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Abstract

As a result of the increased prevalence of dual careers, digitalization, and changes 
in the work arrangements, research on the work-life interface and its management come 
to be very important. The aim of this study was to explore psychometric properties of the 
Measure of boundary flexibility for work and family domains in Macedonian context 
using a sample of 200 teachers in primary, secondary, and higher education. Exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA, principal axis factoring with promax rotation) was performed to 
assess the factorial validity of the scale. For further investigation of its construct validity 
correlation among extracted four factors (dimensions of boundary flexibility) and set of 
other relevant work-life constructs were analyzed. Scale reliability was estimated using 
internal consistency coefficients. In line with the factor model of the original scale, EFA 
results in this study revealed four factorial structures, i.e. work flexibility ability, work 
flexibility willingness, family flexibility ability, and family flexibility willingness factors 
were identified. An exception was one item that loaded on the work flexibility ability 
factor, while originally was part of the work flexibility willingness factor. All factors/
subscales showed satisfactory internal consistency.  Findings, in general, indicated 
adequate psychometric characteristics of the measure, suggesting that the Measure of 
boundary flexibility could be used for research purposes in the Macedonian context. 
However, future study applying multi-group confirmatory factor analysis in order to 
provide evidence for the model invariance is needed. 

Key words: boundary flexibility, work, and family domains, psychometric evaluation, 
factorial structure

People have various roles displayed in different life domains. Aiming to 
simplify and to attain order in those domains, individuals make and maintain 
boundaries and consequently, link roles to certain places and times (Ashforth 
et al., 2000). For example, the role of the employee is performed in the work 
organization or during working time, and the role of the parent is shown while 
at home or in non-work hours. Considering work and family, it could be noted 
that people make or intend to engage in transitions from one domain into an-
other on a daily basis demonstrating their own style of boundaries management 
(Bulger et al., 2007, Kossek et al., 2012, Sturges, 2012).  In general, work-family 
domains management could be seen as a continuum between high integration 



268 ФИЛОЗОФСКИ ФАКУЛТЕТ СКОПЈЕ

with flexible and permeable role boundaries leading to overlapping between 
domains, and full segmentation where role boundaries are inflexible and im-
permeable contributing to the strong separation of work-family roles (Allen et 
al., 2014). 

 Accordingly, an important aspect of boundary management, and broad-
ly, of the work-family interface, is the flow between domains as manifested by 
two distinct characteristics: boundary flexibility and boundary permeability. 
Flexibility indicates the degree of the pliability of work-family boundaries in 
a spatial and time sense (Allen et al., 2014) and permeability is the degree to 
which element from one domain enter the other domain (Clark, 2000), both fea-
tures showing boundary strength (Bulger et al., 2007).

Matthews and Barness-Farrell (2010) have assumed that flexibility of 
work-family boundaries is expressed by the opportunity to move between 
these two domains, as well as, by a readiness to engage in transitions from one 
to another domain. Accordingly, they explained these two distinct aspects as 
flexibility ability and flexibility willingness. Work flexibility ability and family 
flexibility ability indicate the degree to which employees perceive they are able 
to move freely between work-family and family-work domains, respectively 
(Matthews & Barness-Farrel, 2010). Work flexibility willingness and family flex-
ibility willingness are denoted as the degree to which an employee is motivat-
ed to move between work-to-family and family-to-work domains (Matthews & 
Barness-Farrell, 2010). In addition, the authors developed a measure to assess 
boundary flexibility with 19 items loaded on four factors in line with the pro-
posed dimensions of the construct. Obtained EFA (principal axis factoring with 
oblimin rotation) factor solution explained 47% of the variance and follow-up 
CFA showed acceptable model fit. Nomological network analysis revealed that 
female respondents are more will to flex work domain, but less will and less able 
to flex family domain in comparison to their male counterparts, that work cen-
trality is positively related to family flexibility willingness and negatively relat-
ed to work flexibility ability, and that ability to flex work boundary domain was 
negatively associated with work-to-family and family-to-work conflict, while 
willingness to flex family domain was found to be correlated with work-to-fam-
ily conflict (Matthews & Barness-Farrell, 2010).  Matthews et al. (2010) revised 
the initial version of the measure, reformulating negatively worded items and 
revising few previously omitted items. The tested structure of the revised meas-
ure of boundary flexibility demonstrated an acceptable model fit.

It was found that boundary flexibility is related to life role salience and 
predicted inter-domain transitions (Winkel et al., 2010). More specifically, both 
aspects of work flexibility, ability, and willingness were positively related to 
work-to-home transitions, while family-to-work transitions were associated 
with ability and willingness to flex the family domain (Matthews et al., 2010). 
According to Matthews et al. (2010), the concept of inter-domain transition de-
fined as a frequency of cognitive and/or behavioral transitions from one domain 
to another has better theoretical ground than boundary permeability. 
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Research on boundary management is very important for employees’ 
well-being and work-life balance. That is, family flexibility is related to life sat-
isfaction particularly among employees with higher family permeability (Qiu 
& Fan, 2015), work-family integration contributes to exhaustion and less work-
life balance (Wepfer et al. (2018), whereas segmentation preference is related 
to higher work-life balance (Mellner et al., 2015). On the other hand, Ferguson 
et al. (2014) reported that supervisor instrumental support and organizational 
segmentation support contributed to work flexibility ability which in turn was 
related to better family functioning and stronger organizational commitment. 

It should be noted that boundary flexibility along with boundary per-
meability might be important for the outcomes of work-from-home practices 
adopted as a result of Covid-19 pandemic (Cho, 2020). Among identified posi-
tive aspects of work-from-home during pandemic were flexible work arrange-
ments, more autonomy, better work-life balance, while among listed weakness-
es were distractions and blur of work-life roles (Vyas & Butakhieo, 2021). Kossek 
et al. (2020) have stated that remote work could facilitate the management of 
work-family domains particularly among women in academia, but also might 
contribute to interruptions, process loss due to frequent switch from one task 
to another, extended work availability which consequently might be harmful to 
health and family and may lead to burnout.  These findings are an additional 
reason for new studies on boundary management, particularly on boundary 
flexibility and inter-domain transitions, using measurement instruments with 
satisfactory psychometric characteristics. 

Aim of the study

Taking into consideration the aforementioned, the purpose of this study 
was to evaluate psychometric properties of the Measure of boundary flexibility 
for work and family domains and thus, to provide evidence for its applicability 
in research in the Macedonian context. 

Specifically, the study aimed to explore construct validity of the Measure 
of work-family boundary flexibility in a sample of health teachers in primary, 
secondary, and higher education. It was proposed that the four-factorial struc-
ture of the original scale will be identified in this study, as well. In addition, 
the correlation of established factors/dimensions to inter-domain transitions, 
sex, age, number of children, marital status, and job position was analyzed to 
further examine the construct validity of the scale. Taking into consideration 
previous empirical findings, it was assumed that work flexibility dimensions 
will be positively related to family-to-work transitions and, family flexibility 
dimensions will be positively associated with work-to-family transitions. When 
it comes to demographic characteristics, it was assumed that female employees, 
married employees, and those with two children will be less willing and less 
able to flex the family domain, whereas their male colleagues and those with no 
children will perceive more opportunities to flex between work and family do-
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mains. It was, also, proposed that university teachers/professors will perceive a 
higher ability to flex between domains in comparison to primary and secondary 
school teachers as a result of higher autonomy and work time flexibility.

Method

Sample and procedure

Participants in this study were 200 full-time employees (female=138, 
male=62). Their mean age was 43.29 ±9.38 years. One hundred and fifteen re-
spondents reported they were secondary school teachers, 31 were teachers in 
primary education and 51 study participants reported they were university pro-
fessors. Of them, 138 were married, while 62 stated they were in a long romantic 
relationship, were divorced or widowed. Considering the number of children, 
130 respondents reported they have 2 or more children, 40 have one child, 29 
participants responded they have no children, and 9 respondents did not pro-
vide an answer.

Data was collected in April-May, 2018. Study participants were ex-
plained that their participation in the study is voluntary and anonymous, that 
their responses will stay confidential and used solely for research purposes.  
Questionnaires were completed for 15-20 minutes. 

Measures 

measure of boundary flexibility of work and family domains (Matthews et al., 
2010) consisting of 19 items was administered to assess flexibility characteristic 
of the work-family border, i.e., work flexibility ability (4 items), work flexibil-
ity willingness (4 items), family flexibility ability (5 items), and family flexibil-
ity willingness (6 items). Participants were asked to rate their responses on a 
7-point Likert scale from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree. Higher score 
denoted strongly expressed ability and willingness to flex work and/or family 
domain. 

The authors reported that confirmatory factor analysis revealed a good 
model fit, that is four separate dimensions were confirmed. Internal consistency 
coefficients ranged from 0.86 for the family flexibility willingness subscale to 
0.74 for the work flexibility ability subscale (Matthews et al., 2010).

The frequency of transitions between work and family domains was 
measured using the Work-family transitions scale (Matthews et al., 2010) with 11 
items rated on a 6-point Likert scale (from 0-never to 5-five or more days per 
week). Six items were intended to evaluate work-to-family transitions and 5 
items aimed to assess family-to-work transitions. A higher score indicated a 
more frequent transition from one domain to another. Cronbach alpha reliabil-
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ity of work-to-family and family-to-work transitions reported by the authors 
was .78 and .75, respectively. 

Data analysis

Exploratory factor analysis – principal axis factoring method with pro-
max rotation was performed to investigate the factorial structure of the Measure 
of boundary flexibility for work and family domains scale. Exploratory factor 
analysis was used as more suitable when the purpose of the study is to explore 
the latent structure of the variables (Hair et al., 2014), while principal axis fac-
toring was applied as the most used extraction method, which does not assume 
a normal distribution of the study variables (Hair et al., 2014; Osborne, 2014). In 
addition, oblique rotation is preferred when there is theoretical and empirical 
evidence to expect correlation among factors/dimensions providing more clear 
results (Fabrigar et al. 1999). 

Eigenvalues greater than 1 were used as an apriori criterion for factors 
extraction, while factor loadings with a value higher than 0.32 (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2013) were interpreted. Correlation coefficients among variables/items, 
anti-image matrix, and measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) were considered 
for suitability of the factor analysis. 

Results

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure of sampling adequacy was .84, which im-
plied that the data were suitable for factor analysis. Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
was statistically significant (χ2=1779.18, df=171, p<.001) indicating that correla-
tion among variables is sufficient to conduct factor analysis. In addition, cor-
relation matrix inspection showed that most correlation coefficients between 
variables exceeded the value of .30, while the anti-image matrix demonstrated 
that partial correlation coefficients were low. 

Four factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1 were extracted account-
ing for 54% of the variance in the boundary flexibility construct.  The produced 
scatter plot supported the number of extracted factors. Identified factor mod-
el, along with factor loadings, communalities, and the proportion of explained 
variance in the boundary flexibility construct is presented in Table 1.  The first 
extracted factor consisted of items aimed to measure work flexibility ability, the 
second extracted factor was comprised of items referring to family flexibility 
willingness, underlying items of the third factor denoted to family flexibility 
ability, and the last factor represented work flexibility ability characteristic. 

As seen, all factors consisted of at least 3 items and most of the factor 
loadings were greater than 0.60 (which indicated 35% or more shared variance). 
Specifically, the pattern matrix showed a clear factor solution, but it should be 
noted that item 5 and item 12 loaded on two factors. However, considering their 
content, these items were retained in the respective factors, i.e., factor 4 and 
factor 3.  
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The exception in the obtained factor model was item 6 which loaded 
on a different factor than initially expected (in accordance with the originally 
identified factor model). The reason might be the item content that implies more 
to perceived ability to flex work domain than to work flexibility willingness 
as primarily intended. Though, additional analysis is needed considering this 
finding.

Bivariate (Pearson) correlation analysis showed a relatively strong rela-
tionship of perceived ability to flex work domain to motivation to flex work do-
main. However, there was no collinearity between these two extracted factors, 
i.e. dimensions of work domain since tolerance was above the value of .40 (val-
ues under the 0.40 as cited in Mayers et al., 2013 should be considered with con-
cern). Correlation between both aspects of family domain, perceived flexibility 
ability, and manifested flexibility willingness was moderate. Work flexibility 
dimensions and family flexibility dimensions were not significantly related. 

Table 1 
Factor loadings, communalities, and bivariate correlation among extracted 
factors

F1-work 
flexi-
bility 
ability

F2-family 
flexibility 
willing-
ness

F3-fam-
ily flex-
ibility 
ability

F4-work 
flexibil-
ity will-
ingness

communal-
ities

Item 3 .797 .637
Item 4 .737 .576
Item 2 .716 .544
Item 1 .707 .507
Item 6 .668 .607
Item 5 .504 .417    .520
Item 17 .920 .771
Item 18 .806 .598
Item 15 .764 .570
Item 14 .734 .669
Item 16 .703 .517
Item 19 .508 .295
Item 11 .805 .639
Item 10 .651 .384
Item 13 .588 .559
Item 9 .563 .262
Item 12 .342 .374 .585
Item 8 .643 .650
Item 7 .534 .450
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% of explained 
variance

22.81 20.65 6.61 4.35

F1 - -.092 .103 .631***

F2 - .419*** -.076
F3 - .069
F4 -

As seen in Table 2, study participants reported the highest perceived 
ability to flex family boundaries and lowest degree of work flexibility ability.  
If compared to the mean value of the rating scale (from 1 to 7), it could be con-
cluded that the ability to flex work roles as perceived by the respondents was 
below the average, while the estimated ability to flex family roles was relatively 
high. In addition, the paired-samples t-test suggested that respondents signif-
icantly differ in perceived ability to flex work and family roles (t(199)=14.66, 
p<.001). Motivation to flow from work to home and from home to work was 
moderately expressed. Participants were equally willing to flow between these 
two domains (t(199)=1.35, p>.05).

Cronbach alpha coefficients as estimation ranged from .75 for family flex-
ibility ability to .86 for family flexibility willingness and work flexibility ability 
demonstrating satisfactory internal consistency of all four factors/subscales. 

Table 2 
Descriptive statistics and reliability of the boundary flexibility factors

M SD Sk Kk Min/max Cronbach

alpha
Work flexibility 
ability

3.17 1.54 .56 -.53 1/7 .86

Work flexibility 
willingness

4.05 1.53 -.21 -.73 1-7 .76

Family flexibility  
ability

5.05 1.12 -.84 .52 1.2/7 .75

Family flexibility 
willingness 4.25 1.29 -.36 -.32 1/7 .86

The analyzed correlation of boundary flexibility factors to inter-domain 
transitions, as expected, revealed that study participants who perceived they 
were able to flex work domain and who reported higher readiness to flex work 
domain made more frequent cognitive and/or behavioral transitions from work 
to family (r=.60, p<.001 and r=.48, p<.001, respectively). In addition, both work 
flexibility ability and willingness were significantly related to a number of fam-
ily to work transitions (r=.27, p<.001 and r=.17, p<.05, respectively). Perceived 
ability to flex family roles and readiness for movements from family to work 
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domain were associated with a higher rate of family-to-work transition among 
respondents (r=.14, p<.05 and r=.18, p<.01, respectively). Significant correlation 
of the aspects of family domain with transitions from work to family was not 
registered. 

Considering sex differences, it was found that male study participants 
perceived more opportunities to flex work domain (M=3.74) and expressed 
greater readiness to flex family roles (M=4.64) than female participants (M=2.92 
and M=3.79, respectively) (t(198)=3.58, p<.001 and t(198)=3.74, p<.001, respec-
tively). Sex differences in regard to family flexibility ability and family flexibili-
ty willingness were not registered (t-tests ns). Regardless of the number of chil-
dren and marital status, participants did not differ in four aspects of boundary 
flexibility.  Respondents’ age showed a significant, but weak positive relation-
ship only to motivation to flex family domain (r=.18, p<.05). 

Discussion

This study examined psychometric properties of Measure of boundary 
flexibility for work and family domain developed by Metthews and his col-
leagues (2010) in the Macedonian context. Accordingly, the first evaluation of 
the scale’s characteristics revealed evidence for its use in work and organiza-
tional psychology research in our context. 

Consistently to the proposed theoretical model and factor analysis re-
sults reported by the authors, exploratory factor analysis (principal axis factor-
ing with promax rotation) in this research revealed a four-factor solution con-
firming its factorial validity. The reliability of all four factors was found to be 
satisfactory.

The identified factors in the work domain – ability and willingness to 
flex work roles, on the one hand, and extracted factors in the family domain 
– ability and willingness to flex family roles, on the other hand, demonstrated 
a relatively high correlation. It might be seen as expected that employees who 
think they have opportunities to change work arrangements, flex working time, 
or take the day off, will be more willing to make movements from work to 
family domain in order to fulfill family responsibilities. Similarly, employees 
who consider they are able to change the plans in regard to home activities, 
to postpone family accountabilities, will show higher motivation to flex family 
roles. Accordingly, the results were in line with the assumption that work, as 
well as, family boundary flexibility as characteristics of boundary management 
have two distinct aspects – perceived ability to engage in movements from one 
domain to another, and expressed readiness to move between domains. No 
significant correlation of work flexibility ability and willingness with family 
flexibility ability and willingness might be seen as a support of the notion that 
work and family domains are distinct, with unique boundaries (Matthews & 
Barnes-Farrell, 2010). 
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As was reported, one exception from the previously identified model 
was finding that item 6 (“assuming it was all right with my supervisor, I would not 
mind arriving to work late so that I could meet my family and personal life responsi-
bilities”) loaded on factor 1-work flexibility ability instead to factor 4 – work 
flexibility willingness.  Considering the first part of its content, it is possible that 
it implied the ability to flex work roles or to both aspects of work boundary flex-
ibility for respondents. Therefore, further consideration of this item is needed. 

Significant relationship of work boundary flexibility factors and family 
boundary flexibility factors to work-to-family transitions and family-to-work 
transitions, respectively, might be seen as additional support of the construct 
validity of the scale. These results are in line with previous findings (Matthews 
et al., 2010, Winkel & Clayton, 2010). No significant correlation of boundary 
flexibility factors with marital status and number of children implied that exam-
ined boundary management characteristics, particularly those of work domain, 
are probably more influenced by organizational and job-related factors than by 
family and/or individual factors. In line of this consideration, job position was 
related to boundary flexibility of work domain, that is, perceived ability and 
motivation to move from work to family was highest among university teachers 
in comparison to secondary and primary school teachers. Significant differences 
in family flexibility ability and willingness among three groups of respondents 
were not found. Namely, these findings might be explained by higher auton-
omy in planning and (re)organizing part of the work activities and a higher 
degree of time flexibility as characteristics more present at the university level. 
For example, it was found that individual-oriented time flexibility referred to 
greater boundary control and contributed to work-family balance (Wöhrmann 
et al., 2021). In addition, registered sex differences in regard to work flexibility 
ability and willingness might be explained from the aspect of findings that men 
employees with family obligations were perceived as more stable and responsi-
ble, while women employees as more committed to family than to work (Green-
haus et al., 2010). Taken together, the aforementioned results implied that work 
and family domains are distinct and that employees demonstrated different at-
titudes towards their boundaries’ characteristics. 

Finally, it could be concluded that further examination of the factorial 
structure of boundary flexibility measure using confirmatory factor analysis is 
needed. Particularly, multi-group CFA should be performed in order to confirm 
scale invariance in various groups of employees from different sectors. 

However, results on psychometric characteristics of this measure ob-
tained in this study highlighted its application in our context and need for re-
search of work and family domains flexibility and broadly, on boundary man-
agement which may contribute to new empirical results and understanding of 
the work-family interface and its role in employees’ well-being and work per-
formance. Besides family, other life domains should be considered.
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