et al, 2000). These were designed to increase the desirability of working those schedules. However, the amount paid as premiums has been both ‘grandfathered’ (i.e., restricted to those employees who historically had received them) and reduced or eliminated over the years (Holley et al., 2008; Strazdins et al., 2000). Newer organizational methods, such as scheduling control and scheduling flexibility, designed to lessen stress and increase satisfaction in the workplace (e.g., Fenwick & Tausig, 2001) have also been considered as incentives for working on Sundays. Giving employees some scheduling control and flexibility may increase scheduling satisfaction, while not increasing costs for the organization, unlike pay premiums.  
Taking into account the negative effects of weekend work and the variation in incentives among employees working Sundays, it is important to understand how premiums and other possible inducements relate to employee satisfaction with schedules that may require Sunday work. The current study will add to the scheduling literature, because while there has been research on employees working on weekends as a whole, there has been very little research specifically in relation to Sunday work and employee’s satisfaction with working a schedule including Sundays. It is relevant for employers to understand employees’ motivation to work and satisfaction with working Sundays because individuals with nonstandard schedules reported higher employee turnover than those without such schedules (Stavrou, 2005). In this paper, we will examine the scheduling satisfaction of several distinct groups of employees in relation to Sunday work by applying Exchange Theory. 

Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964; Homans, 1958) was advanced to help explain the social behavior of humans in economic undertakings. It suggests that people view their social interactions as economic exchanges, and try to find equity between what they put into a relationship and what they obtain. These economic exchanges have been extended to the relationship between employees and the employer (Levinson, 1965; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986). In an organization, exchange occurs when an individual employee exchanges his or her abilities and effort in return for something of value from the organization. Exchange theory is well suited to the study of employee’s work schedules, with an employee’s schedule representing an exchange between the employee and employer. According to Exchange Theory, employees working schedules they do not prefer are likely to have poorer quality relationships with their employer than those working their preferred schedules. They may view their employer as receiving more benefits from their Sunday work than what they receive in return from their employer. Thus, to motivate them to work on Sundays, retail food employers may have to give employees something in exchange, or at least reduce their potential dissatisfaction.  

Hypothesis Development

The number and forms of exchanges between employers and employees related to schedules are numerous. We will develop hypotheses with three types of constructs which we argue represent such exchanges and are hypothesized to be related to employee scheduling satisfaction. The first construct represents the objective facets of: (1) whether Sunday is worked or not, and (2) the amount of the premiums received, if any. These two objective constructs are common where employers schedule work on Sundays, and result in different groups of employees. Employee seniority, an input, affects whether employees work Sundays. Sunday wage premiums are another incentive that also may affect the willingness of employees to work Sundays and their satisfaction with their schedule. When the seniority factor and different premium amounts are considered together, there are likely to be several different employee groups in relation to Sunday work. For example, those who do not work on Sundays, those who work Sundays with no premium pay, and those who work Sundays for different premium levels.. 
The second set of constructs consists of the employees’ perception of the control and flexibility that they have over their schedule. The third set of constructs consists of the employees’ assessment of how certain incentives, either pay premiums or scheduling control and flexibility, would affect their behavioral intentions or willingness to work on Sundays or continue to work on Sundays. Thus, the second and third types of constructs are attitudinally based, and each will be discussed below. A rough model of these exchanges is shown in Figure 1.  
-------------------------------------------
INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE
-------------------------------------------

Using employee seniority to determine employee schedules means that in exchange for continuing to work for the employer, employees are more likely to receive a preferred schedule. Premiums for working on Sundays are another exchange based way to reward employees for working a less desirable schedule. Presser (2003) argued that when there is not a pay premium for working such schedules, their desirability may be minimized, and other employees may exercise their seniority preferences, enabling them to avoid working Sunday schedules. Perrucci et al, (2007) further argued that such incentives may serve to lessen the negative effects of working less desirable schedules. The attractiveness of such premiums may lead people to work on Sundays because it contributes to some other personal goal. Thus, because the exchange of more Sunday pay (or premiums) appears to be a motivator, we expect that employees who are motivated by such incentives will be more likely to have more positive perceptions of their schedule and higher satisfaction with them. Our hypotheses concerning seniority will be tested with objective groups based on relative seniority, which then affect both the ability to work or not work on Sunday and the premiums received. The hypotheses concerning premiums reflect both the actual levels/amounts of premiums (objective construct), and the premiums or pay that would affect their willingness to work on Sundays or continue to work on Sundays (subjective construct).
Hypothesis 1. Employees with enough seniority to get the a) highest premiums or b) not work Sundays will have higher scheduling satisfaction than employees who receive no or low premiums. 
Hypothesis 2. The higher the Sunday wage premium employees receive, the more satisfied they will be with their current schedules. 

Hypothesis 3. Employees more willing to work Sundays (or continue to work on Sundays) in exchange for more pay, including greater premiums, will be more satisfied with their current schedules. 
Allowing employees to have some scheduling control is an exchange that may increase scheduling satisfaction. A growing body of research has established several favorable outcomes for employees who have the ability to choose or control their schedules, including congruence between their work schedule and their non-work lives (Burke & Greenglass, 2000; Fenwick & Tausig, 2001; Havlovic et al., 2002; Holtom et al., 2002; Ng, Butts, Vandenberg, DeJoy, & Wilson, 2005). Employees who receive their preferred schedule displayed higher in-role and extra-role behaviors, and were less likely to quit (Holtom et al., 2002). Schedule control also has been related to lower levels of burnout and work-home balance, distress, poor general health and higher levels of commitment and satisfaction (Fenwick & Tausig, 2001; Krausz, Sagie, & Bidermann, 2000). 

Another exchanged based method relating to schedules is to give employees scheduling flexibility. Many companies have policies that allow employees the flexibility to adjust their schedules if they can find another employee to work their shift and no overtime results. By allowing employees to address unexpected scheduling constraints, this type of policy can be beneficial for both employees and organizations. Thus, employees with more perceived control and flexibility over their schedules are expected to have greater satisfaction with their schedule. 

An exchange-based approach relating to schedules would be to give employees inducements related to schedule flexibility and control to affect their willingness to work on Sundays. For example, allowing them to work more of their desired days during the month in exchange for working some Sundays, or giving them more control over when they work, may increase the desirability of an overall schedule which includes Sunday work (Henley, Shafer, & Waxman, 2006). Indeed, Perrucci et al. (2007) argued that the flexibility and timing of work and non-work days may provide incentives for workers to accept working less desirable schedules. I believe that greater employee willingness to work Sundays in exchange for more schedule flexibility and control in order to obtain a more desirable overall schedule will be related to lower scheduling satisfaction. This belief is supported by the general undesirability of Sunday work (Deery & Mahony, 1994; Kirby, 1992; Presser, 2003). Thus, employees who might be willing to favor such an exchange are likely not satisfied with their schedules in the first place. Because employees receive little from this exchange, such willingness is expected to be a negative predictor of scheduling satisfaction. The hypotheses relating to control and flexibility will be tested with perceptions of both the amount of control and flexibility employees currently have, and how more control and flexibility would affect their willingness to work Sundays or continue to work Sundays.  

Hypothesis 4. The a) more control and b) more flexibility employees perceive they have over their schedules the more satisfied they will be with their current schedules.. 

Hypothesis 5. Employees more willing to work Sundays in exchange for more control and flexibility to obtain a more desirable schedule, will be less satisfied with their current schedules.  
METHOD

Setting and Sample

The employees studied worked for a retail food chain in a state in the Great Lakes Region of the United States with 108 stores. The employer used relative seniority by store to determine Sunday work schedules. The employer also offered different levels of wage premiums for Sunday work based on the level of seniority. Employees with less than two years total service received no premiums for Sunday work. All employees who attained two years of total service received a $1 an hour premium. After four years of service, they received a $2 an hour premium. Finally, those employees hired before August 8, 1987 could request Sunday work, and receive time-and-one-half (150%) of their hourly base pay rate for such work. The employer scheduled many (35%) of the employees in that group (those who wanted to) to work 48 hours a week, and gave them 12 hours pay for 8 hours of work as though they had worked for 52 hours. Only 34 percent of those receiving time-and-one-half for Sunday work reported working two hours or less of overtime compared to 92 percent of the employees in the other groups. Thus, as a group, they received substantial earnings that few employees in the other groups received. Of the 2,000 employees sampled, all but 16 percent worked one or more Sundays a month, with 60 percent reporting working every Sunday. Therefore, only relatively high seniority employees received the exchange of not working on Sundays at all. 

Thus, for working Sunday and pay purposes, the employer had five distinct employee groups. First were those who never worked on Sundays (n = 303). Then there was a group who worked on Sundays but did not receive a premium (n =185). Finally, there were three distinct groups who worked on Sundays and received different premium levels: a $1 an hour premium (n = 110); a $2 an hour premium (n = 616); and time-and-one-half of their base rate (n = 472).

All the union members at the employer were given a survey sponsored by the union which represented them to help prepare for bargaining. Sunday scheduling and premiums were a large issue of concern to the union in the forthcoming bargaining. We mailed 9,432 surveys in January 2007. There were 2,000 surveys returned, for a 21 percent response rate. This level of response rate is not unusual with union-sponsored surveys (Shore & Newton, 1995). To assess representativeness, we used the union’s records to compare the characteristics of the sample of respondents with the population. Each of the variables, for which we had population data, differed significantly from the sample (p < .001). The sample was over 8 years older (45.4 years of age vs. 37.2), had longer tenure (15.2 years vs. 9.4), earned $1.77 an hour more ($10.54 vs. 8.77) and contained a higher share of women (64% vs. 56). The total sample also had significantly more full-time versus part-time workers than the population (69% vs. 44). However, since our research concerned the different groups that could be asked to work on Sundays, having adequate numbers of respondents in each group was more important than having the proportion of respondents exactly represent the employer we examined. 

The surveys were matched to the employer and union employee records so that we could calculate either their original hire date (for the group that received time-and-one-half for Sunday work) or their total seniority for the other groups. For 314 employees we could not determine what their premium would be, if any. Thus, we eliminated them from the sample, and because of missing data with the controls and other predictor variables, we were left with a sample that varied from 1,560 to 1,655 employees, depending on the analysis. 

Measures

Controls. We used the background variables of hourly pay rate and the number of Saturdays a respondent reported working in an average month as controls. This allowed us to control for the possibility that pay rate may be related to scheduling satisfaction. Pay also serves as a proxy for seniority, as employee pay increases as their seniority increases. However, unlike seniority, base hourly pay was not used to form the Sunday working groups. We controlled for Saturday work because, with the addition of working on Sundays, working Saturday would require working the entire weekend. Research has found that attitudes vary based on the number of weekends worked monthly (Ruggiero, 2005). While not a subject of a hypothesis, we believed that more work on Saturdays would be related to both less willingness to work more Sundays and less schedule satisfaction. 

Dependent variable. The scheduling satisfaction scale consisted of seven internally consistent items covering satisfactions with the respondent’s shifts and days worked developed as a result of the authors’ work in this area, partially based on the work of Dunham and Pierce (1986). The items all had 5-point scales, ranging either from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” or from “very dissatisfied” to “very satisfied.” The final scale had an alpha reliability of .88 

Independent variables. The survey included other several sets of items concerning schedules; most of which we developed specifically for the study and pretested with union members. They all had adequate internal reliability (see Table 1). There were seven items related to scheduling control, with a 5-point scale ranging from “no control” to “almost complete control” over such issues as when the respondent could take days off, start work, and the number of hours worked. There were 4 items relating to scheduling flexibility, assessing how easy it would be to change one’s work schedule on a temporary or permanent basis. The five response choices ranged from “very difficult” to “not difficult at all.” There also were 12 items assessing how several incentives would affect the willingness of the respondent to work on Sundays or continue to work on Sundays. The latter questions used a 5-point scale, ranging from “not at all willing” to “very willing”. They included items relating to receiving greater flexibility or control in one’s schedule and several different financial incentives . When these items were subjected to a factor analysis, three strong factors emerged. The first was a factor which had all the items relating greater flexibility or control in one’s schedule. These formed a 6-item scale of being more willing to work Sundays in exchange for greater scheduling flexibility or control. These included receiving a better schedule during the week, receiving more scheduling flexibility, having less Saturday night work, getting the ability to choose how many Sundays are worked, getting the ability to choose which Sundays are worked, and getting some guaranteed weekends off. The second factor had all the different financial incentives except receiving time-and-a-half, which went on a third factor. These included a $1 premium, a $2 premium, a time-and-a-quarter premium, and making Sunday part of the regular work week for pay purposes, none of which were linked to any seniority level. Thus, we formed these into a 5-item scale of being more willing to work Sundays in exchange for some economic benefits. Being more willing to work Sundays for a time-and-a-half premium was used as a separate one-item scale. We also asked respondents how many hours they usually worked on Sundays, as well as the number of Sundays they currently worked in an average month. Respondents had to answer affirmatively to both working some Sundays and having some Sunday hours to be placed in one of the Sunday working groups. 
Analyses. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested by one-way analyses of variance of the dependent variable among the five groups of employees, and then using follow-up range tests. The remaining hypotheses were tested using hierarchical regression analyses predicting scheduling satisfaction from the control variables, scheduling control, scheduling flexibility and the three willingness to work on Sundays scales.

RESULTS

-------------------------------------------
INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
-------------------------------------------

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, and correlations among all the study variables. Most of the variables are highly intercorrelated except for Willingness to work Sundays for Time-and-a-Half Premium, which has three nonsignificant correlations. Further, scheduling control and scheduling flexibility were not correlated at all. The patterns of means are also worth noting. Using paired t-tests, employees’ Scheduling Control was significantly higher than their Scheduling Flexibility (t = 16.63, p < .001). Similar tests indicated that the means of the three “Willingness” constructs differed significantly, with employees least willing to work Sundays for pay and premiums, significantly less than willingness to work Sundays for control and flexibility (t = -63.37, p < .001). Willingness to work Sundays for a time-and-a-half premium was significantly higher than willingness to work Sundays for control and flexibility (t = 33.50, p < .001).

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we ran an analyses of variance controlling for the two covariates (ANCOVA) across the five groups. The univariate F-ratio was significant (F = 33.61, p < .001, partial eta squared = .08). Table 2 shows the results of the follow-up range tests among the means of scheduling satisfaction adjusted by the two controls for the five groups. Hypothesis 1 was supported, as group 1, who did not have to work any Sundays, and group 5, who received the highest premiums, were significantly more satisfied with their schedule than groups 2, 3, and 4, which received no or low premiums. Hypothesis 2 received partial support. Group 5, who received the highest premium pay, had greater scheduling satisfaction than all the groups working Sundays that had lower or no premiums. However, there was not a significant difference between group 3, who received a $1 premium, and both those groups who received no premium (group 2) and a $2 premium (group 4). 

-------------------------------------------
INSERT TABLES 2 & 3 ABOUT HERE
-------------------------------------------

Table 3 shows the regressions on scheduling satisfaction for the five groups and summary of the significant results across the five groups. While not depicted in the table, for each group, the scheduling related attitudes added significant additional variance explained after the controls, with r square changes ranging from .18 to .45 (p < .001). As a control, hourly pay only predicted for one group. However, as we suggested, number of Saturdays worked monthly was a significant negative predictor of scheduling satisfaction for four of the five groups. 

Hypothesis 3 tests the effects of obtaining more pay or greater premiums on scheduling satisfaction with a different construct, the willingness to work Sundays or continue to work on Sundays, for two different levels of pay or premiums. The significant beta weights in Table 3 show some support for the hypothesis, but not complete support. Willingness to work Sundays for Pay and Premiums was a significant positive predictor of scheduling satisfaction for two groups, but Willingness to work Sundays for a time-and-a-half premium only predicted in one group.

Hypothesis 4a stated that the more control employees perceive they have over their schedules the more satisfied with their schedule they will be. All five beta weights relating to scheduling control were significant in the predicted direction, strongly supporting Hypothesis 4a. Hypothesis 4b stated that the more flexibility employees perceive they have over their schedules the more satisfied with their schedule they will be. However, flexibility was a significant predictor in only one group, and in the (opposite) negative direction; thus Hypothesis 4b received no support. Hypothesis 5 received strong support, as Willingness to work Sundays for Scheduling Control and Flexibility was negatively related to scheduling satisfaction in each group working Sundays.  
DISCUSSION

The hypotheses based on exchange theory were fairly strongly supported, with no significant results in opposition, except for one of 13 significant regression coefficients. Supporting Hypothesis 1, as the employee groups reach the level of seniority where they are able to select the schedules they prefer (group 1, which chose not to work on Sundays, and group 5, which chose to work Sundays for a time-and-a-half premium), they have greater scheduling satisfaction than the other groups without these options. These results suggest that seniority is a motivator which may lead, over time, to greater scheduling satisfaction as employees are able to select their schedules. The partial support for Hypothesis 2, that those receiving higher premiums will be more satisfied with their current schedule, suggests that the exchange in the form of the a premium must be substantial, such as time-and-a-half, to be consistently related to greater scheduling satisfaction. It may also be that employer’s practice of giving the exchange to those who receive the highest premium the possibility to work up to 48 hours a week, had a positive impact on their scheduling satisfaction. It appears that giving the exchange of the low premium of $1 an hour does not increase scheduling satisfaction over offering no premium. However, giving a $2 hour premium was associated with greater scheduling satisfaction than offering no premium, but not more than offering a $1 an hour premium. However, these lower premiums (less than time-and-a-half) may have positive impacts on organizational outcomes unexamined in this paper, such as increased retention over receiving no premiums. 
The results concerning the two constructs testing Hypothesis 3, the exchanges of more pay/low premiums, or even the higher time-and-a-half premium to increase the willingness to work Sundays or continue to work on Sundays, can also be interpreted to support the same conclusion here. Those who were most satisfied with their schedules and received no premium or a $1 or $2 premium, were more willing to work Sundays or continue to work on Sundays for some increase in pay or higher premiums.  
The results related to Hypothesis 4a, giving employees control over their schedule are perhaps most unambiguous. Perceived scheduling control was the only construct to predict scheduling satisfaction in all five groups, and always in the positive direction. This is consistent with the large literature on scheduling congruence, that when employees choose their schedules, they are more satisfied (Fenwick & Tausig, 2001; Havlovic et al., 2002; Holtom et al., 2002; Ng, Butts, Vandenberg et al., 2005). When employers have large operations on Sundays, with much of their workforce having to work on Sundays, giving employees some control over their schedule will likely increase their scheduling satisfaction. It would seem that if employers want to increase the scheduling satisfaction, they may need to share control over how the schedules are set. 
In contrast, the results related to giving employees schedule flexibility, did not support Hypothesis 4b, as schedule flexibility was not positively related to scheduling satisfaction for any group. This result was surprising given the research relating the use of scheduling flexibility for employees to positive outcomes, such as increased commitment and job satisfaction, and lower turnover and absenteeism (Scandura & Lankau, 1997). An explanation for this result may be that the construct means were low, suggesting little scheduling flexibility in the sample. Also, much of the scheduling flexibility literature concerns flextime (Baltes et al., 1999), which is not applicable to our situation. 

Finally, Hypothesis 5, that employees who were most willing to work on Sunday in exchange for more schedule flexibility and schedule control would be less satisfied with their current schedule, was strongly supported. This construct predicted negative scheduling satisfaction for every group that worked Sundays. These findings suggest that since employees are generally dissatisfied with schedules involving Sunday work (Deery & Mahony, 1994; Kirby, 1992; Presser, 2003), their poor scheduling satisfaction with their current schedule will be related to them being more willing to work Sundays, in order to make their overall work schedule more desirable. We can hope that if more schedule flexibility and control is provided to employees, scheduling satisfaction would increase. Overall, the results show how exchange theory can help explain schedule satisfaction in a situation where many employee schedules involve working on Sundays. Our findings show the importance of seniority, pay premiums and scheduling control in relation to scheduling satisfaction. 
Implications and Conclusions

Since retail employers in North America, and increasingly, other parts of the world, have large operations on Sundays, our findings have implications for employers who need to schedule employees for Sunday work. Basing scheduling on seniority appears fair to the workforce, because most employees are likely to reach a seniority level where eventually they will be able to choose whether or not to work on Sundays. Ideally, increasing the number of employees who want to work on Sundays would be desirable for the employer and would make the assignment of Sunday work a less difficult process. Scheduling satisfaction may also be increased by giving employees greater scheduling control, and by allowing them to have greater flexibility.  Premiums paid for Sunday work also appear to be a way to increase scheduling satisfaction. However, such premiums need to be substantial in order to increase scheduling satisfaction, and considering our current world economy, many organizations are looking to limit personnel costs related to these types of incentives.   Thus, organizations should carefully consider the benefits of premiums and how premiums should be implemented to maximize their effect.
Additionally, the combined results of Hypotheses 2 and 3 support a long line of research literature that suggests that pay incentives are difficult to design for a long-term focus (e.g., Locke, 2004).  For example, in the current study, those with no current pay incentives were motivated to work on Sunday by smaller pay incentives ($1 or $2). Those who already had pay incentives, were not generally satisfied by these smaller pay incentives. In order for these individuals to be satisfied with their current work schedule including Sundays, they needed to have received much larger pay incentives (e.g., time-and-a-half). Therefore, it is likely that granting employees smaller pay incentives to work on Sunday would only serve a short-term motivator, with employees expecting increasing pay premiums at a later date.  Considering the potential dwindling effects of pay premiums and the heavy costs associated with that method of exchange, many organizations may want to consider allowing more scheduling control or choice of schedules by employees as an incentive for working Sundays (or other nonstandard schedules).  

The current study did indeed find that scheduling control is consistently related to higher scheduling satisfaction. It is not surprising that scheduling control could serve as a strong incentive, as we have seen a drastic increase in dual-income families in the United States and Europe (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2007). Employees are in need of additional methods to better help them balance work and family life, and having some control over their work schedule may allow for that.   

One method that may allow employees to have more scheduling control is self-scheduling. Self-scheduling is an organizational scheduling policy developed in London which has been used primarily in the nursing sector. The process involves the development of scheduling committees by management to determine both short- and long-term goals of work scheduling both for the organization and for employees. Employees would then be able to create their own schedules using a democratic process that takes into account all of the  employees’ personal demands, such as family or schooling. Within this process, management acts as facilitators and coordinators (Beltzhoover, 1994; Bluett, 2008; Teahan, 1998).  The benefits of self-scheduling in the nursing sector have been many including: higher morale and satisfaction, increased autonomy, increased flexibility, and decreased work-family conflict for employees,  higher commitment and retention, increased recruitment, lower conflict among employees, increased professionalism, increased awareness on the part of employees of scheduling issues, increased collaboration and team spirit, and a more orderly, less time-consuming scheduling process for management in the organization (Beltzhoover, 1994; Bluett, 2008; Tully, 1992). 
Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations for the current study which should be noted. The first limitation is that our sample was not completely representative of the retail population under study. Our sample was older, had more seniority, and had greater proportions of women and full-time workers. Although none of these differences from the population were drastic, it does bring up concerns of generalizability. Another limitation is there may have been range restriction for the scheduling flexibility scale, which resulted in nonsignificant results for Hypothesis 4b. It is also possible that our operationalization of scheduling flexibility differs enough from previous studies concerning other constructs, such as flextime, that its relationship to scheduling satisfaction would not be supported. Therefore, future research is needed in this area.  

Future research should also examine the acceptability of Sunday work directly compared to that of Saturday work. While, Sunday work may be less desirable than Saturday work, the later is also considered undesirable and is a day in the work schedule for which employers may find the need to provide incentives. Therefore, it would be important to investigate whether the incentives provided for Sunday work would also be appropriate for Saturday work as well. Additionally, future research should examine Sunday work incentives and scheduling satisfaction with samples in other industries and in non-unionized organizations. For example, Sunday work is also common in manufacturing, protective and medical services, food preparation, and other service industries (Beers, 2000); perhaps incentives and satisfaction with work schedule vary in different types of jobs. Also, although Sunday work is more common in entry-level positions, it is quite possible that the different pay levels that one may find in different industries may drastically influence employees’ willingness to work on Sundays for different inducements. Given the low amount of research on weekend and Sunday work, additional studies have the potential to help both employees and employers who are affected by Sunday operations. Given our current global financial crisis, it is essential that organizations make strategic decisions regarding incentives and other personnel expenditures. As many organizations attempt to make Sunday work more appealing to their workforce, our study should aid organizations in making these difficult decisions. 
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                                   Figure 1: Model of exchanges related to Sunday work and scheduling satisfaction
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	Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and correlations across all groups (listwise N = 1,560)a



	Variable  
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	1.Scheduling Satisfaction 
	3.66
	.91
	.88
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Hourly Pay Rate ($)
	13.66
	3.45
	.18
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Saturday Work

(# worked monthly)
	4.16
	1.44
	-.26
	.04
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	4. Scheduling Control
	2.94
	1.12
	.57
	.26
	-.18
	.92
	
	
	

	5. Scheduling Flexibility 
	2.41
	1.06
	-.07
	-.13
	-.09
	.01
	.86
	
	

	6. Willingness to work Sundays for Pay and Premiums
	2.29
	1.07
	-.17
	-.48
	.09
	-.16
	.26
	.78
	

	7. Willingness to work Sundays for Scheduling Control and Flexibility
	3.38
	1.18
	-.28
	-.25
	.14
	-.21
	.09
	.47
	.88

	8. Willingness to work Sundays for Time-and-a-Half Premium
	4.53
	1.04
	-.03
	.05
	.08
	.01
	-.01
	.12
	.26

	 aAll correlations of greater than |.04| are significant at p < .05, two-tailed tests. Coefficient alpha on diagonal.

 bAll attitudes scales range from 1 to 5, with high score equaling a high amount.




 

	Table 2: Scheduling satisfaction means and significant differences by Sunday working groupsa


	Sunday groups
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Differs significantly (p < .05) from the listed other groups

	1  Do not work on Sundays
	298
	3.97
	.81
	2, 3, 4

	2  Get no premium for Sundays worked
	184
	3.25
	.93
	1, 4, 5

	3  Get $1 premium for Sundays worked
	106
	3.36
	.88
	1, 5

	4  Get $2 premium for Sundays worked
	597
	3.47
	.88
	1, 2, 5

	5  Get time & 1/2 premium for Sundays worked
	470
	3.95
	.79
	2, 3, 4

	aMeans are adjusted by hourly pay rate and Saturday work. 







	Table 3: Regression and standardized beta coefficients on scheduling satisfaction by Sunday working groups.


	Predictor/group
	Number of times predictor is significant
	1  Do not work on Sundays
	2  Get no premium for Sundays worked
	3  Get $1 premium for Sundays worked
	4  Get $2 premium for Sundays worked
	5  Get time & 1/2 premium for Sundays worked

	Hourly Pay Rate ($)
	1
	-.01  
	.05  
	.07  
	-.10**
	-.01 

	Saturday Work
(# worked monthly)
	4
	-.20**
	-.13*  
	-.09  
	-.09*
	-.12**

	Willingness to work Sundays for Pay and Premiums
	2
	-.06  
	.16* 
	.10  
	  .12**
	.01 

	Willingness to work Sundays for a Time-and-a-Half Premium
	1
	-.11  
	.00  
	 .23**
	.02 
	.04 

	Scheduling Control
	5
	 .42**
	 .50**
	 .55**
	  .50**
	 .52**

	Scheduling Flexibility 
	1
	-.03  
	-.05  
	-.04  
	-.04  
	-.08* 

	Willingness to work Sundays for Sched-uling Control and Flexibility
	4
	.03  
	-.19**
	-.29**
	-.12**
	-.13**

	Adjusted R Square
	
	.25 
	.32 
	.46
	.32
	.33

	* p < .05, ** p < .01
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