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Abstract

Positive work-family spillover in both directions was examined amongst white-
collar employees (N = 152) in a single insurance brokerage and consulting
organisation in the South African.

The results in this study indicate that positive spillover from work to family and
positive spillover from family to work are two distinct constructs. Further results
show that work involvement assists employees to cope with personal and
practical issues at home (Positive work-family spillover); Partner support assists
employees to feel confident about themselves at work (Positive family-work
spillover); Parent support assists employees to feel confident about themselves
at work (Positive family-work spillover) and Life Stage does not explain a
significant amount of the variance in the extent of positive spillover between
work-family domains.

The results of this study support the shift in focus from a negative conflict role-
based view of work-family balance to a positive, enriching view, where positive
elements of work-family spillover are experienced in both directions that is from
work to family and family to work.

Managing positive spillover could be useful to South African organisations as part
of their Human Resource strategies to attract and retain scarce talent and skilis.



the demands of roles in both work and family. This may be particularly true where
children are involved and where there is little or no domestic support (Greenhaus
& Singh, 2003).

Stress and particularly work-related stress, occurs when job demands are
incompatible with an individual’'s capability to manage and regulate their state of
mind (Greenhaus & Singh, 2003). Stress has been viewed as both positive and
negative. In this sense, it is regarded as the negative effect of conflicting role
demands and the likes that place stress on the individual thereby impacting the
balance in and of work life (Greenhaus & Singh, 2003).

Positive Spillover (Enrichment)

“Work-family enrichment refers to the extent to which experiences in one role
enhance performance and positive affects in the other role” (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006, p.72). Greenhaus & Singh (2003) defined positive work-family bi-
directionality as “A variety of resources from work and family roles that have the
capacity to provide positive experiences in the other role." (Greenhaus & Singh,
2003, p.1).

Numerous studies have been conducted in the field of positive work-familv



Grzywacz and Marks (2000), using data from the National Survey of Midiife
Development in the United States (N=1986) found that negative work-family
spillover, positive work-family spillover, negative family-work spillover and
positive family-work spillover were distinct experiences and distinct constructs.
The researchers based their study on items of positive spillover in both directions
with a Cronbach alpha finding of .73 measuring positive work-family spillover and
a Cronbach alpha finding of .70 measuring positive family-work spillover
(Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).

In support of their earlier study and findings, Grzywacz and Marks (2000a, &
2000b) distinguished between negative and positive spillover in a bi-directional
manner. In their second study, they proposed that the process by which positive
spillover occurred consisted of skills, behaviour, positive mood, sense of
accomplishment and proposed that the negative spillover process consisted of
time and strain. The researchers concluded that the negative forms of spillover
showed a high correlation (r = .45) which was distinct from positive forms of
spiliover (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000b).

A number of factors or components have been identified that could affect bi-
directional spillover either negatively or positively. These are vast and include:
Parenting (Kirchmeyer, 1992b); Accumulation of experience, skills and personal
expertise (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994); Individuals age, age of others in family,
and generational events that can be characterised by high levels of strain
(McDonald & Grzywacz, 2002) and Emotional and social support (Kaplan, Cobb,
French, Harrison, & Pinneau, 1995). Research by Kirchmeyer (1993) examined
both positive and negative spillover in terms of recreation (Kirchmeyer, 1993).
Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne and Grzywacz, (2006) recently examined
Development, Affect and Capital and work-family involvement (Carlson et al.,



2006) which is discussed in more detail in the section on Positive Spillover and

work-family Involvement in this literary review.

Within the positive research stream, two main themes of research can be found.
These include firstly, work-family enrichment using self-report scales and
secondly, work-related and family-related variables consistent with the
occurrence of work-family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Greenhaus
and Powell (2006) identified three ways in which participation in multiple roles
can produce positive outcomes in and for individuals. These included, work and
family experiences having additive effects on welli-being; Participation in both
roles as a buffer for individuals from stress in the other role and experience in
one role producing positive outcomes in the other role. The researchers held that
the experience in one role producing positive outcomes in the other role best
articulates the concept of work-family enrichment and positive spillover
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) identified nineteen studies measuring work-family
enrichment (including positive spillover) with self-report scales with many
independent variables. Eighteen of the nineteen studies identified used fixed
response scales. Eleven of the studies measured both directions of enrichment
that is work to family and family to work (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

In summary of these studies, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) noted that where
research examined enrichment and conflict, the average enrichment score was
as high as the average conflict score or significantly higher. This suggests that
employees perceive that work and family do enrich each other. Further
correlations between work-family enrichment and work-family conflict were
mostly small which suggests that work-family enrichment and work-family conflict
are unrelated and independent of each other (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).



Regarding the direction of the enrichment, the vast majority of research reflected
on by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) showed that family to work enrichment was
substantially higher than from work to family (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Kinnunen et al. (2006) conducted a longitudinal study with 202 respondents in
Finland to test the structure of the work-family interface. Both positive and
negative work and family relationships were measured in both directions. All
respondents in the sample had a spouse or partner. Results showed that positive
work to family spillover was positively related to well-being at work. This finding
was supportive of Wayne, Musisca, and Fleeson, (2004) who reported that
positive work to family spillover experience correlated positively with well-being at
work and with general well-being.

Having reviewed much of the research in the work-family domain and work-family
enrichment in particular, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) maintained that there was
still little understanding of the process of “how” and the question of “why” certain
role experiences enhance the experience and outcomes in the other domain.
Spillover may explain that the experience happens positively or negatively but
does not explain “how” or “why” it occurs or the combination of factors that are
interdependent and multidirectional causing the perceived balance or positive
enrichment perception. To address this, the researchers developed and
proposed a new model to measure the instrumental path of such causality. Work
and family related variables are consistent with the occurrence of work-family
enrichment, and were examined by Greenhaus and Powell (2006).

Table 1 below reflects a summary of relevant, recent research studies measuring

positive work-family and family-work spillover.
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Table 1:

Summary of self report studies of Positive Spillover

Study Name of Concept Direction Mean
Grzywacz et al. (2002) Positive spillover Work to Family 2.64
Family to Work 3.4
Grzywacz et al. (2002) Positive spillover Work to Family 262
Family to Work 3.42
Grzywacz & Marks (2000a) Positive spillover Work to Family 264
Family to Work 3.42
Grzywacz & Marks (2000b) Positive spillover Work to Family 2.61
Family to Work 3.42
Hammer, Cullen, Caubet, Positive spillover
Johnson, Neal & Sinclair (2002)
Wives Work to Family 3.72
Family to Work 3.94
Husbands Work to Family 3.61
Family to Work 3.76
Hanson, Colton & Hammer (2003) Positive spillover Work to Family 3.20
Family to Work 367
Kirchmeyer (1992b) Positive spillover parenting to work 3.16
community to work 3.09
recreation to work 3.10
Kirchmeyer (1993) Positive spillover parenting to work 3.19
community to work 3.34
recreation to work 3.05
Kirchmeyer (1995) Positive spillover Non-work to work 3.21
Kinnunen et al, (2006) Positive spillover Work to family (women) 3.04
Work to family (men) 2.91
Family to work (women)  2.86
Family to work (men) 2.63
Stephens, Frank & Atienza Positive spillover work to caregiver 3.59
(1997) caregiver to work 3.46
Sumer & Knight (2001) Positive spillover work to home 3.34
home to work 3.47

Proposition 1: Positive Spillover from work to family is a distinct construct

from Positive Spillover from family to work.

The evolution of Negative to Positive Spillover research



In finding alternatives to the negative conflict spillover perspective of early
research that focused on work-family conflict, multiple roles and stress,
researchers including Sieber (1974) and Marks (1977) led the field in suggesting
that positive relations between work-family balance could exist and that multiple

roles could in fact improve both work and family life (Sieber, 1974; Marks, 1977).

There has been an important evolution and shift in viewing the relationship
between work and family (Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999). Recent research
has reported the relationship as one where there are positive effects and bi-
directional benefits where the two are regarded as “allies” rather than as enemies
(Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000). In the latter school of thought, the thinking
behind the positive aspects and enrichment is that both work and family each
provide individuals with the necessary resources such as enhanced esteem,
income, and other benefits that may help the individual perform better in other life
domains (Carison et al., 2006).

Kinnunen et al. (2006) noted that we still know very little about the prevalence
and outcomes of the positive work-family interface despite calls from Frone
(2003) to focus more research in this positive domain (Kinnunen et al., 2006).
Recent research has started to propose positive interdependencies between
work and family roles (Grzywacz, 2002). Such research included terminology of
positive spillover effects (Grzywacz, 2002; Kinnunen et al., 2006) and the
concept of enrichment (Kirchmeyer, 1992a; Rothbard, 2001; Carison et al,
20086).
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Greenhaus and Powell (2006) reported on spillover and especially the positive
aspects of the spillover of roles which have been included in the enrichment
terminology and research arena in the shift from the negative work-family
research (Greenhaus & Powel, 2006). Evolving from the negative perspective,
which sees roles as being in conflict with each other, the combination of certain
roles has, from a positive perspective, a positive rather than a negative effect on
well-being (Kinnunen et al.,, 2006). Kinnunen et al. (2006) noted that positive
concepts such as resource enhancement, work-family success or balance,
positive spillover and facilitation as concepts are used as synonyms and
interchangeably referring to the process whereby the participation in one role is
made easier by virtue of participation in the other (Kinnunen et al., 2006; Frone,
2003).

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) developed the latest model of an instrumental path
to better understand the positive effects of work family balance that counters the
work-family conflict perspective (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Correlates of Positive Spillover

Positive Spillover and work-family Involvement

Work involvement refers to the extent to which an individual is generally
interested in and identifies with work in comparison to other aspects of life
(Kanungo, 1982). Work involvement, reflects the significance individuals attach to
having and performing work (Elloy & Terpening, 1992). Work invoivement is an
important variable that is of interest to organisations, especially in the new
economy, which imposes the need for full mobilisation of the human resources
(Gore, 2001).

13



Very little research has been conducted regarding work and family involvement
linked to spillover (either positive or negative). Research has typically focused on

negative spillover with particular emphasis on conflict between the two domains.

In the absence of relevant research on the relationship between Positive Work-
Family spillover (PWFS) and Work-Family Involvement at the time of the
commencement of this study, the work of Kanungo (1982) was used as a basis

to formulate the proposition in this study.

Subsequent to the commencement of this study, Carlson et al. (2006) explored
positive spillover in attempting to address the “how” and “why” questions around
the process by which positive spillover is experienced. The researchers
examined how work involvement affected family and how involvement in family
affected work using a newly developed and proposed measurement scale with
three dimensions — Development, Affect and Capital (Carlson et al., 2006). The
result of their study was not published prior to the commencement of this
particular study.

The importance of the research of Carlson et al. (2006) is that it now has
provided a foundation that can be used to advance future work—family research
particularly in the area of work involvement and its relationship to positive
spillover. Carlson et al. (2006) go a long way to answer the call by Frone (2003)
to provide a well developed measure of enrichment and positive spillover that

has been absent in research.
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In their research, Carlson et al. (2006) explored in detail (amongst other areas)
Work-Family Involvement and Family-Work Involvement linkages and the

relationship with enrichment and positive spillover.

Carlson et al. (2006) removed items from their original 18 item scale in the Work-
Family involvement direction which resulted in a final scale of 9 work-family items
with three items representing each dimension of Development, Cronbach alpha
(a = .73), Affect, Cronbach alpha (a = .91), and Capital, Cronbach alpha (a =
.90). They also removed items from their original 18 item scale in the Family-
Work Involvement direction resulting in a final scale of 9 family-work items with
three items representing each of the dimensions - Development, Cronbach aipha
(a = .87), Affect, Cronbach alpha (a = .874), and Efficiency, Cronbach alpha (a =
.82). Overall they reported for the work-involvement items a Cronbach alpha (a =
.92) and for the family-involvement items Cronbach alpha (a = .86). For the
overall Work-Family Involvement scale a Cronbach alpha of (a = .92) was
reported (Carison et al., 2006).

According to Carlson et al. (2006) the scale developed in their research has
distinct advantages over existing positive spillover scales that measure the
positive side of the work—family interface. They noted that in the first instance,
some of the existing measures of positive spillover only measure one direction of
spillover (for example, Kirchmeyer, 1992b measured spillover to work) whereas
their measure included items from both directions and is bi-directional (that is,
work to family and family to work). Secondly, they noted that none of the existing
measures fully capture the complexity of the enrichment construct by including
the concepts of resource gains and enhanced functioning in each item. The scale
developed by Carison et al., (2006) therefore included both of these facets and
was also tested to insure that both concepts were being considered by
respondents when evaluating the items. Thirdly, they contended that most of the
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existing scales measure the positive side of the work—family interface very
broadly despite the theory suggesting that positive spillover is muiti-dimensional.
They suggested these existing positive spillover scales had not been subjected
to gorous scale development procedures. Specifically they referred to the Midus
scales and the scales of Kirchmeyer (1992b) and Sumer and Knight (2001).
Carlson et al.,, (2006) contended that their scale was systematically developed to
include multiple dimensions of potential enrichment (which included positive
spillover constructs in both directions) and purported that they followed
established methodological procedures which were tested across five samples,

validated and assessed (Carison et al., 2006).

Carlson et al. (2006) empirically supported the notion that enrichment does not
necessarily occur in the same manner in both directions as the domains of work
and family are distinct and complimentary. The researchers argued that there is
theoretical and empirical precedent for their results that are consistent with their
findings (Carlson et al., 2006).

Carlson et al., (2006) suggested that their findings oppose arguments by
prominent work—family researchers including Hochschild (1997) who contended
that work and family are becoming more similar and that the separation of the
work and family domain is a “myth”’. The results of Carlson et al, (2006)
suggested that work and family provide individuals with somewhat distinct
resources that can be used to improve role performance and quality of life in
other domains (Carlson et al., 2006).

Proposition 2: Work Involvement (WINV) assists people with personal and

practical issues at home (Positive Work-Family Spillover —
PWFS).
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Positive Spillover and Social Support

Family support refers to the extent of behaviours or attitudes that are geared
towards providing the member with encouragement, understanding, attention,
positive regard, support and guidance with the day-to-day family household
operations and work activities (King, Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995). Domestic
Support is taken to mean the support received from a paid domestic heiper.

There has been little research done in the area of family, spouse or partner
support; parent or folk support or domestic help support in relation to positive
spillover (PFWS).

Demerouti, Sabine, Geurts and Kompier, (2004), conducted a study among 751
employees of the Dutch Postal Service showing that work-home interaction is
best characterised by a four-dimensional model that crosses the distinction
between the direction of influence (that is work to home influence, WHI vs. Home
to work influence, HWI) and the quality of influence (negative vs. positive). Their
results further supported their hypotheses, that job demands were most strongly
related to negative influence from work (negative WHI), and home demands were
primarily (albeit weakly) related to the negative influence from home (negative
HWI). In accordance with their expectations, job support was associated with
positive WHI. There was no support, however, for a similar process emanating in
the home situation. home control and home support were not found to reiate to
any type of interaction. Further, particularly negative WHI was associated with
fatigue and health complaints. These findings add to the existing knowledge
about possible antecedents and consequences of the interaction between work
and private life as well as support from home to work and work to home
(Demerouti et al., 2004).
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Focusing on the negative conflict stream of research, Kirrane and Buckiey,
(2004) investigated the differential impact of the support of work colieagues,
workplace supervisors, non-work friends, spouse or partner, and extended family
on employees’ perceptions of the balance between their work and family life
commitments (Kirrane & Buckley, 2004). The study did not however focus

specifically on spouse support but included a number of other support sources.

Kirrane and Buckley, (2004) used a sample of Irish employees (N = 170) who
had a spouse-partner. They found that the spouse or partner and social support
did not have an impact on experience of work interference (a negative conflict
research term) in family life. The support of co-employees and workplace
supervisors did not influence experience of work-family conflict. The researchers
then tentatively suggested that positive spouse-partner instrumental support
should lead to elevated work-family conflict (Kirrane & Buckley, 2004).

Grzywacz and Marks (2000b) found that a low level of spousal support was
positively associated with negative spillover from family to work and negatively
associated with positive spillover from family to work (Grzywacz & Marks,
2000b). Having a partner that supports one and having the opportunity to talk
though difficulties at work may assist individuals to recover from stress at work
increasing the positive effect of positive spillover from family to work (Kinnunen et
al., 2008).

Kaplan et al. (1995) developed a set of scales to measure emotional and social
support (Kaplan et al,, 1995). These scales were used to measure the positive
spillover relationship with partner support in this study (refer Methods chapter).

Proposition 3: Family support and encouragement at home assists people
to feel confident about themselves at work (Positive Family-
Work Spillover - PFWS).

18



Positive Spillover and Life Stage

Life stage refers to the five life stages (Growth, or childhood; Exploration, or
adolescence; Establishment, or young adulthood; Maintenance, or middle
adulthood; and Decline or old age) through which individuals progress over their
lives (Super, 1990).

Grzywacz et al. (2002) showed that older employees report a higher level of
positive spillover between work and family and that negative spillover between
work and family increases across adulthood to midlife and then declines in later
stages of work life as children grow and move on (Grzywacz et al., 2002).

Grzywacz et al. (2002) found that a number of distinct patterns emerged from
their analyses of work-family spillover amongst employees (N = 2871), including
(a) age-related associations across almost all the forms of work-family spillover
and (b) clear differences in subjectively reported levels of negative and positive
spillover between work and family, and (c) a relatively smail, but significant, effect
of self-reported negative spillover between work and family on the experiences of
work-family stress. Age was found to have a persistent curvilinear effect on
negative spillover from work to family (Grzywacz et al., 2002).

Grzywacz et al. (2002) found that negative work-family spillover was significantly
lower for employees aged between 55 and 64 than employees between 25 and
34 and 35 to 44. This suggests that in their study they confirmed that negative
spillover tends to decline across later midlife to later adulthood following a
curvilinear effect (Grzywacz et al., 2002). It could be suggested that the converse
is true that positive spillover increases across later midlife to later aduithood.
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Casper et al. (2002) proposed that age and generational events, as well as, age
of others in the family unit could be extended to include research dealing with
issues of work-family conflict and perceived organisational support among

employed mothers (Casper et al., 2002).

Proposition 4: Life Stage (LS) explains a significant amount of the variance
in the extent of positive spillover between the work-family

domains.

Summary of propositions

In summary, four propositions were postulated at the commencement of the
research process following an extensive literature review and consolidation of

focus to specifically assess positive spiliover. These included:

o Positive spillover from work to family is a distinct construct from positive
spillover from family to work.

o Work Involvement assists people with personal and practical issues at
home (Positive Work-Family Spillover — PWFS).

e Family support and encouragement at home assists people to feel
confident about themselves at work (Positive Family-Work Spillover -
PFWS).

e Life Stage explains a significant amount of the variance in the extent of

positive spillover between the work-family domains.
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Conclusion

This chapter examined both negative and positive spillover with specific
emphasis on positive spillover. The evolution from negative research to positive
work-family research was examined. The correlates of positive spillover including
work involvement; support and life stage were examined and literature pertaining
to these independent variables was reviewed as well as the usefulness of the
variables in explaining positive spillover. Gaps in the literature and research were
identified with specific relevance to South Africa. Four propositions were
postulated.

There is no comprehensive theoretical framework in which researchers can
research positive effects of combining work and family (Frone 2003). In the
absence of relevant models, a new emerging model, describing an instrumental
pathway for work-family relationship has been proposed but not yet tested
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). The large variety of scales have also recently been
revised and a comprehensive scale measuring specifically the enrichment
construct developed and validated by Carlson et al. (2006) who responded to
Frone’s challenge to develop a comprehensive scale to measure bi-directional
enrichment encompassing positive spillover. This appears to be the latest
development in the field.

In the South African context no relevant literature in the work-family positive
spillover domain could be found. Globally little research has been conducted in
the area of positive spillover and work involvement (work-family) or in the area of
positive spillover and spouse support (family-work) until the recent publication of
the research of Carlson et al. (2006).
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD

This chapter describes the nature of the chosen methods and participants in the
study, the measures and instruments used to test the various propositions and
the data gathering procedure and demographics. The primary focus of this study
was to test various aspects of positive spillover in order to test and confirm the
results of previous research in the work-family domain. The study utilised an
electronic, on-line survey instrument to explain the experience of positive
spillover amongst white-collar employees in a large South African national
insurance brokerage and consulting company.

This study did not examine the longitudinal experience of positive spillover over
time. Rather, it represents a snap-shot of participants’ experience of positive
spillover at a particular point in time. The study was not designed to make
predictions about the relationships of spillover but was rather designed to
describe positive spillover via self report amongst a cross section of employees
at one particular organisation. The on-line survey instrument made use of scales
that have been previously tested. Participants participated voluntarily and the

responses were treated in strict confidence.

Participants

The company used in this study, employs 1100 full time employees 900 of whom
had access to the intranet and intemet facility. From these 900 full time
employees with intranet access, a sample of 450 was randomly selected. Of the
450 employees sampled, 152 completed the on-line questionnaire achieving a
34% response rate.
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Data analysis was restricted to those participants (N= 152), who had answered
the electronic on-line questionnaire. All data was usable. The nature of the

analysis conducted was quantitative.

Of these 152 respondents, 19% (N = 29) were men and 81% (N = 123) were
women. Most of the respondents had children 78% (N = 118). In terms of marital
status, 71% (N = 108) reported that they were married; 7% (N = 11) living
together; 11% (N = 17) divorced and 11% (N = 16) single. Regarding race, 76%
(N = 116) of the respondents were White (N = 116) and 19% Black (N = 28) with
5% of participants (N = 8) choosing not to disclose race.

The average age of the respondents was 41 years (SD = 10.97), with each
person working an average of 41 hours (SD = 15.90) per week. The average
tenure was 8, 5 years (SD = 7.20).

In terms of occupation, 6% (N = 9) of participants were at an Executive level and
10% (N = 15) at a Senior Management level;, 15% (N = 23) of respondents were
at a Middle Management level while 10% (N = 15) were at a Junior Management
level. Interesting to note is that a total of 41% (N = 62) of the sample were at a
Managerial or Executive level and 17% (N = 26) at a Professional level. The
balance, that is, 42% (N = 64) was made up of 3% (N = 5) of participants in sales
and 39% (N = 59) in Administration or Support.
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Procedure

A proposal was presented to the faculty academic staff of the Department of
Organisational Psychology at the University of Cape Town (UCT) regarding the
nature, purpose and expected results of the research. Particular focus was
placed on the ethical considerations involved in such research particularly
pertaining to confidentiality and anonymity. An application was submitted with an
ethical declaration and this was approved by the University of Cape Town (UCT).

A letter was written to the Human Resource Director at the insurance
organisation contextualising the research, the purpose, objectives, ethics,
anonymity issues and confidentiality and requesting permission to conduct the
study.

Having gained permission from the organisation to conduct the research, e-mails
explaining the purpose and nature of the research were sent to the sample group
requesting their participation. Issues of confidentiality and anonymity were
explained in the covering letter and each respondent was assigned a link to the
on-line questionnaire. Each respondent was able to generate a unique user
name and identity which were particular to his/her questionnaire. The survey was
hosted on an independent third party site to which only the researcher and
administrator had access.

While a campaign of follow up e-mails was planned to improve response rates, it
was not implemented as the organisation requested the researcher to refrain
from sending these out, as the organisation was experiencing “email fatigue”.

This could have affected the response rate.

24



Once all data was collected on the electronic survey system, the data was
downloaded to an Excel spreadsheet where it was checked and cleaned prior to

uploading it into Statistica 7.0 for analysis.

Measures

The measures used in this study were adapted from previous studies
investigating spillover. Most of these studies made use of the Likert — type items
(five point scale) and the majority of the constructs in this study were tested as
the mean score of muitiple Likert-type questions on a 1-5 scale (1="Strongly
disagree” or “never”’; 5="Strongly agree” or “very often”). Seven key areas were
measured in this study including: Negative Work-Family Spillover (NWFS)
measures; Negative Family-Work Spillover (NFWS) measures; Positive Work-
Family Spillover (PWFS) measures, Positive Family-Work Spillover (PFWS)
measures; Work-Family Involvement — Work Involvement (WINV) measures;
Support measures including Partner Support (PARTSUP), Parent Support
(FOLKSUP), Domestic Support (DOMESSUP) and Life Stage (LS) measures.

Negative Work-Family Spillover (NWFS) measures: Work to family spillover
was measured using scales from the research of Frone et al., (1992) and
Netemeyer et al., (1996). The scale used in the Frone et al, (1992) study
consisted of two items and a Cronbach alpha of .76 was reported. The scale
made use of a five point Likert-type response scale 1="almost never’; 5="almost
always”. The scale used in the Netemeyer et al., (1996) study consisted of two
items. The scale made use of a five point Likert-type response scale. NWFS was
also assessed using the scale from Gryzwacz and Marks (2000). The scale
measured negative spillover from work to family by using three items of the
MIDUS survey which reported a Cronbach alpha of .82 and made use of a five
point Likert-type response scale 1="almost never’, 5="aimost always” (Gryzwacz
& Marks, 2000). The items were combined and seven items in total were used for
the purposes of this study to measure NWFS.
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Negative Family-Work Spillover (NFWS) measures: NFWS was assessed
using the scale from the research of Frone et al (1992). and Netemeyer et al,,
(1996). The scale used in the Frone et al., (1992) study consisted of two items
and a Cronbach alpha of .76 was reported. The scale made use of a five point
Likert-type response scale (1="almost never’; 5="almost always”). The scale
used in the Netemeyer et al., (1996) study consisted of two items. The scale
made use of a five point Likert-type response scale. NFWS was also assessed
using the scale from Gryzwacz and Marks (2000). The scale measured NFWS
using three additional items of the MIDUS survey and they reported a Cronbach
alpha of .82 and made use of a five point Likert-type response scale 1="almost
never’; 5="almost always” (Gryzwacz & Marks, 2000). The items were combined
and seven items in total were used for the pumposes of this study to measure
NFWS.

Positive Work-Family Spillover (PWFS) measures: PWFS was measured
using a scale that was developed for the National Survey of Midlife Development
in the United States (MIDUS) and has been frequently used by other researchers
to tap the PWFS construct (Grzywacz and Marks, 2000a and Grzywacz and
Marks, 2000b). The scale consists of four items to measure PWFS. An example
of a work-family item is “The things you do at work help you deal with personal
and practical issues at home.” A Cronbach alpha of .79 was reported by
Grzywacz and Marks (2000a) for PWFS and the measure made use of a five
point Likert-type response scale 1=“almost never’, 5="almost always”. An
additional three items were tested to measure PWFS through the Survey Work-
Home Interaction Nijmegen (SWING; Wagena & Geurts, 2000). These spillover
items were based on positive mood, skills or behaviour and the measure made
use of a five point Likert-type response scale 1="almost never”, 5="almost
always” (Kinnunen et al., 2006). The items were combined and a total of seven
items were used for the purposes of this study to measure PWFS.
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Positive Family-Work Spillover (PFWS) measures: PFWS was measured
using a scale developed for the National Survey of Midlife Development in the
United States (MIDUS) that has been frequently used by other researchers to tap
PFWS (Grzywacz and Marks, 2000a and Grzywacz and Marks, 2000b). The
scale consists of six items to measure positive spillover from family to work. An
example work-family item is “After spending time with my spouse or family, | go
to work in a good mood” A Cronbach alpha of .69 was reported for PFWS to work
and the measure made use of a five point Likert-type response scale 1="almost
never’, 5="almost always” (Gryzwacz & Marks, 2000).

Work-Family Involvement (Work Involvement — WINV) measures: The work-
family involvement measure was based on the Work and Family Involvement
Questionnaire developed by Kanungo (1982). He developed separate measures
to distinguish between two constructs, work involvement and job involvement. He
collected and analysed data from a heterogeneous sample (N = 703) to establish
two scales which were tested and shown to be reliable. The work involvement
scale comprised six items (Cronbach alpha = .75) An example includes:"the most
important things that happen in life involve work”. Six items measuring family
involvement were restated based on the work involvement scale for example “the

most important things that happen in life involve family” (Kanungo, 1982).

Support measures: A four item scale was used to measure levels of emotional
and social or Spouse Support (Partner Support) to work (Kaplan, Cobb, French,
Harrison & Pinneau, 1995). An example of Partner Support (PARTSUP) item is
“My partner goes out of his or her way to make my work life easier’. Kaplan et al.,
(1995) reported a Cronbach Alpha of .68. A six point Likert-type response scale
was used (Kaplan, Cobb, French, Harrison & Pinneau, 1995). The six point scale
was consistent with their study and included a “Not applicable” option.
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in this study, to measure Parent Support (FOLKSUP) as well as Domestic
Support (DOMESSUP), the wording of the items used to measure Spouse
Support was amended from Kaplan et al.’s scale (1995).

Life Stage (LS) measures: The extent of positive spillover was tested against
the LS of participants in order to test whether the experience of positive spillover
correlated with LS. No scales were used but data analysed with positive spillover
as the dependant variable and age as the independent variable to explore the
relationship. In this study, age was used as the primary demographic to test
positive spillover and LS.

Demographics

Demographic information was requested from respondents in order to test
whether demographic variables contributed to predicting positive spillover
relationships - WIN, PARTSUP, FOLKSUP, DOMESSUP and LS. Demographic
details requested in this study were. gender, marital status, race, age, average
hours of work per week, years of service in the organisation, occupational type,
number of children and age of children.

This chapter described the methods and the data gathering, procedure,
participants and measures used in this study to test the various propositions.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The following section presents the results of the analysis carried out on the data
collected for this study. The cleansed data was analysed using the statistical
programme Statistica 7.0. Iltem and exploratory factor analysis was conducted to
test the dimensionality of the scales and testing the reliability of the scales
through reliability analysis (Cronbach alphas) before producing the descriptive
statistics. A series of correlation analyses and regression analyses were
conducted to identify relationships between variables. ANOVA was used to
identify differences across groups.

Initial Analysis

Dimensionality of the scales

Initially a factor analysis was done on four spillover scales, Negative Work-Family
Spillover (NWFS), Positive Work-Family Spillover (PWFS), Negative Family-
Work Spillover (NFWS) and Positive Family-Work Spillover (PFWS). Items were
removed that were not significant to create summary scales (refer Table 3).
Factor analysis was run on the items for the four spillover constructs (PWFS,
PFWS, NWFS and NFWS). This was done using Principal Axis Extraction with
Varimax Normalised loadings. Important to note was that all factor analyses were
carried out in this manner. A minimum value of 1.0 was set for the eigenvalue of
each factor.
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Items that cross loaded were removed one by one and those items with a factor
loading of less than .35 were excluded as they were not significant. in total three
items were removed, one from the PWFS scale and two from the PFWS scale.
Prior to the removal of these factors the marked loadings were >.460 and after
the removal of the items >.400. The items that were eliminated included PWFS 4
(When | come home cheerfully after a successful day at work, | find that this
positively affects the atmosphere at home), PFWS 2 (I take my responsibilities at
work more seriously because | am required to do the same at home) and PFWS
3 (I manage my time at work more efficiently because at home | have to do that
as well).

Factor analysis was also carried out on the Work Involvement items and Partner
Support, Folk Support or parent support and Domestic Support. A maximum
number of four factors were aliowed for extraction also with a minimum value of
1.0 for the eigenvalues. Summary scales were then created for the four
constructs but no items removed as they all loaded above .35 (refer Table 5).

The following Spillover Summary scales were created based on the factor
analysis by taking the mean of the item scores (Refer Table 2 below).
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Table 2.

Factor Analysis: Positive and negative work-family and family-work scales - 4

dimensional factors

Variable tems FL1 FL2 FL3 FL4
Your job or career interferes with your responsibilities at home, such as 34 135 _048 061
NWFS1 cooking, shopping, child care, yard work and house repairs ’ ' ' '
NWFS2 The demands of your job interfere your home and family life 242 094 -039 -037
Your job or career prevents you from spending the desired amount of time T 130 -073 023
NWFS3  with your family ' ' '
NWFS4  Your job reduces the effort you can give to your activities at home. 233 038 -.165 -085
NWFS5  Stress at work makes you irritable at home. >4 303 -.260 -053
You job makes you feel too tired to do the things that need attention at e )
NWES6 home. 3 .189 .206 -138
NWFS7  Job worries or problems distract you when you are at home. 522 190 -2135 -.146
The things you do at work help you deal with personal and practical issues at _ } PN
PWES1 home. 115 .042 564 .071
PWFS2 The things you do at work make you a more interesting person at home. -106 -130 78D 080
PWFS3 The skills you use on your job are useful for things you have to do at home. -062 -011 757 149
You fulfil your domestic obligations better because of the things you have 171 085 713 131
PWFS5 learnt on your job?
You manage your time at home more efficiently as a result of the way you do -269 044 559 170
PWFS6 your job?
Your home life interferes with your responsibilities at work, such as getting to 174 753 -017 024
NFWS 1 work on time, accomplishing daily tasks or working overtime
The demands of your family or spouse / partner interfere with your work 190 T8 -015 -062
NFWS?2 related activities
Your home life prevents you from spending the desired amount of time on 073 753 078 -027
NFWS3 job or career related activities
NFWS4 Responsibilities at home reduce the effort you can devote to your job. 205 T4 002 -036
NFWS5 Personal or family worries and problems distract you when you are at work. 029 EE) -005 -1
Activities and chores at home prevent you from getting the amount of sleep 203 732 -104 -.044
NFWS6 you need to do your job.
NFWS7  Stress athome makes you irritable at work. 016 634 -011 -051
After spending time with your spouse/family, you go to work in a good mood 035 282 085 405
PFWS1 and find this positively affects the atmosphere at work?
PFWS4 Talking with someone at home helps you deal with problems at work. -001 148 323 513
The love and respect you get at home makes you feel confident about -143 -029 069 921
PFWS5 yourself at work.
PFWS6 Your home life helps you relax and feel ready for the next day’s work. ~112 -142 185 334
Explained Variance 4.571 3714 2.810 1.909
Prp Total 199 161 22 083
Eigenvalues 6.322 3111 2.271 1.299

Notes: N=152, varimax normalized, FL — factor loading
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Factor analysis was then conducted on positive spillover work to family in both
directions.

To test the first proposition, positive spillover from work to family is a distinct
construct from positive spillover from family to work, a factor analysis was carried
out with just the items for the two positive spillover constructs (refer Table 3.)

Table 3.
Factor Analysis: Positive Spillover Scales — 2 dimensional factors
Variable items FL1 FL2
The things you do at work help you deal with personal and 672 093
PWFS1 practical issues at home. - .
The things you do at work make you a more interesting 235 121
PWFS2 person at home. ' ’
The skills you use on your job are useful for things you have 739 172
PWFS3 to do at home. |
You fulfii your domestic obligations better because of the 716 155
PWFES5 things you have leamt on your job? ' )
You manage your time at home more efficienfly as a result of 592 206
PWFS6 the way you do your job? T )
After spending time with your spouse/family, you go to work in
a good mood and find this positively affects the atmosphere at  .073 403
PFWS1 work?
Talking with someone at home helps you deal with problems 303 494
PFWS4 at work. ’ ’
The love and respect you get at home makes you feel 056 937
PFWS5 confident about yourself at work. ' '
Your home family helps you relax and feel ready for the next 176 706
PFWS6 day’s work. ) '
Explained Variance 2640 1.905
Eigenvalues 3.226 1.319

Notes: N=152, varimax normalized, FL — factor loading

Similarly, an iterative process of factor analysis was conducted on the
independent variables Work Involvement; Partner Support;, Folks Support and
Domestic Support until a clear factor structure emerged (Refer Tables 4-7).
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Table 4.

Factor Analysis independent vanables - Work Involvement

Variable Factor 1
WINV1 -651
WINV2 -.808
WINV3 - 734
WINV4 -.806
WINVS -735
WINVE -.649
Expl.Var 3.227
Eigenvalues 3.227

Notes: N=152, varimax normalized, FL — factor loading

Table 5.
Factor Analysis independent vanables Partner / spouse support
Variable Factor 1

PART1 753

PART2 -.877

PART3 -918

PART4 -.908

Expl.Var 3.004

Eigenvalues 3.003

Notes: N=127, varimax normalized, FL — factor loading

Table 6.
Factor Analysis independent variables Folk support
Variable Factor 1
FOLKS1 -804
FOLKS2 -892
FOLKS3 -.889
FOLKS4 -.902
Expl.Var 3.045
Eigenvalues 3.044

Notes: N=84, varimax normalized, FL — factor loading
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Table 7.

Factor Analysis independent vanables Domestic

Variable Factor 1
DOMES1 -824
DOMES2 -9
DOMES3 -920
DOMES4 -.363
Expl.Var 3.319
_Eigenvalues 3.319

Notes: N=57, varimax normalized, FL — factor loading

All items were included in the summary scales despite the relatively low N values
for Partner Support (N = 127) and low N values for Folks Support (N = 84) and
Domestic Support (N = 57) because of the high factor loadings.

Descriptive statistics

The mean (M), standard deviations (SD) and Cronbach alphas (a) were

calculated for all the summary scales presented in Table 8.

The mean of the PFWS (M = 3.666;, SD = .780) was significantly higher than the
mean of the PWFS (M = 2.614; SD = .769) scale. The NWFS mean (M = 3.033;
SD = .920) was higher than the PWFS mean (M = 2.614; SD = .769). The PFWS
mean (M = 3.666; SD = .780) was higher than the NFWS mean (M= 2.129; SD =
.796). The NFWS mean was lower than the average. The Work Involvement
mean was average (M = 2.554; SD = .833). Partner Support revealed the highest
mean (M = 4.301; SD = 1.000). Parent Support showed a high mean (M = 3.901;
SD = 1.285). Domestic Support (M = 3.605; DS = 1.444) reflected a high mean.
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Table 8.

Descriptive statistics for summary scales

N

Mean

Confid-
ence
-95.00%

Confid-
ence
+95.00%

Standard
Deviation

Standard
Deviation
Error.

Standard-
ised
alpha

Cronbach
alpha

PWFS
Summary
scale
PFWS
Summary
scale
NWFS
Summary
scale
NFWS
Summary
scale
WINV
Summary
scale
PART
Support
Summary
scale
FOLKS/
Parents
Support
Summary
scale
DOMESTIC
Support
Summary
scale

152

152

152

152

152

127

84

57

2614

3.666

3.033

2.129

2.554

4.301

3.901

3.605

2.491

3.541

2.887

2.002

2.421

4.125

3.622

3.222

2.737

3.791

3.182

2.257

2.698

4.4768

4.180

3.989

.769

.780

920

.796

.833

1.000

1.285

1.444

.062

063

074

.064

067

088

140

91

839 .843

731 733

.924 925

872 874

.822 825

879 887

.889 894

931 9N

Notes: A number of respondents answered some questions pertaining to Partner Support, Folks
Support and Domestic Support with a “not applicable” option reducing N.
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Correlation Analysis

To test the relationship between PWFS as a distinct construct from positive
spillover from PFWS a correlation analysis was conducted which showed that
despite the two scales being distinct as per the factor analysis, a relationship
exists between PWFS and PFWS (N = 152; p < .050; r = .38).

To test the proposition that Work Involvement assists people with personal and
practical issues at home (PWFS) a correlation was done which analysed PWFS
summary scale and Work Involvement (N = 152, p < .05; r = .22)) reflecting a
small but definite relationship.

The factor analysis results (reflected in Tables 5-7) showed that all items
pertaining to Partner Support, FOLK Support and Domestic Support were
significant. To test the proposition that family support and encouragement at
home assists people to feel confident about themselves at work (PFWS), a
correlation was conducted that firstly analysed PFWS and Partner Support (N =
127; p < .05; r = .61) reflecting a significant moderate positive relationship. A
comrelation was also conducted that analysed using PWFS and Partner Support
(N =127, p <. 05; r = .21) demonstrating a small but definite relationship.

The relationship between PFWS and Folk Support was correlated (N = 84; p <
.05; r = .29) showing a positive, small but definite comrelation. The relationship
between PWFS and Folk Support was correlated (N = 84; p < .05; r = .23)

reflecting a positive small but definite cormrelation.
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No correlation was found between PFWS and Domestic Support. Finally the
relationship between PWFS and Domestic Support was correlated (N = 57; p <
.05; r = .26) showing small, positive definite correlation r = .26.

Partner Support correlated significantly and moderately with PFWS, this area is
described in more detail in this report specifically in the Regression analysis

section.

Regression analysis

Regression analysis was conducted in order to test the effect of adding variables
as a predictor of PWFS, the dependant variable and the independent variables,
WINV, occupational level and demographics were used as the independent
variables. Demographic variables (age, gender, marital status and race) were
then brought in to the assessment.

A regression was done on PWFS with WINV as the independent variable (N =
1562; R = .22; R 2 = .049; p <. 005, beta = .22; p =.005). In regressing WINV on
PWFS it was found that the beta coefficient was significant for WINV (beta = .22;
p <. 005). WINV was found to explain 5 percent of the variation in PWFS.

Occupational type (OCCTP) was then brought into the second step of the
regression. The WINV coefficient (beta = .232; p <. 005) and the OCCTP
coefficient (beta = —.157; p < .003). Both coefficients were significant. The
occupational level that people hold explains 7% PWFS (R? = .074, p < .003). The
occupational type and level held by individuals in this study were found to have a
negative influence on PWFS. This means that the individuals in lower

occupational types experience higher levels of PWFS.
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When demographic variables (gender, marital status, age, years service and
race) were brought in to the last step of the regression, gender was found to
have a significant positive coefficient (beta = 0.189 p < .003). WINV and OCCTP
remained significant. (Refer Table 9).

Table 9.
Regression summary PWFS with Gender, Marital status, age, years service,
occupation, race and work involvement

Beta SE B SE t(144) p-level
Gender 1389 .086 370 168 2.200 029
Marital Status .075 .079 .055 .058 944 347
Age 129 099 .009 006 1.302 A95
Years service -.152 .097 -.016 .010 -1.565 119
Occupational type -.272 .038 -102 033 -3.073 .002
Race 129 .080 .097 .060 1611 109
Work Involvement Summary scale 245 079 226 0673 3.098 002

Note: N = 152; R = .365; R? = .133; Adjusted R2= 091, F (7,144) =3.181, SE of estimate: .733

Regression analysis was conducted in order to test the effect of adding variables
as a predictor of positive family-work spillover with the dependent variable being
PFWS and the independent variables being PARTSUP, FOLKSUP and
DOMESSUP.

With the dependant variable PFWS, PARTSUP (N = 127, p<.000) was found to
have a significant coefficient (beta = .61; p < 0.05). Partner Support explains 36%
of PWFS (R?2 = .368; p<.003).

FOLKSUP (N = 84; p = .007) was found to have a significant coefficient (beta =
.292; Multiple R = .291; R? = .084, Adjusted Rz = .073; p = .007; Standard error of
estimate = .746; Intercept = 2.974; Std. Error = .261; t (82) = 11.368).
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Combined, PARTSUP (N = 127; p =.000) with FOLKSUP (N = 84, p =.007) was
able to explain 39% of PFWS (R = .627; R? = .393; Adjusted R? = .376; p = .000)

Two further regression models were run. Both were run at a tolerance level of 0.5
for multicollinearity (in the independent variables). The dependent variable was
set to be PFWS and the predictor variable PARTSUP. The differences in the
models were the controis brought in to the analysis in the first step. For the first
model, Numchild, CU5 and CB6-18 were brought collectively in the first step
before bringing PARSTSUP individually in the second step of the first model.

For the second model, gender, marital status, age and race were then brought in
as independent variables to the first step before bringing in the Partner Support
variable in the second step.

Prior to bringing children in to the first model, the regression summary for the
Dependent Variable PFWS showed (R = .123; R? = .015; R? = (no change), F
(3,118) = .609; p < .609; Std. Error of estimate = .801).

For the first model the number of children (Numchild), children under 5 years of

age and children between the ages of 6-18 was brought collectively in the first
step before bringing PARSTSUP in the second step (Refer Table 10).
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Table 10.
Regression PWFS with Number of children and Partner Support

Beta SE B SE T (117) p-level
Ccus .040 073 .034 .062 543 597
CB6-18 .053 074 037 .048 726 .485
cO18 .036 072 .029 .054 364 126
PARTSUP- 625 072 497 067 8 476 000
sumscale

Note: N = 122; R = 624; R? = .389; Adjusted R? = .368; F (4.117) =18.652; p<.000; SE of estimate: .634

When the control variable for family (CU5, CB6-18 and CO18) were bought into
the analysis none was found to be significant but PARTSUP remained significant
(beta = .487, p < 0.00). R? increased from (R2 = .015; p < .609) to (R? = .389; p
<.000).

For the second model, another regression was run with the support variables and
demographic variables (gender, marital status, age and race) which were brought

in the first step before bringing in the partner support variable. Race showed a
significant value (beta = .369; p < .036).

However once the partner support variable was reintroduced into the analysis in
step 2, with PFWS being the dependant variable, race then failed to be
significant but the demographic variable of gender became significant together
with Partner Support ( Refer Table 11).
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Table 11.
Partner Suppont: Change in the model by including Partner Support vanable

N=122 Beta SE Beta SE t(117) p-level
Gender 0.20 0.07 0.38 0.14 2.73 0.01
Marital status 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.60 0.55
Age 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.97
Race 0.13 0.07 0.24 0.14 1.79 0.08
Partner Support 0.63 0.07v 0.50 0.06 373 0.00

Note: N = 122; R = .663; R?=.440; F (5,116) = 18.279; p<.000; SE of estimate: .609

Some minor differences were recorded. In the first model, Partner Support with
PFWS (R = 624; R? = 389, p = 0). In the second model, Partner Support with
PFWS (R = .663; R? = .440; p = 0). The regression only helped to explain an
extra 5% of how the demographic variables assist in explaining Partner Support
and PFWS.

ANOVA and T-tests

To test the proposition that Life Stage explains a significant amount of the
variance in the extent of positive spillover between the work-family domains,
some variables were re-categorised to correspond with the literature review refer
Grzywacz, Almeida and McDonald (2002).

e The age variable was subdivided into five categories <35 ; 35-44 ; 45-54;
55-64 ;: >64
e The race groups were categorised into two categories White and Black

¢ Occupational Type into Manager/Professional and Technical/Sales

Data exploration was then carried out using a series of t-tests and ANOVA tests.
T-tests were carried out between the gender groupings to see if there were
differences in the out variables (PWFS and PFWS). ANOVA tests were carried
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out on the ofher categoncal vanahles also to test for differences in the ocutcome

variables.

Hierarchical regression was then carried out.  In the first step those vanables
which showed significant differences for the outcome variables in the ANOVA
and T-tests were brought 1n. In the second step the partner support vanable was
brought in. Once again a regression summary was produced in order to see the
change in the model due to bringing the parner support vanable in the second

step.

Mo statistically significant differences in PWFS were observed for any of the
categorical variables regarding gender; age, race; hours of work, Occupational
type. or with Fariner Supporf or Work Involvement Similarly when the ANCGVA
tests were camied out for PFWS, no significant differences were found in the
variables relating to the PFWS scale in terms of gender: age. hours of work,
Occupational type or Work Involvement. However, significance was discovered
regarding PFWS and Fartner Sugport as well as PEWS and Race. Statistically
significant differences, at 0.05 level of significance, were found in partner support

{refer Graph 1).

Graph 1.
ANOVA test of signficance for FFWS and Partner Support
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Conclusion

According to the results in this study, PWFS and PFWS are two distinct
constructs. Work Involvement does to a small but definite level assist people with
personal and practical issues at home PWFS. Partner Support moderately
explains that encouragement from home does assist people to feel confident
about themselves at work (PFWS). Parent Support at a small but definite level
explains that encouragement from home does assist people to feel confident
about themselves at work (PFWS). Life Stage does not explain a significant
amount of the variance in the extent of positive spillover between work-family
domains in either direction. The first three propositions are therefore confirmed
and the final proposition predicting that Life Stage explains a significant amount
of the variance in the extent of positive spillover between work-family domains is

not confimed.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to understand the structure of the work-family interface
measure and expand the concepts of negative and positive spillover between
work and family. Particular focus was placed on the positive elements of spillover
in both directions in a single organisation in the South African context. Very little
research has been conducted in the areas of PWFS and Work Involvement,
PFWS and Partner Support, Folks Support or Domestic Support or in the area of
Positive spillover in both directions and Life Stage.

This study examined each type of positive spillover (PWFS and PFWS) by taking
into account gender, race, number of children, occupational type, age and weekly
working hours. The relationship between Work Involvement and PWFS was
studied. Further exploration was done to examine the relationship between
PFWS with Support. Finally the linkages of positive spillover to Life stage in the
work-family domain were examined. The findings of this study and implications
for management and organisations are discussed. The opportunity to use
positive spillover knowledge to strategically address the critical challenges of
talent management (attracting and retaining scarce skilled white-collar,
knowledge management employees) in the South African context is explored.

Negative Work-Family Spillover

In this study, factor analysis suggested that NWFS and NFWS are distinct from
each other. Factor analysis findings showed that the scale used to measure
NWFS was excellent in terms of reliability (Cronbach alpha = .924). The scale
used to measure NFWS was very good in terms of reliability (Cronbach alpha =
.872).

44



Respondents in this study reported that work impacted more negatively in terms
of spillover from work to family (M = 3.033; SD = .920) when compared with the
level of negative impact from family to work (M = 2.129; SD = .796).

Negative spillover as distinct from positive spillover

The results of this study confirmed the findings of Grzywacz and Marks (2000)
that negative spillover from work to family; positive spillover from work to family;
negative spillover from family to work and positive spillover from family to work

were distinct experiences and distinct constructs (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).

In this study, the findings revealed that the NWFS (M = 3.033; SD = .920) was
higher than the PWFS (M = 2614; SD = .769). The higher level of negative
spillover from work to family as compared to the positive spillover from work to
family finding suggests that respondents have more negative spillover, rather
than positive spillover from their work into their family lives. The implications of
this are that ways need to be found by organisations to increase the positive
spillover from work to family in order to assist people to achieve a better balance
and improved well-being while simultaneously reducing the levels of negative
spillover flowing into the family and home from work. Human Resource strategies
should be developed to improve work-family integration.

PFWS (M = 3.666; SD = .780) was higher than the NFWS (M = 2129; SD =
.796) suggesting that respondents experience higher positive spillover from
family to work as compared to negative spillover from family to work. The
implication of this finding suggests that the positive experiences of family flow
into the workplace more than the negative experiences of family to work. This
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means that employees who take the positive experiences of home into their
workplace are more likely to do so rather than taking their negative experiences
from home to work. The importance of this finding is that organisations focusing
on Positive Spillover could find ways to encourage employees to create positive
home and family lives through Employee Assistance Programmes as they, the
employers, would benefit from the positive spillover from family to the workplace.
The low NFWS indicates that employees in this study do not experience a high
negative spillover from family to work.

in this study, it was found that the enrichment score is higher from family to work
and that negative conflict is higher from work to family as compared to the
positive enrichment reported from work to family. These findings do not support
those discussed by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) who noted that where
research examined enrichment and conflict, the average enrichment score was
as high as the average conflict score or significantly higher (Greenhaus & Powell,
2006).

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested from their summary of other research
studies that employees perceive work and family as enriching each other and
that correlations between work-family enrichment and work-family conflict were
mostly small. They suggested that work-family enrichment and work-family
conflict are unrelated and independent of each other (Greenhaus & Powell,
2006). Evidence in this study was found to support these studies reported on by
Greenhaus and Powell (2006). In this study both work-family conflict and the
positive types of spillover were definitely correlated but this correlation was small
(-.25) The positive types of spillover were independent from the negative spillover
types as reflected in the factor analysis. This result is supportive of other
research findings (refer Carlson et al., 2000; Frone et al., 1997b; Grzywacz &
Bass, 2003; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000b; Wayne et al., 2004).
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These findings regarding negative spillover as being distinct form positive
spillover and the experience of the different types of spillover and the direction of
experience pose a challenge to organisations and the Strategic Human Resource
Partner and their Business Partners. Creative strategies need to be developed to
help minimise negative spillover from the work-family and improve the levels of
positive spillover from work-family in order to help retain skilled employees. This
idea will be explored in more detail in the Management implications of the
research section of this chapter.

Discussion of the propositions

Dimensionality of Positive spillover

This study confirmed that Positive Spillover from work to family is a distinct
construct from Positive Spillover from family to work.

In this study, factor analysis loadings showed that the scale used to measure
PWFS was very good in terms of its reliability (Cronbach alpha = .839) and good
in terms of its reliability for PFWS (Cronbach alpha = .731). The findings
indicated that PWFS is distinct from PFWS.

To test the proposition and the relationship between positive spillover from work
to family and positive spillover from family to work, a correlation analysis was
conducted. The findings of this analysis showed that despite the two scales being
distinct as indicated by the factor analysis, a small but definite relationship exists
between the PWFS and PFWS (N = 152; p < .050; r = .38). This relationship
could refer to the commonality of the positive nature of the two constructs rather
than the relationship between the two domains of work and family.
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The PFWS mean (M = 3.666, SD = .780) was significantly higher than the mean
of the PWFS (M = 2.614; SD = .769). This suggests that employees experience a
higher level of positive spillover from their family lives to work than vice versa.
The challenge could exist for organisations to increase the positive experience
from work to family and to find ways to tap into the positive spillover from family

to work thereby improving the organisation.

Grzywacz and Marks (2000) reported a Cronbach alpha of .73 for PWFS and .70
for the PFWS scales. In this study higher Cronbach alphas were reported .839
for PWFS showing very good reliability for the scale and good reliability of
Cronbach alpha = .731 for the PFWS scale. Both scales used in this study were
highly reliable.

Kinnunen et al, (2006) reported that a number of studies consistently
demonstrated that work to family confiict is reported to occur more frequently
than family to work conflict (Kinnunen et al., 2006). This study showed PWFS (M
= 2.164, SD = .769) was lower than PFWS (M = 3.666; SD = .780) as compared
to negative spillover findings which showed NWFS (M = 3.033; DS = .920) and
NFWS (M = 2.129; SD = .796). The mean of the PFWS (M = 3.666; SD = .780)
was significantly higher than the mean of the PWFS (M = 2.614; SD = .769)
scale. This suggests that employee’s reported experiencing a higher level of
positive spillover from their family to their work than from their work to their family
and that work to family conflict is reported to occur more frequently than family to
work conflict. These findings support the studies commented on by Kinnunnen.

The findings of this study showed that the respondents experienced and reported
a higher positive spillover from their families to their work thereby benefiting the

workplace when compared to a lower reciprocal positive experience from work to
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family. These findings are supportive of other research findings (Grzywacz, 2000;
Grzywacz et al., 2002; Grzywacz and Bass, 2003; Grzywacz and Marks, 2000b;
Hammer et al., 2002; Hanson et al., 2003; Hill, 2005, Sumer and Knight, 2001
and Wayne et al., 2004).

The relationship between Positive Work-Family Spillover (PWFS) and Work

Involvement

This study confirmed that Work Involvement assists people with personal and

practical issues at home (Positive work-family spiliover).

In the absence of relevant research in the area of PWFS and its relationship with
Work Involvement, the second proposition tested PWFS relationship with work
involvement using the Job and Work involvement scales as developed by
Kanungo (1982).

In this study, the findings of the factor analysis loadings showed that the scale
used to measure WINV was very good in terms of its reliability (Cronbach alpha =
.822) and PWFS was very good in terms of its reliability (Cronbach alpha = .
839). The recent research and scales developed by Carlson et al (2006)
reported work involvement with (Cronbach alpha = .92); family involvement items
with (Cronbach alpha = .86) and for the overali work-family involvement scale
(Cronbach alpha = .92) Carilson et al,, (20086). In this study Work Involvement
was reported as having (Cronbach alpha = .822) including both the work and
family items. It appears as though the more recent scales could have been of
more value to this study in understanding and explaining more of the relationship
between PWFS and Work Involvement rather than the reliability of the scale.
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The findings in this study showed that the WINV mean (M = 2.554; SD = .8.33)
was average indicating that employees do not experience a high or low level of

work involvement in the organisation.

The findings of the comrelation showed that there was a small but definite
relationship between PWFS and WINV (N = 162, p < .05; r= .22)).

Regression analysis findings showed that initially WINV explained only 5% of
PWFS but with the addition of other independent variables (occupational, age,
gender, marital status and race) it changed to explain 9% of the PWFS construct.
OCCTP was found to have a negative influence on PWFS. This result was
surprisingly low but could possibly be explained by the scales used in this study
that were focused on Job or Work Involvement but not originally conceptualised

to link with positive spillover concepts.

Greenhouse, Parasuraman and Collins, (2001) found that work to family conflict
(but not family to work conflict) was positively related to intentions to withdraw or
resign from an organisation. They also found that withdrawal behaviour was
stronger for individuals who were relatively uninvolved in their careers.
Conversely for those who were highly involved in their careers their intention to
withdraw was low (Greenhouse et al., 2001). The findings of this study could be
used (tentatively) by organisations and the Strategic Human Resource Partner to
better understand that PWFS and higher levels of work involvement could lead to
a reduction in people’s intentions to resign from the organisation. This is
important as positive spillover and job involvement could be used as part of any
talent management and retention strategy. Work involvement is of interest and
importance to organisations who need to fully mobilise employees in the new
economy (Gore, 2001).
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The results of Carison et al, (2006) suggested that work and family provide
individuals with somewhat distinct resources that can be used to improve role
performance and quality of life in other domains (Carison et al., 2006). Carlson et
al. (2006) agued that there is theoretical and empirical precedent for their results
that are consistent with their findings (Carson et al., 2006). The results of this
study lend support to the findings of Carison et al., (2006).

Positive Family-Work Spillover and the relationship to Family Support

This study confirmed that family support and encouragement at home assists
people to feel confident about themselves at work (PFWS).

Similarly to the theory of Involvement, there has been very little research
conducted in the area of family, spouse or partner support in relation to PFWS
and therefore there is little source of comparison for the findings of this study.

Positive Family-Work Spillover was measured linking the level of support
received from partners (spouses), parents (folks) and domestic helpers to the
amount of positive spillover experienced from family to work. Particular items
assessed included those around partner and parent support and some items
were added and developed to test the domain of domestic help support
particularly prevalent in the South African context.

Three areas of support were studied, Partner Support, Parents Support and
Domestic Support.
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Partner Support

In this study, the findings of the factor analysis loadings showed that the scale
used to measure PARTSUP was very good in terms of its reliability (Cronbach
alpha = .879).

The findings showed that the PARTSUP mean (M = 4.301;, SD = 1.000) was very
high showing that employees who reported having a partner or spouse felt that
they received a high level of positive support from their partner.

The findings of the correlation showed a significant but moderate positive
relationship between PFWS and PARTSUP (N = 122; p < .05; r = .61). This
correlation suggests that partners play a significant role in the extent to which

employees experience positive spillover from their families to their work.

Regression analysis findings showed that initially PARTSUP explained 36.8% of
PFWS. After bringing in the age of children with PARTSUP, PARTSUP explained
38,9% of PFWS. The impact of children on partner support was small in adding
to the family support to PWFS. With the addition of other independent variables
(occupational, age, gender, marital status and race) PARTSUP changed to
explain 44% of the PFWS construct.

The findings of this study supported Kinnunen et al's., (2006) contention that
having a partner that supports one and having the opportunity to talk though
difficulties at work may assist individuals to recover from stressors at work
increasing the positive effect of positive spillover from family to work (Kinnunen et
al., 2006).
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The findings of this study also shows that the spouse or partner play a very
important part in explaining and understanding PFWS and provides support to
O’Neil and Greenberger's (1994) contention that Spouse Support is an important
buffer for job related stress (O’Neil & Greenberger, 1994). The significant
moderate positive relationship result in this study between PFWS and Partner
Support is important for organisations and Human Resource partners as the
involvement of the spouse or partner by the organisation in the employees work
life could be an effective strategy to increase the retention of the white-collar

employee in a retention plan.

Kirrane and Buckley’s (2004) proposition that positive partner support should
lead to elevated work-family conflict was not supported by the findings in this
study. Rather, the findings of this study suggest that positive partner support

spills over positively from family to work.

Parent Support

In this study, the findings of the factor analysis loadings showed that the scale
used to measure FOLKSUP was very good in terms of its reliability (Cronbach
alpha = .889).

Findings showed that the FOLKSUP has a high mean score (M = 3.901; SD =
1.285) indicating that those respondents (N = 84) who have parents reported that
they receive a high level of support from them. It is important to note that only 84
(55%) of respondents reported having FOLKSUP.

The findings of the correlation showed that a small but definite relationship
between PFWS and FOLKSUP (N = 84; p < .05, r=.29).
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Regression analysis findings showed that initially FOLKSUP explained 8% of
PFWS. This finding suggests that parents play a part in the overall support of
employees in their experience of PFWS.

Domestic Support

In this study, the findings of the factor analysis loadings showed that the scale
used to measure DOMESSUP was excellent in terms of its reliability (Cronbach
alpha = .931).

Findings showed that the DOMESSUP has a high mean score (M = 3.605; DS =
1.444) suggesting that those respondent who reported having domestic help feel
that they get a high level of support from such help. No correlation was found
between PFWS and domestic support (N = 57). Perhaps the reason for the lack
of a correlation had to do with the low number (N =57) of respondents who
reported having domestic help.

Regression analysis findings showed that DOMESSUP explained 8% of PFWS.

The support combination of related support variables and PFWS

Combined, PARTSUP (N = 127; p =.000) with FOLKSUP (N = 84; p =.007) was
able to explain 39% of PFWS (R = .627; R? = .393; Adjusted R? = .376; p = .000).
The high levels of support help understand why family spillover to work is
experienced at a higher level than work spillover to family. It also suggests that
the higher the level of spouse and parental support the higher the positive
spillover and benefit to the organisation. If organisations are able to increase the
feelings of support received by employees at home and in the family the spillover
should be experienced positively in the workplace.
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Positive spillover relationship with Life stage

The finding in this study did not support the proposition that Life stage explains a
significant amount of the variance in the extent of positive spillover between the

work-family domains,

In this study age did not correlate with PWFS or PFWS. Age was regressed on
PFWS and PWFS separately to investigate this proposition. For PFWS age did
not have a significant B coefficient (B = —.031). By itself it explained only 0.097 %
of the variation in PWFS. All the variations in PFWS were found to be explained
by the following collection of variables;, Age, gender, marital status, number of
children, partner support, folk support and domestics support.

For PWFS age also did not have a significant B coefficient (B = .054) and only
explained 0.293 % of the variation in PWFS.

These findings were contrary to the literature and studies. Grzywacz et al. (2002)
found age to have a persistent curvilinear effect on negative spillover from work
to family (Grzywacz et al., 2002). As discussed in the literature review, research
has found a reiation between negative spillover experience and life stage and
that as individuals get older the negative spillover effects decrease from work to
family Grzywacz et al., (2002). While the findings of this did not support the
findings of the research done by Grzywacz et al., (2002), it should be noted that
this research examined the positive spillover from work to family and not the
negative spillover from work to family as was the case in the Grzywacz et al,,
(2002) research.
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The converse of the Grzywacz et al.,, (2002) research that positive spillover
should increase based on age at later stages of family was not evidenced in this
study. Possible reasons for this finding could be the size of the sample which
was not large or that this study was not a longitudinal one. Other reasons could
include the different countries in which the research was conducted and the fact

that this research was conducted in a single organisation in South Africa.

Perhaps a reason for the finding that Life stage did not explain a significant
amount of the variance in the extent of positive spillover between the work-family
domains, is that in the South African workplace, many White employees as they
get older fear the consequences of Employment Equity and retaining their
positions against this particular South African phenomenon. The negative
aspects or perceptions towards Employment Equity could increase negative
spillover as employees get older rather than increase positive spillover. In this
study, 76% of respondents were White (N = 116); 19% Black (N = 28) and 5% of
participants (N = 8) choosing not to disclose race.

Management implications of the research

The findings presented and discussed above have a number of important
Implications for organisations and the Strategic Human Resource partner in
developing and implementing Human resource and talent management
strategies in South Africa.

There appears to be a number of challenges in the external environment which
many South African organisations now face that need to be addressed if they are
to compete as global players. Some of these challenges include: a supply side
problem of producing sufficient critical skitls into the South African economy with
demand for certain skills outstripping supply; Demand for skills globally in a war
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for talent (Glen, 2006) and finally organisations’ (in general) seeming inability to

successfully attract and retain skilled talent.

This study showed that positive spillover from work to family is lower than
positive spillover from family to work. Employees who are in demand look for
ways to balance these and arguably have higher expectations from their
employers to increase the amount of positive spillover from work to family.
Perhaps the employee who is actively involved in work requires more PWFS in
order to feel a sense of belonging and value from the organisation and to commit
to it. The support of the spouse could be used as a strategy to involve the family
more in the workplace thereby increasing a sense of involvement and reduce

labour tumover amongst white-collar employees.

Positive spillover constructs PWFS and PFWS, Work Involvement and Partner
Support findings of this study may be cautiously used by South African
organisations and Human Resource Strategic Partners wishing to increase the
positive experience of employees in both domains and increase overall
involvement to the organisation. In so doing, organisations could use positive
spillover as part of their organisational strategies to attract, motivate and retain
scarce skilled resources in the war for talent.

From an organisational perspective, strategies and policies that promote positive
spillover from work to family and family to work could assist in achieving more
work-family balance. An organisational culture that embraces work-family
balance and positive spillover could hold a key to competitive advantage to
motivate and retain employees as organisations demonstrate through practices

that people are indeed their most valued asset.
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While differences may exist across cultures, organisations and individuais in
terms of their specific work—family balance needs, the general and specific
findings of this study could be used in developing and framing family-friendly
cultures, strategies, policies and practices to attract and retain talent especially in
the South African context. Conducting business in South Africa has the added
challenge for organisations to redress the past inequalities and imbalances of
apartheid by implementing employment equity strategies.

Organisations facing employment equity challenges where scarce Black skills are
in even higher demand, could seek ways to develop and enhance the bi-
directional experience of positive spillover from family to work and work to family
in becoming employers of choice, designing strategies, mechanisms, policies,
practices and organisational cultures that offer work-family balance as a core
value or cultural feature. This may be particularly important as a strategy
amongst the knowledge, white-collar employees where employees may seek
improved meaning and quality of work-family balance.

Limitations of this research

It seems that both further theoretical development and longitudinal studies are
needed that extend beyond the scope of this cross sectional, single
organisational study to understand the processes by which positive spillover
relates to domain-specific outcomes. The use of self-reported data by the
respondents can be regarded as another limitation of this study. The data
collection was narrow in that it focused on one particular South African

organisation which employs mainly white-coliar, White, female employees.

58



Suggestions for further research

In South Africa it appears as though there is no research in the field of positive
spillover and in work-family balance. Perhaps the challenge in future is to initiate
more of such published research as this global trend is impacted by the scarce
talent available and skills shortage amongst key critical resources in the South
African labour market.

Research should be conducted to find mechanisms to increase the PWFS in
particular and thereby improving the quality of experience of work life to family.

It should be noted that while much research has been conducted on the negative
work-family interface there is an urgent need internationally and locally to focus
research on particular areas of positive spillover particularly in the area of PWFS
and the relationship to work and family involvement using newer scales, perhaps
those produced this year by Carlson et al. (2006). Information and data should be
gathered and analysed so as to determine “how” to increase positive spillover
and improve understanding of how PWFS is related to work and family
involvement.

Further research aiso needs to be done exploring the relationship between
PFWS and support particularly spouse or partner support as littie has been done
in this regard. Given that the higher experience of spillover from family to work
that has been reported in this study as compared to PFWS, the challenges facing
the Human Resource Strategic Partner to expand and increase the positive
experience of positive spillover in both directions is critical as an area of future

research. Family-friendly work policies and practices in assisting employees
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achieve a balance and improve the quality of life at work and home are another

important area of future research.

This study supported current research insights into the interface between work
and family by showing that employees do report positive spillover between their
work and family roles. Although the work-family interface measure used in this
study might benefit from some scale development, it is an important step in the
direction of conceptualising the concept of positive spillover within the work-
family interface more broadly.

Usefulness of the positive spillover construct

Positive spillover is a useful construct in understanding the positive elements and
experience from and to both work and family domains. It is a practical construct
that can be used as part of an organisation’s Human Resource strategies to

attract and retain scarce skills.

Conclusion

This study focused on bi-directional (from family to work and work to family)
positive spillover in one South African organisation. The findings add support to
the growing trend of research in the field focusing on the positive effects of work
family spillover in both domains and adds to an almost non-existent body of
research in this field in the South African context.

The results of the first three propositions supported current and recent findings
which also shift the debate and research from a negative conflict role-based one
to a positive supportive, enriching one where positive elements are experienced
in both directions that is from work to family and family to work. Only the last
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proposition regarding the linkage of Life stage to Positive Spillover was not

supported.

Particularly in the South African context, the challenge for the future is to
undertake research to increase our understanding of the conditions under which
work and family are allies rather than enemies (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Increasing our understanding of the multi dimensionality of Positive Spillover can
assist organisations to better develop meaningful Human Resource strategies
and practices that positively impact on organisations and their employees.
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