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ABSTRACT 

The present research investigated the relationship between family 

friendly initiatives (FFis) and work-family conflict (WFC), performance, 

psychological strain, and turnover intent. In addition to considering the 

use of FFis the current study also examined the perceived importance of 

FFis, currently a neglected variable in FFI research. The importance of 

considering factors that may impact on the relationship between the use 

of FFis and outcomes was also addressed in the current study by 

examining several support variables both within and outside the 

organisation, as well as psychological job involvement and effort in the 

work and family domains. Respondents were from one large New 

Zealand organisation that had well established FFis in place. A self-report 

questionnaire was developed that contained items from existing scales as 

well as some items developed specifically for the current research. 

Overall 169 male and female employees returned useable questionnaires 

resulting in a response rate of 51 percent. As expected women perceived 

FFis to be more important than men, but only those women with 

dependents. Interestingly the men in the current study showed higher 

levels of WFC than the women. In terms of 'outcomes' use of FFis was 

positively related to intention to stay, this relationship was mediated 

though by team leader support and the work-family balance dimension of 

organisational support. Use of FFis was also positively related to 

psychological strain suggesting that as strain increases so does the use of 

FFis. Limitations of the current research along with suggestions for 

future research. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the last few decades the business environment, the nature of 

work, and the workforce itself have undergone major changes. The economic 

forces driving these changes include deregulation, global competition, 

technological innovation, consolidation, privatisation of many public sector 

organisations, and a shift from manufacturing to service (Geurts, Rutte, & 

Peeters, 1999; Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1999). As organisations try to increase 

productivity and remain competitive with fewer people and fewer resources, 

the result is people working longer and harder, with less security and 

commitment (Fallon, 1997; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 1997). 

The most dramatic change over the last few decades has been the 

growing number of women entering the workforce. International statistics 

show that women now make up around 50 percent of the workforce in 

Western Europe, Australasia, and the U.S.A (N.Z. Department of Statistics, 

1996; Poole & Langan-Fox, 1997), compared to around 20 percent in the 

1950s (Napoli, 1994; Parasuraman & Greenhouse, 1997). Consequently, the 

traditional family comprising dad the full-time breadwinner and mum the 

full-time caregiver, is fairly uncommon in contemporary society (Rothausen, 

1999). Families are now extremely diverse and include couples who both 

work, single parents, blended families, and workers with both elderly and 

young dependents (Callister, 1996; Mitchell, 1997). In the U.S.A, for 

example, nearly half of all workers are part of dual-earner families, 62 

percent of women with children under six are employed, and 75 percent of 

women with children aged 6-17 years are in paid work (Parasuraman & 

Greenhaus, 1997). In New Zealand both parents are employed full time in 40 
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percent of two parent families, 49 percent of women with children aged 1-4 

years are in the workforce, and over 60 percent of women with children aged 

5-17 are currently employed (N.Z Department of Statistics, 1996). In the 

U.S.A single parent families make up 23 percent of the workforce and are the 

fastest growing sector (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 1997). 

Increased pressures have contributed to the concern about the 

detrimental effects that juggling work and family can have on both 

individuals and organisations. Work and family interaction has become a 

major social issue in the last decade and is investigated by researchers from 

many disciplines including psychology, management, and sociology (Barnett, 

1998; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991; Kosek & Ozeki, 1999; Marshall & 

Barnett, 1994; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 1997). 

The emphasis in the work and family literature that organisations 

cannot afford to dismiss work-family issues has seen the advent of the family­

friendly workplace (Callister, 1996; Frankel, 1998; Freidman & Galinsky, 

1992; Lobel, Googin, & Bankert, 1999). Initiatives implemented by 

organisations to assist employees in balancing work and family life are varied 

and include parental leave, flexible work arrangements, and on-site childcare 

(Aryee, Luk, & Stone, 1998; Dex & Scheib!, 1999; Galinsky & Stein, 1990). 

However, there is criticism that such initiatives are often underutilised 

(Frankel, 1998; Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999), and are frequently 

unsupported by the prevailing organisational culture (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). 

There is an acknowledged paucity of research examining family 

friendly initiatives (FFis) and work-family conflict (WFC) in the same study 

(Kossek & Ozeki, 1999), as well as a lack of research examining the 
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relationship between FFI's, WFC, and various work outcomes (Kirchmeyer & 

Cohen, 1999). Research also suggests that FFis on their own may not be 

sufficient to achieve desirable outcomes and may be of no benefit if other 

factors such as having a supportive supervisor are not present (Pulman, 1998; 

Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Warren & Johnson, 1995). 

The main purpose of the current research is to provide a 

comprehensive study that focuses on the relationship between FFis and WFC 

and also examines pertinent work outcomes including performance and 

turnover intent. The current study focuses not only on the use of FFis, but 

also on the perceived importance of FFis which is a neglected variable in 

previous FFI research. 

In keeping with research which suggests that other factors aside from 

FFis are also important, the current research examines several sources of 

support from within and outside the organisation, and also investigates the 

relationship that psychological factors such as job involvement have with 

various outcomes including WFC, perfomrnnce, turnover intent, and 

psychological strain. The term outcome in the current study is intended to 

reflect areas that are salient to both individuals and organizations. It is not 

used to imply that differences in these areas are caused by the predictor 

variables. 

The following chapters provide some context for the study by 

discussing the pertinent work and family literature, the research to date on 

family friendly initiatives, and taking a detailed look at the variables included 

in the present study along with the specific research aims. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

WORK AND FAMILY INTERACTION 

The crucial social domains of work and family have been studied 

independently for several decades (Fox & Dwyer, 1999; Frone, Russell, & 

Barnes, 1996). However, evidence that many individuals experience 

difficulty in balancing work and family has lead to an emphasis on 

understanding on how the two domains interact (Carlson, Kacmar, & 

Williams, 1999). This chapter examines the theory underlying work and 

family interaction, the rationale for focusing on work and family conflict, and 

looks briefly at what is being done to alleviate work-family issues. 

Theories of Work and Family Interaction 

There has been an emphasis of late on synthesizing research on work 

and the family (Barnett, 1998). It is not surprising though, given that the 

links between the work and family domains are both varied and complex, that 

no single integrative theoretical framework has appeared (Carlson et al., 

1999; Duxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994; Warren & Johnson, 1995). It is 

suggested that no one theory is sufficient, and to an extent the various 

theories need to be seen as overlapping rather than competing (Lambert, 

1990; Zedeck, 1992). The three major theories of work and family interaction 

discussed in the literature are: l) segmentation theory; 2) compensation 

theory; and 3) spillover theory ((Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Lambert, 1990; 

Zedeck, 1992). 
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Segmentation theory is the earliest view of the work and family 

relationship and postulates that the work and family domains are separate 

spheres in which individuals can operate successfully without either sphere 

influencing the other (Evans & Bartolome, 1984). The work arena is 

portrayed as impersonal and instrumental, whereas the family environment is 

said to provide intimacy and the opportunity to be expressive. However, this 

'segmented' view of work and family has been challenged by researchers 

since the work of Kanter (1977), who states that the notion of work and 

family being "two separate and non-overlapping worlds" (p. 8) is a myth. 

Research suggests that if segmentation does occur it is not a natural process, 

but rather one that workers struggle to achieve (Lambert, 1990). 

Compensation theory postulates that individuals tend to seek 

satisfaction in the work domain if they are dissatisfied with family life, and 

vice versa (Staines, 1980). It supposes that individuals will make distinct 

investments of themselves in each domain and that what is lacking in one 

domain is compensated for in the other, which implies the two domains must 

interact on some level (Evans & Bartolome, 1984; Lambert, 1990). 

The third major model, spillover theory, is the most popular view in 

the research that investigates work and family interaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 

1998; Lambert, 1990), and posits that attitudes, emotions, skills and 

behaviours established in one domain flow into the other (Staines, 1980). 

Therefore experiences, structures and values in one arena will inevitably 

impact on how one operates in the other (Bowen, 1988). Spillover can be 

positive or negative. For example, positive spillover may occur when an 

employee learns communication skills at work that then transfer to the home 
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environment and consequently improve relations between family members 

(Crouter, 1984). An example of negative spillover is where an employee has 

been having marital problems and then comes to work and takes out their 

frustration on their co-workers. 

Compensation and spillover theory make it clear that there are definite 

links between the work and family domains and that it is unrealistic to expect 

them to operate independently of each other. Segmentation theory on the 

other hand expects interaction to be a non-issue. The general consensus in the 

work-family literature is that the work and family domains will invariably 

crossover, resulting in both positive and negative outcomes (Barnett, 1998; 

Crouter, 1984; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Lambert, 1990). 

The current work ideology that many workers still encounter is that 

the worlds of work and family are separate spheres, and when you arrive at 

work you leave the family part of you behind (Bailyn, 1993; Barnett, 1998; 

Chapman, Ingersoll, & Neal, 1994; Hall & Parker, 1993; Zedeck, 1992). It is 

quite understandable then that many individuals experience difficulties when 

trying to balance work and family lives. Indeed there is a large body of 

literature that demonstrates the existence of work-family conflict (Frone et 

al., 1996; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997; 

Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996; Stephens & Sommer, 1996; 

Thompson & Blau, 1993), which will be the focus for the remainder of this 

chapter. 
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Work-Family Conflict 

Work-family conflict (WFC) is commonly defined as a type of inter­

role discord where role pressures in one domain make it difficult to 

participate in the other domain (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997; Greenhaus 

& Beutell, 1985; Higgins & Duxbury, 1992; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & 

Rosenthal, 1964; Kopelman, Greenhaus, & Connelly, 1983). 

Outcomes of WFC 

WFC has been associated with reduced life satisfaction, marital 

tension and family distress (Brett, Stroh, & Reilly, 1992; Eagle, Miles & 

Icenogle, 1997; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1992a; Judge, Boudreau, & Bretz, 

1994), psychological strains such as stress, anxiety and depression (Frone et 

al., 1996; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1991; Greenberger & O'Neil, 1993), 

symptoms of physical ill-health and fatigue (Adams & Jex, 1999; Bacharach, 

Bamberger, & Conley, 1991; Williams & Alliger, 1994), reduced job 

satisfaction and organisational commitment (O'Driscoll, Ilgen & Hildreth, 

1992), increased absenteeism and turnover (Warren & Johnson, 1995), 

reduced productivity (Frone et al., 1997; Williams & Alliger, 1994), and 

stress related accidents in the workplace (Thomas & Ganster, 1995). These 

findings demonstrate that difficulty balancing work and family affects not 

only the individual and their family, but can also be detrimental to the 

organisation and ultimately society as a whole. 

Importantly, it is not just women who experience problems balancing 

work and family. Current research illustrates the importance men also place 
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on achieving a balance between work and family life (Fallon, 1997; Higgins, 

Duxbury, & Lee 1994; Johnson, 1995; Lewis, 1997), and there is mounting 

empirical evidence that men too experience work/fami ly conflict, particularly 

as they assume more child and eldercare responsibilities (Eagle et al., 1997; 

Frone et al., 1992a; Hall, 1990; Pleck, 1993). 

Antecedents of WFC 

In the search for antecedents of WFC, past research has tended to 

examine separately the relationship between work characteristics and family­

related outcomes, and that between family characteristics and work-related 

outcomes, with the latter receiving less attention (Frone et al., 1997). 

Contemporary research on the work-family interface though, has attempted to 

provide more integrative and comprehensive models that take a bi-directional 

approach to WFC and examine both work interfering with family, and family 

interfering with work (e.g Adams, King, & King, 1996; Frone et al., 1992a; 

Gutck et al., 1991; Kirchrneyer & Cohen, 1998; McAulay, 1999; MacEwan & 

Barling, 1994; Nctemeyer et al., 1996; Parasuraman, Purohit, Godshalk, & 

Beutell, 1996; Warren & Johnson, 1995). 

Work-related antecedent variables that have been examined include 

supervisor support, co-worker support, work overload, work satisfaction, 

work hours, use of family oriented benefits, and psychological job 

involvement. Family related antecedents include psychological family 

involvement, fami ly support, support from friends, parental overload, family 

time commitments, and family satisfaction. Demographic antecedents include 

gender, number of dependents, marital status, education level, and life cycle 
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stage. Findings however have been mixed, and have been dependent on how 

those variables are measured, how the data are gathered, and characteristics of 

samples (Barnett, 1998; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). For example, Adams et al. 

(1996) found that higher levels of job involvement were associated with 

higher levels of work interfering with family, whereas McAulay (1999) found 

no significant relationship between the two. 

Gender has also been the subject of mixed findings. Some studies 

report no significant difference in the levels of WFC for men and women 

(Eagle, Icenogle, Maes, & Miles, 1998), others have found that WFC is 

greater for women (Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, & Parasuraman, 1997; 

Hammer et al., 1997), and a few have found higher levels of WFC for the 

men in their study (McAulay, 1999; Wallace, 1999). 

Sources of WFC 

Greenhaus and Betiteii (I 985) suggest that there are three mam 

sources of WFC. Time-based conflict is said to arise when there is 

competition between roles for an individuals time, either due to the 

cumulative demands becoming too great (Bacharach et al., 1991; Duxbury et 

al., 1994; O'Hare, 1997), or time pressures that make it difficult to allocate 

one's time (Eagles et al., 1997; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 1997). Strain­

based conflict, may arise when strain symptoms, such as exhaustion and 

irritability, cause interference between roles (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 

1997; Staines, 1980). Behaviour-based conflict may become evident when 

behaviour styles exhibited in one role are deemed unsuitable, or incompatible, 

with another role (Priest, 1993, cited in Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 1997). 
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Theories on WFC 

The most common approach to understanding WFC has been role 

theory (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Stephens & Feldman, 1997), upon 

which the definition of WFC is based (Kahn et al. , 1964). An individual will 

have many roles within both the work and family domains. The notion that 

multiple roles can lead to overload and conflict is based on the scarcity 

hypothesis developed by Goode (1960). The scarcity hypothesis suggests that 

an individual has limited time and energy, and that adding extra roles and 

responsibilities creates tension between the competing demands (Marshall, 

1994). Other frameworks that also revolve around the investment of time and 

energy, and the notion that individuals have finite resources, include the 

rational view (Gutek et al. , 1991) and the utilitarian approach (Lobel, 1991 ). 

The rational view is similar to the scarcity hypothesis, in that work­

family tension is attributed to limited time and resources. However, the 

rational view uniquely proposes that the amount of conflict an individual 

perceives, and the direction of that conflict, is in direct proportion to the time 

and energy expended in each domain (Greenhaus, Bedeian, & Mossholder, 

1987). For example, the time spent in work activities should be positively 

related to work interfering with family, and the time spent in family activities 

should be positively related to family interfering with work (Duxbury et al., 

1994). 

In contrast to the rational view, the utilitarian approach highlights the 

importance of role rewards and costs in an individual's decision where to 

invest their time and energy (Lobel, 1991). As the net rewards associated with 
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a role increase then so too will the individual's investment in that role, 

provided the rewards are appropriate to their needs. The utilitarian approach 

suggests that if the net rewards from both the work and family roles are 

similar, conflict may ensue (Lobel, 1991). 

The final theory discussed here with regard to WFC focuses more on 

psychological factors, than limited time and resources. Gender-role 

socialisation theory suggests that the different expectations placed on men 

and women in society will impact on WFC (Gutek et al., 1991; Higgins et al., 

1994). So although women are entering the workforce in increasing numbers, 

and men are taking on more responsibility in the home, the view that men are 

the breadwinners and women are the homemakers is so deeply ingrained in 

Western society that such expectations still have a psychological impact on 

men and women today (Fallon, 1997; Frone et al., 1996). Gender-role 

socialisation theory suggests that the hours spent in what is regarded by 

society as the opposite sex's domain, will have a greater impact on an 

individual's perception of WFC, than the hours spent in the domain perceived 

as appropriate for their gender (Gutek et al., 1991 ). 

The theories and sources of conflict discussed above provide the 

background for understanding the tensions that arise when individuals attempt 

to balance work and family life. They also assist in understanding how work­

family issues may affect men and women differently. Empirical research 

further elucidates the variables that are both antecedents and consequences of 

WFC. It is clear that WFC is an issue and has serious emotional and financial 

costs to individuals, society and organisations. 
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Alleviating WFC 

Research in the past has tended to focus on strategies that individuals 

and families use to alleviate work-family difficulties (Hansen, 1991; Warren 

& Johnson, 1995). Examples of these strategies include reducing the time 

spent on household chores, sacrificing leisure time, having one partner 

working at night and the other during the day, and planning quality parent­

child time (Piotrokowski, Rapoport, & Rapoport, 1987). Since the late 1980s 

however, research has started to focus on what organisations and 

governments can do to reduce WFC (Callister, 1996; Johnson, 1995). 

The responsibility taken by governments in assisting with work­

family issues varies throughout the world. European countries such as 

Sweden have extensive government involvement in work and family issues, 

compared to countries such as the United States and Britain whose 

governments place more responsibility on the individual (Callister, 1996; 

Lewis, 1997; Thompson, Thomas & Maier, 1992; Tudhope, 1994). In 

Sweden for example, workers are entitled to 15 months parental leave with 

the government paying 90 % of lost income (Callister, 1996). Australia also 

provides paid parental leave for 12 weeks, and further unpaid leave until the 

child is twelve months old (Poole & Langan-Fox, 1997). In New Zealand and 

the U.S.A there is no law mandating paid leave. However, in New Zealand 

the Parental Leave and Employment ACT (1987) guarantees 52 weeks of 

unpaid leave. In the U.S.A the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) 

introduced in 1993, and although providing only a few weeks unpaid leave to 

qualifying parents, is seen by many as a positive shift in the government's 
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attitude about their responsibility in work-family issues (Grover & Crooker, 

1995; Haas & Hwang, 1995). 

Increasingly organisations are helping employees balance work and 

family life by providing flexible working hours, non-mandated paid parental 

leave, childcare subsidies, job sharing, compressed work weeks, employee 

assistance programmes, and on-site childcare. The next chapter explores the 

literature on FFis. 



CHAPTER TWO 

FAMILY FRIENDLY INITIATIVES 

Defining FFis 

14 

FFls can be broadly defined as policies or initiatives that have 

been implemented by an organisation, with the specific intent of helping 

its employees balance work and family life (Fallon, 1997; Honeycutt & 

Rosen, 1997). There are a variety of FFis which typically fall into one of 

five main categories (Callister, 1996; Dex & Schieble, 1999; Grover & 

Crooker, 1995; Thompson et al., 1992; Work and Family Directions, 

1995). Flexible work practices include offering part-time work, flexible 

hours, job-sharing, working from home, and compressed workweeks. 

Sensitive organisational practices include having meetings and training 

in core business hours, management training in work-family issues, and 

minimising relocation, work travel, and overtime. Leave benefits are 

classified as FFis if they exceed legal requirements. Examples include 

emergency leave, paid leave to care for sick dependents, and paid parental 

leave. Dependent assistance covers a wide range of initiatives and 

includes direct provisions such as on-site childcare centres, having a 

family room at work, after-school care, and holiday care. Dep endent 

assistance can also take the form of paying for emergency care, childcare 

subsidies, and paid care during training or whilst travelling. Referral and 

information services include distributing FFI information, holding 

parenting seminars, setting up support groups, and offering employee 

assistance programs that deal with a wide range of issues 
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Prevalence of FFis 

Over the last decade the availability of FFis has grown 

substantially, with most large companies having implemented formal 

initiatives of some kind, particularly in the areas of special leave and 

flexible work hours (Dex & Schieble, 1999; Friedman & Johnson, 1997; 

Glass & Estes, 1997). For example Moore (1996), found in a survey of 

72 Australian organizations that 69 percent offered paid special leave for 

childcare or eldercare, 74 percent offered flexible work hours, and 86 

percent offered part-time hours. An American survey of around 800 

organisations (of which over half employed more than 1,000 workers), 

reported that 94 percent of employers said they had flexible scheduling 

programs in place, with 53 percent of those stating that flextime programs 

were applied on a case by case basis (William Mercer Inc, cited in Scott, 

1996). A survey by Buck Consultants (cited in Scott, 1996), found 42 

percent of employers offered family sick leave, 32 percent offered 

flextime, 16 percent had compressed work weeks, 12 percent allowed job 

sharing, and 9 percent allowed employees to work from home. 

The exact proportion of family friendly organisations throughout 

the Western world is hard t'o gauge. One of the problems with 

ascertaining prevalence is that the reliability of the information depends 

on who is doing the surveying, what criteria are used to rate the company, 

and the size of the company being surveyed (Callister, 1996; Dex & 

Schieble, 1999; Glass & Estes, 1997). Another problem with accurately 

establishing prevalence is that many of the reputedly family friendly 

organisations are in fact making only token gestures (Frankel, 1997). 
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Many organizations lack an integrated system to both monitor and 

implement FFis, and access to policies may be limited by employment 

status or to certain times of the year (Glass & Estes, 1997). So whilst 

such companies may be judged family friendly on the surface, a more 

rigorous examination may reveal otherwise. Friedman and Galinsky 

( 1992) propose that six criteria should be used to rate an organisations 

family friendliness . These include the ability of its FFis to have a 

positive impact on work-family conflict, how widely available the FFis 

are within the organisation, the presence of formal wr.:itten FFis, and a 

strong commitment to the implementation, maintenance and use of FFis. 

Barriers to Implementing FFis 

There are many perceived obstacles with regard to organizations 

adopting FFis. A major issue for many organisations is cost, in terms of 

being able to pay for the set up and maintenance of FFis, and also the 

realisation of the proposed benefits (Dex & Schieble, 1999; Glass & 

Fukimoto, 1995; Harker, 1995; Lewis, 1997; Starrels, 1992). Critically, 

there is a lack of evaluative research being conducted by companies that 

implement FFis (Dex & Scheible, 1999; Verespej, 1999). Another issue 

is that negative outcomes of work-family issues, such as problems with 

retention and absenteeism, may not be a reality for some organisations, 

and therefore not considered relevant (Frankel, 1997). Equity issues are 

another concern for many organisations as some staff may perceive 

specific FFis as unfair if they are not eligible to use them, resulting in bad 
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feeling and the need to introduce compensatory benefits (Frankel, 1997; 

Rothausen, Gonzalez, Clarke, & O'Dell, 1998). 

Perhaps the most pervasive and difficult barrier to overcome 

though is where the prevailing culture of an organization refuses to 

acknowledge the need to address work-family issues (Haas & Hwang, 

1995; O'Daniell, 1999; Thompson et al., 1992; Tudhope, 1994). Schein 

(1990) defines organisational culture as a pattern of basic underlying 

assumptions and values shared by members of an organisation. The 

culture of an organisation is grounded in its company philosophy and 

values and is reflected in the "how and why" of day to day operations 

(Thompson & Strickland, 1998). Senior management may for example 

find changes to established practices threatening and so resist policy 

implementation (Bankert & Googins, 1996; Tudhope, 1994). 

Barriers to Utilising FFis 

Even though a company may implement FFis the literature 

suggests that such initiatives are not widely used amongst employees 

(Dex & Schieble; Pulman, 1998; Thompson et al., 1999). For example, 

an American study that surveyed 80 large corporations found that less 

than 2 percent of employees utilised work-family programs (Galinsky, 

Bond & Friedman cited in Thompson et al., 1999). Pulman (1998) found 

that only 14 percent of the respondents had used, or were currently 

utilising FFis. 
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The major reasons cited in the literature for not utilising FFis, are 

the lack of a supportive organisational culture, or a lack of supervisor 

support (Haas & Hwang, 1995; Kozek & Ozeki, 1998; McAulay, 1999; 

Pulman, 1998; Thompson et al., 1999; Tudhope, 1994; Warren & 

Johnson, 1995). This may occur if the culture of the organisation is not 

overly receptive to work-family issues, or may be isolated to particular 

supervisors. More specific reasons suggested for the underutilisation of 

FFis include poor communication about their existence and the 

perception that using FFis may be detrimental to one ' s career. Using 

FFis may also exacerbate work-family conflict. For example, in some 

organisations an individual may get family leave, but must work longer 

hours to make up the time (Hall & Parker, 1993; McAulay, 1999; Perlow, 

1995; Pulman, 1998; Thompson et al. , 1999; Tudhope, 1994). In 

addition, specific FFis may not be utilised if they do not meet that 

employee's needs because they have not been well thought out or have 

been poorly implemented (Frankel, 1997). 

Efficacy of FFis 

The research on work-family policies can typically be divided into 

a demographic stream or a policy impact stream (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). 

Those studies that fall into the demographic stream are those which 

examine employee characteristics in relation to both work outcomes and 

the appeal of particular policies ( e.g Kossek, 1990). The policy impact 

stream aims to assess the effect of work-family policies on individual and 

work related outcomes (e.g Judge et al., 1994; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; 
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Warren & Johnson, 1995). In the latter group of studies two main 

methodological approaches tend to be used, with the most common 

approach being one-off measures of policy use in relation to work related 

variables such as organisational commitment and turnover (e.g., Aryee et 

al., 1998; Glass & Riley, 1998; Honeycutt & Rosen, 1997; Thompson et 

al., 1999 : for a review see Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). The present research 

examines the relationship between the use of FFls and employee 

characteristics, as in the demographic stream, as well as correlates of a 

one off measure of FFI use. 

Far less common is the use of pre- and post-treatment measures 

to ascertain the effects of implementing a particular policy on similar 

outcomes. Typically those that have used that type of methodology have 

investigated the impact of a single policy such as flexible work schedules 

or the introduction of an on-site daycare ( e.g Dunham, Pierce, & 

Castenada, 1987; Goff, Mount, & Jamison, 1990). 

FFI research has typically focused on whether FFis reduce 

negative outcomes such as turnover, absenteeism and psychological strain 

(Grover & Crooker, 1995; Netemeyer et al., 1996; Rothausen, 1994; 

Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Other studies have examined whether FFis 

are associated with improved performance (Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright, 

& Neuman, 1999; Dunham et al., 1987; Greenhaus et al., 1987; Kossek & 

Nichol, 1992) and work attitudes such as affective commitment and job 

satisfaction (O'Driscoll, Ilgen & Hildreth, 1992; Pulman, 1998). 

Findings have been mixed but generally there is support for the idea that 

using FFis can reduce negative outcomes such as turnover and 
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psychological strain, and have a positive effect on performance, 

commitment and job satisfaction. 

Despite the fact that FFis are implemented primarily on the 

assumption that they will assist with reducing WFC, very few studies 

investigating FFis include measures of WFC (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). 

Those that have included measures of WFC have produced mixed 

findings. For example, Warren and Johnson (1995) found an inverse 

relationship between use of FFis and work-family conflict, McAulay 

(1999) found no significant relationships between use of FFis and WFC, 

and Thomas and Ganster (1995) found that the relationship between the 

use of FFis and work-family conflict was mediated by perceived 

supervisor support. 

Although companies have been slow to evaluate the impact of 

introducing FFis, companies that do undertake such evaluations report 

benefits such as reduced turnover and absenteeism, increased recruitment 

and retention, and a reduction in stress related illnesses which all have a 

positive impact on the bottom line by increasing revenue and reducing 

overheads (Dex & Scheible, 1999; Lawlor, 1996; Lobel et al., 1999; 

Martinez, 1993; Smith, 1996; Verespej, 1999). 
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What Needs to be Done? 

The business case for developing FFis relies on demonstrating 

bottom line advantages (Dex & Schieble, 1999; Lewis, 1997). This means 

that any evidence that an organisation may suffer detrimental effects if it 

does not address individuals' needs regarding work and family issues, 

needs to be quantifiable and convincing. This includes measuring 

outcome variables that have been clearly shown to affect the bottom line. 

Also more empirical research needs to be conducted that looks at 

organisations that have a comprehensive range of FFis already in place, 

as the bulk of the FFI research has focused on flextime and childcare 

(Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). In addition there is a call for more research that 

investigates the relationship between WFC and FFis , together with work 

and individual outcomes (Johnson, 1995; Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1999; 

Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). The present study attempts to address both of 

these needs by investigating the relationship that using FFis has with 

WFC, performance, turnover intent and psychological strain in a large 

organisation that has a comprehensive package of FFis in place. 

Also there is increasing evidence that simply putting in place FFis 

without addressing attitudes, values, and organisational structure and 

culture, will not in its own right alleviate work-family issues (Lewis, 

1997; Pulman, 1997; Swiss, 1998; Tudhope, 1994). Therefore the current 

study will also include a range of variables that may be directly related to 

potential outcome variables. These variables supervisor support which 

has been the most widely examined, and other variables not previously 

considered such as the effort an individual puts into their job. 



22 

CHAPTER THREE 

THE PRESENT RESEARCH 

The objective of the current research is to examme the 

relationship between the use and importance of FFis and WFC. As well 

as considering WFC as an outcome the current study also investigates 

perfomrnnce, psychological strain, and turnover intent. The importance 

of considering factors that may impact on the relationship between the 

use of FFis and outcomes was addressed in the current study by 

examining several support variables both within and outside the 

organisation, as well as psychological job involvement and effort in the 

work and family domains. 

The ' demand ' variables gender and dependents, the 'support' 

variables organisational support, team leader and team member support, 

and support from one's partner, family and friends, and the 'individual ' 

variables job and family involvement, and job and family effort, were 

included in the current study to: 1) achieve some control in tem1s of being 

able to hold them constant when examining the relationship between use 

of FFis and WFC, performance, psychological strain, and intention to 

stay; and 2) out of interest to explore what relationships might exist 

between those variables and the outcome variables, and also the use and 

importance ofFFis. 

This chapter will review each of the constructs included in the 

current study and proposes hypotheses that address in more detail the 

specific research objectives. 
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Review of Constructs 

Performance 

As organisations strive to increase their competitiveness in the 

present global market there is an emphasis on establishing practices that 

maximise employee performance (Rodwell, Kienzle, & Shadur, 1998). 

Such practices include information sharing by management, participatory 

management techniques, and the creation of teams (Rodwell et al., 1998). 

The fundamental aim of these practices is to encourage increased 

involvement so that employees' attitudes, work quality and productivity 

are at optimum levels (Cotton, 1996). 

When measuring performance a distinction is generally made 

between in-role performance and extra-role performance, with the former 

referring to core technical tasks that are formally prescribed, and the latter 

describing behaviours that exceed specified job requirements and 

contribute to organisational goals (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Hui, Law, & 

Chen, 1999). 

Behaviours that go above and beyond the call of duty have been 

most commonly referred to in the literature as pro-social behaviour (Brief 

& Motowildo, 1986), organisational spontaneity (George & Brief, 1992), 

organisational citizenship behaviour (OCB: Organ,1988), extra-role 

behaviour (ERB: Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995), and contextual 

performance (Borman & Motowildo, 1997). Whilst the concepts of OCB 

and contextual performance are similar they are quite distinct in terms of 

research origin and purpose (Organ & Paine, 1999). What distinguishes 

the two is that OCB, as defined originally, relates to discretionary 
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behaviours that are not prescribed, nor part of the formal reward system 

(Organ, 1988). On the other hand contextual perfonnance is not limited 

to non-prescribed behaviours, but rather is defined as activities that 

support the psychological and social environment of the organisation, 

rather than the technical core directly (Borman & Motowildo, 1993). 

Organ (1997) has since revised the definition of OCB to make it 

synonymous with contextual performance and suggests that OCB and 

task perfomrnnce differ in the extent they are enforceable, and fomially 

rewarded. The current research uses the term extra-role performance to 

reflect the behaviours described variously as OCB or contextual 

performance. 

There 1s empirical evidence that in-role and extra-role 

performance contribute independently to overall performance (Borman, 

White, & Dorsey, 1995; Conway, 1999; Motowildo & Van Scotter, 1994; 

Van Scatter & Motowildo, 1996; Williams & Anderson, 1991). There are 

also several studies that have demonstrated that in-role and extra-role 

performance are predicted by different variables (Borman, Hanson, & 

Hedge, 1997; McCloy, Campbell, Cudeck, 1994; McHenry, Hough, 

Touquam, Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990; Motowildo & Van Scatter, 1994). 

These studies suggest that cognitive abilities and experience are more 

likely to predict in-role perfonnance, and that volition, morale and 

personality factors have more relevance for extra-role behaviours (Arvey 

& Murphy, 1997; Conway, 1999; Fumham, Jackson, & Miller, 1999). 
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Turnover intent 

An employee's intention to leave an organisation is generally 

viewed as a behavioural outcome, but essentially is a cognition that 

operates as a mediator between an individual's attitude toward the job, 

and whether they leave or stay (Sager, Griffeth, & Hom, 1998). Intention 

to leave an organisation has consistently been shown to be positively 

related to voluntary turnover, and to date is the best psychological 

predictor of actual turnover (Maertz & Campion, 1998). The negative 

consequences of turnover are clear: added staffing and training costs, 

operational disruption, and intangible factors such as low staff morale 

(Maertz & Campion, 1998). 

Over the last decade or so a handful of studies have looked at the 

impact of FFis and turnover intentions. On the whole the use of FFis has 

been found to be positively associated with intentions to stay with an 

organisation (Grover & Crooker, 1995; Pierce & Newstrom, 1983; 

Rothausen, 1994). Supervisor support and flexibility have also been 

found to be positively associated with intentions to stay (Aryee et al., 

1998; Beehr & Drexler, 1986; Cohen, 1997; Pulman, 1998). 

Psychological Strain 

The health of the workforce is of concern for both humanistic and 

economic reasons (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999; Ilgen, 1990). From a 

humanistic point of view poor mental or physical health can result in a 
I 

reduced quality of life for both the individual and their family. The 

financial costs associated with ill-health are increasing and in particular 
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stress-related illnesses are costing organizations and governments dearly 

(Cartwright, Cooper & Murphy, 1995; Edwards & Rothbard, 1999; 

Thomas & Ganster, 1995). While measures of psychological distress 

vary from study to study, one of the primary indicators of mental health 

used in the literature is self-report scales that measure anxiety and/or 

depression (Barnett & Brennan, 1995). 

Organizational Support 

Organizational support in the present study refers to an overall 

perception that the organization is supportive of employees' needs. 

Several studies have included a measure of perceived organizational 

support that is distinct from both supervisor and co-worker support 

(Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997; Lynch, Eisenberger, & 

Anneli, 1999; Pulman, 1998; Randall, Crapanzano, Bonnann, & Birjulin, 

1999). Perceived organizational support has been found to be positively 

associated with the use of FFis, affective commitment, perfomrnnce, and 

job satisfaction, and negatively associated with intention to leave, WFC, 

and psychological strain (Frone et al., 1997; Lynch et al., 1999; McAulay, 

1999; Pulman, 1998; Randall et al., 1999; Thompson et al., 1999 ). 

Thompson et al. ( 1999) developed a multidimensional measure of 

organisational support for employees' work and family lives. Three 

dimensions were identified: managerial support for work-family balance, 

career consequences associated with utilizing work-family benefits, and 

organizational time expectations that may interfere with family 

responsibilities. Building on the work done by Thompson et al. ( 1999), 
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the present study also included a multidimensional measure of 

organisational support to ascertain if there were distinct components of a 

supportive culture that would each have unique relationships with FFis 

and the other variables of interest. 

Social Support 

Prior to Cobb's (1976) seminal paper, the term 'social support' 

was rarely used in a research context (Veiel & Baumann, 1992). Since 

then, the conceptualisation and operalisation of social support has varied 

greatly (Beehr, 1985; Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes, 1986; House, 1981; 

Mcintosh, 1991; Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1990; Shumaker & 

Brownell, 1984; Vaux, Phillips, Holly, Thomson, Williams, & Stewart, 

1986). Whilst there is no commonly accepted definition of social support 

it is generally agreed that it is a multidimensional and complex 

phenomenon ( Sarason et al., 1990). 

The two dimensions of social support that have been consistently 

recognised are the type of support and the source of support (Cohen & 

Wills, 1985; Mcintosh, 1991, Stewart, 1989). The two main types of 

support identified are emotional and instrumental support (King, 

Mattimore, King & Adams, 1995; Leiter & Durup, 1996; Parasuraman et 

al., 1996; Power, Champion, & Aris, 1988). Sources of support include 

work supervisors, co-workers, spouse/partner, family, and friends 

(Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1994). Instrumental support includes 

information, advice, assisting with tasks, and financial assistance; 
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emotional support encompasses feedback, affirmation, caring, empathy, 

and trust (Power et al., 1988). 

Research has shown quite clearly that both work and non-work 

sources of social support are associated with increased physical and 

psychological wel I being, increased job and life satisfaction, and reduced 

work-family conflict (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Ganster et al., 1986; 

Greenberger & O'Neil, 1993; McAulay, 1999; O'Driscoll & Beehr, 1994; 

Parasuraman, Greenhaus, & Granrose, 1992; Ray & Miller, 1994; Shinn, 

Wong, Simko, & Ortiz-Torres, 1989; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Warren 

& Johnson, 1995). There is however a lack of research investigating the 

relation of non-work support to outcomes such as turnover intent, 

perfornrnnce, and WFC. There is also a lack of research that examines 

both work and non-work support in the same study. 

Job and Family Involvement 

In the present study the concept of job involvement refers to the 

extent that one psychologically identifies with one's job (Kanungo, 

1982a; Lawlor & Hall, 1970; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). The notion of 

family involvement reflects the importance an individual attaches to their 

family role (Frone & Rice, 1987; Yogev & Brett, 1985). 

The majority of studies examining the relationship between job 

involvement and WFC find that there is a positive association between 

the two, particularly for work interfering with family (Adams et al., 1996; 

Frone & Rice, 1987; Frone et al., 1992a; Hammer, Allen & Grigsby, 

1997; Higgins, Duxbury & Irving, 1992; Parasuraman et al., 1996; 
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Thompson & Blau, 1993; Williams & Alliger, 1994). While fewer 

studies have examined the impact of family involvement on WFC, the 

general consensus is that family involvement is positively associated with 

family interfering with work (Adams et al., 1996; Frone et al., 1992a; 

Hammer et al., 1997). Job involvement has also been positively 

associated with performance (Brown & Leigh, 1996; Keller, 1997), and 

job satisfaction (Adams et al., 1996). The main reason for including job 

and family involvement in the present study was to examine variables that 

one would consider to be outside of the organisations' control, as the 

majority of FFI research focuses on what the organisation can do to assist 

employees with work-family issues. It is important for organisations to 

be aware of as many factors as possible that can impact on organisational 

effectiveness (Miller, Griffen, & Hart, 1999). 

Work and Family Effort 

Effort has been conceptualised as having three dimensions: time 

commitment, intensity, and direction (Brown & Leigh, 1996). The present 

research focuses on the dimension of intensity as it picks up on the energy 

expended by an individual in a particular area. Effort has been shown in 

previous empirical studies to be related to performance (Blau 1993; 

Brown & Leigh, 1996). One of the reasons for including a measure of 

effort put into the job was to ascertain if such factors add to performance 

over and above using FFis. 
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Typically, previous FFI research has assessed only the use of 

FFis. The current study therefore extends previous research by examining 

the relationship between the importance of FFis and WFC, along with the 

relationship between the importance of FFis and the other outcome 

variables including performance, turnover intent, and psychological 

strain. 

Two studies to date have examined the relationship between the 

perceived importance of FFis and WFC (Frone & Yardley, 1996; 

Wiersma, 1990). Frone and Yardley (1996) were concerned with 

predictors of employed parents' importance ratings of FFis and 

considered both WIF and FIW strain, number and age of dependents, 

gender, and family related support. Hierarchical regression analyses 

indicated that the age of the youngest child and the level of FIW strain 

were the most consistent predictors of perceived importance of FFis. 

Wiersma (1990) also predicted, and found, a positive relationship 

between a global measure of WFC and the perceived importance of FFls. 

In the current study it was predicts that those with higher levels of 

WIF and FIW strain will perceive FFis to be more important, because the 

need to alleviate WFC will be more salient. Although Frone and Yardley 

(1996) found no relationship between WIF and importance ratings their 

sample was limited to employed parents, whereas the current study 

sampled those with and without dependents. 
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The perceived importance of FFis is predicted to be positively 

related to an employees' intention to stay with the organisation. The 

rationale for this prediction is if an organisation has in place FFis and an 

individual regards some or all FFis as important, then other organisations 

will be less attractive unless they offer a similar range of FFis (Honeycutt 

& Rosen, 1997). A positive relationship is also predicted between 

psychological strain and the importance of FFis as those experiencing 

psychological strain are more likely to perceive FFis as being important 

than those not experiencing any strain (Ginn & Sandell, 1997; Netemeyer 

et al., 1996). 

A positive relationship is also predicted between the importance 

of FFis and both in-role and extra-role performance. In-role performance 

has been linked to work effort and it seems logical that if an individual 

perceives that their organisation is offering ways to help them balance 

work and family life this may influence the amount of effort they put into 

their work (Brown & Leigh, 1996; Van Dyne et al., 1995). In addition 

feeling that the organisation is helping may positively impact on 

attitudinal variables leading to an mcrease m extra-role behaviours 

(Organ & Paine, 1999). 
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Importance of FF!s and Controls 

Gender-role socialisation theory would suggest that FFis will be 

more important to women than men as the former are expected to 

experience more WFC (Gutek et al., 1991). However, the increasing 

evidence that men are also experiencing difficulty in balancing work and 

family suggests that gender will not be a predictor of importance ratings 

(Eagle et al., 1997; Eagle et al., 1998). 

It is predicted in the current study that FFis will be more 

important for women, despite evidence that men also experience WFC, as 

ways of achieving a balance between work and family is expected to be 

more salient for women. (Frone et al., 1996; Lee & Duzbury, 1998; 

Wallace, 1999). It is also predicted that those with dependents will 

perceive FFis as being more important and also use more FFis than those 

without dependents, as the former is more likely to seek ways of 

balancing work and family life (Cooke & Rousseau, 1984; Frone & 

Yardley 1996). 

Use of FF!s and Outcome Variables 

The general expectation is that having FFls available for use will 

mitigate negative consequences and have a positive effect on desirable 

outcomes (Dex & Sceible, 1999; Kossek & Ozeki, 1999; Thomas & 

Ganster, 1995; Warren & Johnson, 1995). On the other hand, those 

experiencing more WFC may use FFis more thus there is a reason to 

predict both positive and negative relationships at the zero order level. 

However, if variables relating to the demand for FFis are controlled for 
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then all else being equal FFis will be negatively related to both WIF and 

FIW strain. 

It is also predicted that the use of FFis will be negatively related 

to psychological strain. Psychological strain is different to WFC in that it 

does not refer specifically to work or family demands impinging on work 

or family life. However, factors such as role ambiguity, lack of task 

autonomy and various other work conditions can be stressful for many 

workers and it may be that using FFis may reduce some of those stresses 

(Adams & Jex, 1999; Edwards & Rothbard, 1999; Thomas & Ganster, 

1995. 

The current study also predicts that the use of FFis will be 

positively related to both in-role and extra-role performance and an 

individual's intention to stay with the organisation. Those who use FFis 

could be expected to have more time and resources to allow them to 

devote more time and effort to their job (Thompson et al., 1999). They 

might also be expected to think more highly of the organisation because 

they can address work and family issues and therefore be more inclined to 

engage in extra-role behaviours (Lynch et al., 1999). Those that use FFis 

are also less likely to leave the organisation unless similar benefits can be 

offered by another organisation (Honeycutt & Rosen, 1995). 

Use of FF!s and Controls 

Predicting relationships between the use of FFis gender, and 

dependents is more complex than importance of FFis in the sense that 

FFis such as flexible hours are likely to be used by a wide range of 
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employees, not just those with family commitments (Baltes et al,. 1999; 

Christensen & Staines, 1990; Grover & Crooker, 1995). Therefore it is 

hypothesised that there will be no significant relationships between these 

demographic variables and the use of FFls. What is hypothesised in the 

current study though is that gender and having dependents will moderate 

any relationships between use of FFis and WFC, performance, intention 

to stay, and psychological strain. 

Control Variables and Outcomes 

Gender role socialisation theory suggests that women should 

experience more WFC, particularly family interfering with work, as the 

perception still exists that women should be the primary caregivers and 

are expected to take care of things on the home front whether or not they 

are in paid work (Gutek et al. , 1991 ). On the other hand the rational and 

utilitarian views, discussed in chapter one, would suggest that men these 

days are equally susceptible to WFC given they are becoming more 

responsible for household duties and are expressing the desire to be more 

involved with their families (Fallon, 1997; Higgins, Duxbury, & Lee 

1994; Johnson, 1995; Lewis, 1997). 

As discussed in Chapter One research findings on whether gender 

has any bearing on WFC have been mixed with some studies finding no 

relationship, some finding that women experience more WFC, and some 

finding that men experience more WFC. It is predicted that there will be 

no relationship between gender and WFC on the basis that owing to 

social change men and women are equally susceptible to the strains of 
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balancing work and family life (Fallon, 1997; Johnson, 1995; Lewis, 

1997. 

Having dependents is predicted to be positively related to both 

WIF and FIW as the individual will experience greater demands on their 

time, which in tum may lead to WFC. Previous research has shown that 

employees with dependents are more susceptible to WFC (Frone et al., 

1992a; Lee & Duxbury, 1998; McAulay, 1999). No difference is expected 

between men with dependents and women with dependents as having 

dependents is expected in itself to be sufficient to cause difficulties 

between work and family life regardless of gender. Having a live in 

partner is also predicted to be positively related to WFC, in particular 

WIF strain, as there is more likely to be pressure to spend time on home 

activities. 

Various types of support have been shown in previous research to 

be positively related to performance and intention to stay (Cohen, 1997; 

Lynch et al., 1999; Randall, et al., 1999). Support has also been linked to 

the reduction of psychological strain and WFC (McAulay, 1999; Pulman, 

1998; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Warren & Johnson, 1995). It is predicted 

in the current study that all sources of support from within and outside the 

organisation will be positively related to in-role performance, extra-role 

performance and intention to stay; and inversely related to WIF, FIW and 

psychological strain. It is also hypothesised that the support variables 

within and outside the organisation may mediate any relationships found 

between the use of FFis and the outcome variables. This is suggested on 

the basis of both empirical and anecdotal evidence discussed in Chapter 
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Two that highlights the mediating effects of variables such as supervisor 

support and perceived organisational support (Lynch et al., 1999; Pulman, 

1998; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Thompson et al., 1999; Warren & 

Johnson, 1995). 

Job involvement and job effort are included primarily to see if 

-such factors have an effect on any direct relationships between the use of 

FFis and outcomes. However, it is predicted that job involvement and 

effort will be positively correlated with in-role performance, extra-role 

performance, WIF, and psychological strain. The rationale is that those 

who are more psychologically involved in their jobs and put in more 

effort will have higher levels of both in-role and extra-role performance 

because they are motivated to put a lot of time and energy into their jobs 

(Brown & Leigh, 1996; Kanungo, 1982a; Thompson & Blau, 1993; 

However, a negative aspect of being immersed in one's job is the 

likelihood of experiencing more WIF strain and more psychological strain 

(Adams et al., 1996; Frone et al,. l 992a). This hypothesis is supported by 

the rational view toward WFC, which suggests the more time and energy 

an individual expends in a particular domain then the more conflict they 

will experience between that domain and the other (Greenhaus et al., 

1987; Gutek et al., 1991). 

Family involvement and effort is predicted to be associated with 

the level of FIW strain. Those who are more involved with their families, 

and put in more effort, are expected to experience greater levels of FIW 

strain simply because family issues are likely to be more salient and as a 

result may interfere with work (Adams et al., 1996; Frone et al., 1992a). 
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WFC and the Other Outcome Variables 

It is hypothesised that both WIF and FIW will be negatively 

related to in-role performance, extra-role performance and intention to 

stay, and positively associated with psychological strain. The main 

rationale for examining these relationships is that WFC has been 

associated with negative consequences and it is expected that similar 

findings will be obtained in the current study (Adams & Jex, 1999; Frone 

et al., 1996; O'Driscoll et al., 1992). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

METHODOLOGY 

In the social sciences, questionnaires are one of the most 

commonly used research methods (Liebert & Liebert, 1995). The 

questionnaire approach was chosen for the current research project as it 

provided the most efficient way of gathering information. For example, a 

much higher response rate could be expected relative to an interview 

method, because a questionnaire generally requires far less time than an 

interview, and does not require participants to reveal their identity to the 

researcher thereby assuring anonymity. Secondly, the data collected from 

a questionnaire is more amenable to statistical analyses. The design in 

the current research is correlational, as none of the predictor variables 

could have been manipulated for practical and ethical reasons . 

Participants 

Of the 330 packages sent out, 169 useable questionnaires were 

returned giving a response rate of 51 percent. Of those who returned 

questionnaires 73 percent were male and 27 percent were female. This 

percentage is similar to that found in the organisation which has 

approximately 30 percent female employees and 70 percent male 

employees. With regard to age, 18 percent of the respondents were aged 

between 20 and 29, 30 percent were aged between 30 and 39, 30 percent 

were aged between 40 and 49, and 22 percent were aged 50 or over. Just 
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on 55 percent of the respondents reported having dependents, with 9 

percent of those being women and the remaining 45 percent being male 

respondents. Out of a total of 187 dependents, 23 percent were 

preschoolers, 65 percent were school age, 10 percent were at university, 

and 2 percent fell into the category of "other". Eighty-two percent of 

respondents reported having a "live-in" partner, with 43 percent of those 

respondents indicating that their partner worked full-time, 22 percent 

stating their partners worked part-time, 14 percent were classed as full­

time "at home" parents, and 3 percent fell into the category of "other". 

Ninety one percent of the 169 respondents reported that they were 

employed full-time, 1 percent stated they worked part-time, and 8 percent 

said they were contractors. The average hours worked by those employed 

full-time was 45 hours per week, with a modal response of 50 hours. The 

average number of years served in the organisation was 11, with a modal 

response of 1. The education level of respondents was fairly high with 78 

percent reporting tertiary as their highest level of education. However 

the organisation estimated that approximately 75 percent of its employees 

would have some type of tertiary qualification. 

Procedures 

The search for a suitable organisation to participate in the current 

study started with the Equal Employment Opportunities Trust (EEO 

Trust), based in Auckland. A search of EEO Trust publications identified 

several companies as potential participants. The major criterion that an 
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organisation needed to meet to be considered was that it be "family­

friendly", due to the presence of well established family-friendly 

practices that had been recognised by the EEO Trust. Also an 

organisation needed to have sufficient employees to ensure a reasonable 

number of responses. The researcher made initial contact by phone, 

followed with an email detailing the project. Out of several organisations 

approached a large international company agreed to participate. 

Prior to sending out any questionnaires, approval for the research 

was obtained from the Massey University Human Ethics Committee. 

Three hundred and thirty questionnaire packages were put together and 

couriered to the contact person in the human resource department. 

Included in each package were a questionnaire, instruction sheet, 

information sheet, and a freepost envelope addressed to the researcher 

(Appendix A). An ~mail detailing the project, and why the company 

wanted to be involved, was sent out just before a questionnaire package 

was distributed to each employee via the internal mail system. 

Respondents were inforn1ed that the primary purpose of the questionnaire 

was for an independent research project examining the impact of family 

friendly practices on work performance and general wellbeing. A 

secondary goal was to provide feedback to the company regarding work­

family issues and employees' needs. It was made clear to all staff that 

participation was voluntary, that they had the right not to answer any 

particular question, and that they had the right to withdraw up until they 

returned the questionnaire. It was also indicated that all replies would be 
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anonymous, and that returning questionnaires direct to the researcher 

would ensure confidentiality. Respondents were also made aware that 

completing the questionnaire implied informed consent and that a 

summary of the general findings would be made available to each 

employee. 

Measures 

A self-report questionnaire was developed to measure work­

family conflict, work performance, psychological strain, and turnover 

intent, along with the usage and importance of family-friendly practices 

offered by the participating organisation. Other variables measured 

included organisational support, job and family involvement, and social 

support. Demographic questions about personal background and work 

life were also included in the questionnaire. 

The questionnaire was divided into five sections. Section one was 

about family-friendly initiatives. Section two covered questions that 

asked specifically about other aspects of work life including 

organisational support, team leader and team member support, job 

involvement and job effort, and work performance. Section three asked 

respondents questions to do with their personal lives including support 

received from family and friends, their level of family involvement and 

effort, and levels of anxiety. Section four examined work-family 

interaction. Section five asked for demographic information. Detailed 

descriptions about each measure are given below. 
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Family-Friendly Initiatives 

A list of FFis was obtained from a joint publication by the 

Ministry of Women's Affairs, New Zealand Employers' Federation, and 

EEO Trust (1995). This list was then given to the participating 

organisation as a guide, with the request that they come back to the 

researcher with a list that reflected what their company actually offered. 

The definitive list from the organisation is what was included in the 

questionnaire. Examples of FFis include the availability of part-time 

work, job sharing, paid parental leave, and meetings held in core hours. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their use of a particular practice as 

well as how important they believed each item to be. The other questions 

in the FFI section were concerned with awareness, availability, and 

communication of the practices listed. 

Organisational Support 

A 20-item work-family culture scale, developed by Thompson, 

Beauvais, and Lyness (1999), was used as the basis for this measure. 

Their items were generated from a review of the literature, input from 

four experts in the area of work and family, and previous pilot studies 

(Beauvais & Kowalski, 1993; Francesco & Thompson, 1996 both cited in 

Thompson et al., 1999). Thompson et al. (1999) carried out a principal 

components analysis (PCA) to identify underlying dimensions which they 

interpreted to be managerial support, career consequences of devoting 

time to family responsibilities, and organisational time demands. The 
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Thompson et al. (1999) scale was tested on a sample of 276 business 

program graduates from two universities in the northeast United States. 

A three factor solution was supported according to multiple criteria used 

by Thompson et al. (1999). The internal consistency for the scale was 

high as demonstrated by a coefficient alpha of .92. The coefficient alphas 

for the composite scales were .91 for managerial support, .74 for career 

consequences, and .80 for organisational time demands. 

Due to concerns over the length of the questionnaire in the current 

study several items were dropped from the original scale. In addition, all 

references to the terms "management" or "manager" were replaced with 

the term "team leader". Examples of work/family support items are: "In 

general this organisation is quite accommodating of family-related 

needs'', and " Team leaders in this organisation are encourage to be 

sensitive to employees' family and personal concerns". A sample "time 

demands" item is "To get ahead in this organisation employees are 

expected to work extra hours, whether at work or at home". An example 

of "FFI support" is "In this organisation those that use family friendly 

initiatives are viewed as less serious about their careers than those that 

don 't ". Each item was scored using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. Eight items were reverse scored. In 

the current study the higher the score then the higher the level of 

perceived support. 
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Job and Family Involvement 

The job involvement items were taken from the ten-item scale 

developed by Kanungo (1982a). Kanungo (1982b) administered the scale 

to 900 English and French speaking employees taking evening courses at 

three different Montreal universities. Analysis of the 703 returned 

questionnaires showed good internal consistency with a reliability 

coefficient of .87. To establish test-retest reliability a parallel study was 

conducted in two of the universities. The scale showed of a reliability 

coefficient of .85. The job involvement scale was subjected to various 

tests of unidimensionality, construct and criterion validity, and 

convergent and discriminant validity using the other scales in the study 

including work involvement, and job satisfaction (see Kanungo, 1982a). 

The outcome of these tests provides support for the psychometric 

properties if the job involvement scale. 

Due to concerns over questionnaire length, five items based on 

shortened job involvement measures used successfully by previous 

researchers (Adams et al., 1996; Frone & Rice, 1987; Prone et al., 1992a, 

1994; McAulay, 1999) were selected from Kanungo's (1982a) scale. 

The coefficient alphas for these studies ranged from .68 to .88, indicating 

good internal consistencies. The response scale used in this study was a 

7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

One item was reverse scored. The higher the score in this study, the 

greater one's psychological involvement. Sample items include: " I am 
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very much personally involved with my job'', and " my job is central to 

my existence". 

A family involvement scale was developed specifically for the 

current research by replacing the word ')ob" with the word "family'', for 

the five job involvement items selected. This procedure has been used 

successfully in previous research. For example, Frone and Rice (1987) 

took four items and exchanged the word job with "spouse", Frone et al. 

(1992a), selected five items and developed a ten-item scale by using the 

term "spouse" or "children" for each item. Adams et al. (1996), selected 

five items and replaced the word "job" with the word "family". The 

coefficient alphas for family involvement in these studies ranged from .76 

to .88, indicating good internal consistencies. In the current study a 7-

point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, was 

used to score each item. One item was reverse scored. As with the job 

involvement scale the higher the score then the greater one's 

psychological family involvement is taken to be. 

Work and Family Effort 

The work effort items were taken from a ten-item scale developed 

by Brown and Leigh (1996) to measure effort. A confirmatory factor 

analysis conducted by Brown and Leigh (1996), showed a two-factor 

solution with five items reflecting a dimension of effort labelled time 

commitment (persistence), and five items reflecting a dimension labelled 

work intensity (energy expended). Brown and Leigh (1996) tested their 
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scale on two independent samples of salespeople. Sample one consisted 

of 178 sales representatives from three different paper goods 

manufacturing comparnes. Sample two consisted of 161 sales 

representatives from one large medical products company. The internal 

consistencies reported for work intensity were good for both samples with 

coefficient alphas of .82 and .83 respectively. 

Four of the five work intensity items were selected for the current 

study. For example, "When there is a job to be done I devote all my 

energy to completing it". The item "When I work I do so with intensity" 

was dropped as it was considered to be superfluous given the nature of 

the other questions. A 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree was used to score each item, which was also 

the same response format used by Brown and Leigh (1996). A family 

intensity scale was developed specifically for the current research by 

taking the four work intensity items and changing the wording to reflect 

the family situation. For example, "When there are family activities on I 

devote all my energy to them". For both scales a higher score indicated 

greater effort. 

Social Support 

The items used for the social support measures were based on a 

ten-item "Significant Others Scale" (SOS) developed by Power et al. 

(1988). A set of factor analyses conducted by Power et al. (1988) 

provides support for making a distinction between practical and 

emotional support. From the Open University Psychology Society, Power 
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et al. (1988) obtained a total sample of 135 women. They administered 

the SOS at two points in time, six months apart. Information was 

available for both administrations from a total of 73 women. Four 

summary support scores were obtained as both actual and ideal support 

were measured. The test-retest correlations ranged between .73 and .83. 

No reliability coefficients were provided for internal consistencies. 

Eight items were selected to measure social support. Four of the 

items were intended to measure emotional support, and four to measure 

practical support. An example of a practical support item is: "To what 

extent can you get practical help in times of difficulty". An example of an 

emotional support item is: "To what extent can you trust and share 

personal feelings". The items were included in both the work life 

section, so as to measure support from team leaders and team members, 

and then repeated in the personal life section in order to assess the level 

of support received from partners, family and friends. In the personal life 

section the item "discuss your personal life" was changed to read "discuss 

your work life". Respondents were asked in both sections to give a rating 

for each relationship on a 6 point scale, and coded from 1-6, using the 

following anchors: never; not very often; sometimes; often; very often; all 

of the time. 
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Work Performance 

A sixteen-item scale developed by Lynch et al. (1999), was 

adapted for the current study. Lynch et al. (1999) drew items from 

several existing relevant scales, as in their view no one scale adequately 

distinguished in-role and extra-role performance as defined by George 

and Brief (1992). Lynch et al. (1999) conducted factor analyses in two 

separate studies to determine the unidimensionality of both in-role and 

extra-role performance. In the first study a sample of 300 employees of a 

retail chain in the United States was obtained. The second study sampled 

221 employees of various organisations. The respondents' names were 

obtained from the university records of an eastern United States 

university. The resu lt was a clear two-factor solution with nine items 

loading onto a factor they called in-role performance, and seven items 

loaded onto a factor described as extra-role performance. The coefficient 

alphas reported for both studies show good internal consistency, with 

.87/.88 for in-role performance and .91/.90 for extra-role performance. 

In total twelve items were used in the current study, with six items 

intended to measure in-role perfonnance, and six to measure extra-role 

performance. Four items from the original sixteen were dropped due to 

concerns over conceptual redundancy and questionnaire length. Three of 

the items dropped related to in-role performance, and one to extra-role 

performance. Also the wording was changed in the current study from 

"this employee" to "I" to reflect the self-report nature of the 

questionnaire. A 7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree to 
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strongly agree was used to score each item. One item was reverse scored. 

On both scales the higher the score the greater the individual perceived 

their performance to be. A sample item for in-role performance · is: " I 

always perform the tasks that are expected of me". A sample item for 

extra-role performance is: "I would often volunteer for activities outside 

my normal duties ". 

Intention to Stay 

The items used in the current study were based on a three-item 

turnover intention scale, developed by O'Driscoll and Beehr (1994). The 

respondents for that study came from a sample selected from two major 

accounting firms: one in New Zealand and one in the United States. The 

data from both countries was pooled and a reliability coefficient of .93 

was obtained from the turnover intention scale, indicating excellent 

internal consistency. Several other studies have used similar three to four 

item scales to assess turnover intentions (e.g Aryee et al., 1998; Cohen, 

1997; Grantley & Cropanzano, 1999; Greenhaus et al. , 1997; Kirchmeyer 

& Cohen, 1999; Nelson & Quick, 1991; Rothausen, 1994). The internal 

consistency alphas in the preceding studies ranged from .74 to .90. For 

the scale used in the current study a higher score indicates a greater 

intention to stay with the organization. A sample item from the current 

study is : "/never think about leaving this organisation ". 



50 

Psychological Strain 

The scaled General Health Questionnaire (GHQ 28) was 

developed by Goldberg and Hillier (1979) by subjecting the GHQ 60 to 

various factor analyses. The result was a four factor solution from which 

the seven highest loadings on each factor were retained. The four 

subscales of the GHQ 28 are identified as follows: somatic symptoms; 

anxiety and insomnia; social dysfunction; and severe depression. Patton 

( 1987, cited in Goldberg & Williams, 1988) administered the GHQ 28 to 

a sample of schoolgirls on two different occasions, twelve months apart. 

Principal components analyses revealed results very similar those 

obtained by Goldberg and Hillier (1979). When Patton (1987, cited in 

Goldberg & Williams, 1988) compared the results of the first and second 

administrations they found each factor had an alpha coefficient of .99, 

thus suggesting that the factor structure has a high degree of stability over 

time. Robinson and Price (1982, cited in Goldberg & Williams, 1988) 

administered the GHQ 28 to I 03 stroke patients, some eight months apart, 

and reported test-retest correlations of .90. 

In the current study only the anxiety subscale was selected due 

mainly to concern over questionnaire length. One of the primary 

indicators of mental health used in the literature is self-report scales that 

measure anxiety and/or depression. The anxiety subscale was selected in 

the current study over the depression subscale as the depression scale 

items were inappropriate given the context of the current study as they are 

designed as an indicator of severe depression. For example many of the 



51 

questions in the depression subscale focus on suicidal intent, whereas in 

the anxiety subscale the items address whether lack of sleep is an issue 

for example, or whether the individual has been feeling edgy and bad­

tempered. A 4-point Likert scale was used to score each item and was 

anchored by the following: not at all; no more than usual; rather more 

than usual; much more than usual. A high score on the anxiety scale 

indicates high levels of anxiety. 

Work-Family Conflict 

The items used to measure WFC were from a twelve-item scale 

developed by Frone and Yardley (1996). Six of the items measured the 

extent that a respondent's work interfered with their family life (WIF), 

and six items assessed the degree to which a respondent's family life 

interfered with their work (FIW). For both dimensions Frone and 

Yardley (1996) combined four items from Gutek et al. (1991), and two 

items from Frone et al. (1992a, 1992b). Frone and Yardley's (1996) 

sample was obtained from a mid-sized financial services company located 

in Ontario, Canada. While 480 questionnaires were returned, data from a 

sub-sample of 252 respondents, with children living at home, were used 

in the analyses. Frone and Yardley (1996) also conducted a confirmatory 

factor analysis which supported a two factor solution that made a 

distinction between work interfering with family, and family interfering 

with work. The internal consistency alphas reported by Frone and 

Yardley (1996) were .87 for WIF, and .79 for FIW. 
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Frone et al. ( 1997) used the scale developed by Frone and Yardley 

(1996) on a sample of 372 employed adults who were either married 

and/or had children living at home. The alpha coefficient was .88 for the 

WIF items, and .80 for the FIW items. Gutek et al. (1991) conducted two 

separate studies using two four-item scales to measure work-family 

conflict. The sample in study l consisted of 423 male and female 

psychologists who had at least one family member living with them. 

Study 2 was based on 178 senior managers who participated in executive 

education programmes at an American business school. As with the first 

study only those with one family member living with them were included 

in the data analyses. The alphas for WIF items were .81 in the first study 

and .83 in study 2. Alphas for the FIW items were .79 in study 1 and .83 

in study 2. 

The current study used the same twelve items as Frone and 

Yardley ( 1996). A sample WIF item is "My job or career keeps me from 

spe11ding the amount of time I would like to spend with my family". A 

sample FIW item is "My home life keeps me from spe11di11g the amount of 

time I would like to spend on job or career related activities ". A 5-point 

Likert scale, which consisted of the following anchors: never; seldom; 

sometimes; often; and very often, was used to score each item. The 

higher the score on both the WIF and FIW scales then the greater the 

strain experienced in those areas. 
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This chapter reports the descriptive statistics and intercorrelations of 

the major variables, reliabilities for the measures used, factor analyses run 

on particular measures, and multiple regression analyses along with tests for 

mediator and moderator effects. To be conservative all tests for significance, 

throughout the entire study, were two-tailed even where hypotheses were 

directional. 

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations 

The means and standard deviations of the major variables, presented 

in Table 1, indicate that each employee uses or has used an average of 3.85 

FFis from the twenty FFis available. The mean importance rating was 2.00 

indicating that overall FFis are rated as somewhat important. The 

percentage of respondents that use each FFI, along with the spread across 

importance ratings, are presented in Table 2. This table shows that all FFis 

are being used or have been used at one time. 

Flexible hours and a fourth week of annual leave were rated as being 

very important by over 60 percent of respondents, and have been utilised by 

over 50 percent. Special leave for exceptional personal needs was rated as 

very important by seventy percent of respondents, but only utilised by 28 

percent. Approximately one third of respondents have worked from home, 

use the family contact phone, and have meetings and training in core 

business hours. The aforementioned FFis were regarded as somewhat or 

very important by over 70 percent of respondents. Around 20 percent of 



Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations Between Variables 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1 Use FFl's 3.85 3.01 
2 Importance FFl's 2.00 .43 .22** 
3 Job Involvement (a) 3.83 1.17 -.01 .05 
4 Job Intensity (a) 6.00 0.88 .08 .00 .37** 
5 Workplace Support (a) 5.51 1.03 .19* .23** .18* .34** 
6 Career Consequences (a) 4.68 1.31 .04 .07 .06 .23** .34** 
7 Time Demands (a) 3.66 1.29 -.01 .04 -.22** .04 .41 ** .38** 
8 Team Leader support (b) 3.50 1.15 .16* .18* .25** .30** .63** .31 ** .37** 
9 Team member support (b) 3.801.04.10 .24** .15 .26** .50** .25** .30** .56** 

1 O In-role performance (a) 5.79 0.71 -.04 .03 .10 .43** .12 .09 .00 .01 -.04 
11 Extra-role performance (a) 6.16 0.64 .10 .06 .36** .49** .46** .24 ** .13 .53** .37** .29** 
12 Intention to leave (a) 4.08 1.68 .14 .02 .11 .20** .32** .09 .22** .34** .12 .12 .25** 
13 Family Involvement (a) 5.50 1.04 .12 .12 -.10 .09 .07 .09 -.05 -.07 .04 .07 -.05 .07 

. 14 Family Intensity (a) 5.68 1.19 .13 .07 -.08 .21** .04 .06 -.10 -.15 -.01 .16* -.03 .04 .74** 
15 Support partner (b) 4.55 1.91 .19* .02 .21 ** .26** .23** .11 -.07 .14 .13 .10 .16* .08 .33** .23** 
16 Support family (b) 4.14 1.31 .05 .17* .01 .22** .10 .10 .12 .21 ** .41 ** .12 .17* -.03 .21 ** .21** .23** 
17 Support Friends (b) 3.75 1.13 .05 .20* -.07 .22** .09 .08 .16* .24** .43** -.04 .23** -.09 -.03 .01 .03 .68** 
18 Anxiety/strain (c) 3.39 1.00 .10 .09 .16* .06 -.28** -.14 -.36** -.18* -.21 ** -.03 -.12 -.17* -.02 .02 -.05 -.10 .00 
19 Work interfering family (d) 2.64 0.78 .14 .13 .40** .17* -.06 -.14 -.59** -.03 -.15 .00 .13 -.10 -.08 -.05 .14 -.12 -.08 .42** 
20 Family interfering work (d) 1.64 0.48 .08 .00 .11 -.08 -.08 -.26** -.30** -.18* .03 -.18* -.10 -.15 .08 .01 .07 -.08 -.02 .25** .46** 

(a) 7-point response scale * p< .05 
(b) 6-point response scale ** p< .05 
(c) 4-point response scale 
(d) 5-point response scale 
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respondents make use of cashing in leave and approximately the 

same percentage attend family social activities. These two FFis are rated as 

important by just over 65 percent of respondents. Parent centre membership 

for all new parents is used by only 3 percent of respondents and is seen as 

unimportant by 65 percent. 

Table 2 
Proportions for FF/ Use and Importance 

FFI Use Percent Importance(%) 
Previous or Not Somewhat Very 

Current Important Important Important 
Part-time work 8 40 40 20 
Flexible Hours 56 9 26 65 
Job Sharing 5 53 37 10 
Work from home 34 24 45 31 
Compressed work week 5 41 40 19 
Staggered return from parental leave 2 40 37 23 
4th week annual leave 54 11 24 65 
Buyable leave 9 29 46 25 
Leave cash up 22 29 48 23 
Paid parental leave 10 27 27 46 
Special leave personal needs 28 8 22 70 
Unpaid leave 10 25 42 33 
Family room at work 5 51 36 13 
Parent Centre membership-new parents 3 64 29 7 
Parents newsletter 6 73 23 4 
Parents magazine distribution list 2 74 23 3 
Phone for family contact 33 29 23 49 
Family social activities 20 36 46 18 
Meetings in core hours 36 18 38 44 
Training in core hours 36 16 41 43 

Scale Reliability 

The alpha coefficient provides a statistical estimate of the reliability 

of a scale with multiple items. The greater the consistency among item 

responses, the higher the alpha coefficient will be. The reliability estimates 

for all the scales used in the current study were good, apart from in-role 

performance, and ranged from .71 to .99. The reliability of in-role 
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performance was low at .57. The alpha coefficients for each scale are 

shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Scale Reliability Estimates 

Scale 

Use of FFls 
Importance of FFls 
Job involvement 
Job effort 
Workplace support 
Career support 
Time support 
Team leader support 
Team member support 
Family involvement 
Family effort 
Partner support 
Family support 
Friend support 
In-role performance 
Extra-role performance 
Intention to stay 
Psychological strain 
WIF 
FIW 

Alpha 

.76 

.91 

.71 

.83 

.85 

.75 

.76 

.94 

.91 

.71 

.90 

.99 

.95 

.93 

.57 

.76 

.77 

.88 

.88 

.78 

Factor Structure 

The scales in the current study that were subjected to factor analyses 

were organisational support and performance. The rationale for doing so 

lies with the multidimensional nature of those constructs as espoused in the 

literature. Two issues were of concern: I) did the scales used in the current 

study load clearly onto distinct factors; and 2) if multi-factor solutions did 

occur, were they in line with previous theory and research. 

To identify the underlying structure of the work-family culture scale 

a principal components analysis, with varimax rotation, was conducted. This 
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analysis was based on 169 respondents for 13 items. This meets the 

suggested minimum of a 10: 1 ratio of observations to items (Nunnally, 

1978). The results supported a three factor solution when using the latent 

root criterion, where the eigenvalue of each factor must be greater than one 

to be selected. The results of the rotated factor matrix are shown in Table 4, 

and suggested interpretations for each factor are written in italics. While 

three factors were expected based on the research by Thompson et al. (1999: 

see methodology section), the labelling of the factors was different due to 

the nature of the items in the current study that loaded onto each factor. 

Six items loaded clearly onto the first factor, which captured the 

extent to which the organisation was supportive of employees' family 

responsibilities, and so was labelled work/family support . Four items 

loaded onto a second factor that was more difficult to label, but ultimately 

appeared to represent the expectation that the organisation has of its 

employees to make personal sacrifices to meet organisational demands and 

so was labelled personal sacrifice. Three items loaded onto the third factor 

where the theme was quite clearly about the perceived negative 

consequences of using FFis and was labelled negative consequences. 

Together the three factors accounted for 62 percent of the total variance. 

Factor 1 explained the most with 37 percent, and Factors 2 and 3 explained 

14 percent and 11 percent respectively. The Cronbach alphas for the 

composite dimension scales were .85 for work-family support (6 items), .76 

for organisational demands (4 items), and .75 for negative consequences (3 

items). Cronbach's alpha for the whole scale was .85. 
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Table 4 

Rotated Factor Matrix for Organisational Support Items 
Factor Loading Communality 

Item 1 2 3 
Work-Family Balance 

In general this organisation is quite 
Accommodating of family-related needs (1) .61 .24 .29 .52 

Team leaders in this organisation are encouraged to be 
Sensitive to employees' family and personal concerns (2) .80 .11 .12 .67 

In the event of a conflict, team leaders are understanding 
when employees have to put their family first. (3) .70 .16 .27 .59 

My team leader is supportive in helping me 
Balance work and personal commitments. (5) .80 .13 .08 .66 

My team is supportive in helping me balance 
work and personal commitments . (6) .76 .11 .10 .60 

Flexible ways of working are explored 
and supported in my team. (13) .74 .16 -.10 .57 

Personal Sacrifices 

In this organisation it is difficult to balance 
Work and family lives. (4) .16 .65 .11 .46 

To turn down a promotion or transfer for family reasons 
Will seriously hurt one's career progress in this 
Organisation . (10) .20 .60 .23 .46 

To get ahead in this organisation employees are 
expected to work extra hours, whether at the 
workplace or at home. (11) .12 .86 .06 .75 

Employees in this organisation are often expected 
to take work home at night and/or weekends. (12) .15 .83 .11 .72 

Negative Consequences 

Many employees are resentful when men in this 
organisation take parental leave. (7) .10 .19 .86 .78 

Many employees are resentful when women in this 
organisation take parental leave (8) .23 -.01 .84 .76 

In this organisation those that use family friendly 
Initiatives are viewed as less serious about their careers 
than those that don't. (9) .05 .34 .64 .52 
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A principal components analysis, with varimax rotation, was also 

conducted on the performance measure. Using the latent root criterion a 

three-factor solution emerged. However, as only two of the items loaded on 

to the third factor, and it is recommended that each factor have a minimum 

of three variables, the factor analysis was nm again and stopped once two 

factors had been extracted. The rationale for selecting two factors is also 

supported by previous research that has found two clear factors using 

similar items (Lynch et al., 1999; Williams & Alliger, 1994). The two items 

that had previously loaded on to a third factor loaded on to factor 2 in the 

subsequent analysis. 

Factor 1 appeared to best represent the extent to which an employee 

perceived they exceeded the basic requirements of the job, and was labelled 

extra-role performance. Factor 2 represented the extent to which an 

employee perceived that they met the requirements of the job, and was 

labelled in-role pe1formance. The results are shown in Table 5. Together 

the two factors accounted for 44 percent of the total variance. Factor 1 

explained most of the variance with 31 percent. The Cronbach alphas for 

the composite dimension scales were .57 for in-role performance (5 items), 

and .76 for extra-role (7 items), and .77 for the performance scale as a 

whole. 
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Table 5 

Rotated Factor Matrix for Performance Items 
Factor Communalit~ 

Loading 
Item 1 2 

Extra-Role Performance 

I work cooperatively with my team leader. (7) .58 .22 .38 

I make constructive suggestions to improve the overall 
functioning of my team. (8) .74 -.11 .56 

I am always looking for ways to improve the effectiveness 
of my work. (9) .73 .13 .55 

I take action to protect the organisation from 
potential problems. (10) .76 .09 .58 

I would go out of my way to help new employees .71 .20 .54 

I would often volunteer for activities outside my normal 
duties. (11) .57 .10 .34 

My attendance at work is above the norm. (6) .40 .00 .16 

In-Role Performance 

I always perform tasks that are expected of me (1) .10 .78 .61 

I am punctual in getting back to work after breaks (2) .04 .60 .36 

I spend idle time in conversation (3) -.07 .48 .23 

I adequately complete assigned duties (4) .18 .61 .40 

I fulfil the responsibilities specified in my job description (5) .43 .60 .54 
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Finally, a principal components analysis with varimax rotation was 

carried out for the social support scales. Contrary to expectations the results 

show that all items in each scale loaded clearly on to one factor. The 

variance explained by the single factor for each scale was 91 percent for 

social support from partner, 73 percent from family support, 67 percent 

from friend support, 70 percent from team leader support, and 63 percent 

from team member support. Possible reasons for finding no distinction 

between those items intended to measure practical support and those 

designed to measure emotional support are outlined in the discussion. 

Hypothesis Testing 

Importance of FFls and Outcome Variables 

Single linear regressions were run with WlF and FIW entered as 

predictors and importance of FFis as the criterion. Regression enables one 

variable to be predicted from another by using the association between the 

two variab les to build regression lines for each. Single linear regressions 

were run to see if importance of FFls was related to in-role and extra-role 

performance, mtention to stay or psychological strain. The hypothesis that 

the perceived importance of FFis would be positively related to WIF and 

FJW strain was not supported. Results are shown in Table 6. 



Table 6 
Regression Analyses between Use and Importance of FFls and Outcomes 

Predictor Criterion 
Importance of 

FF ls 

WIF .13 
FIW .00 
In-role Performance .03 
Extra-role Performance .06 
Intention to Stay .02 
Psychological Strain .09 

Importance of FFls and Control Variables 
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Single linear regressions were run to test separately the relationships 

between gender and dependents and the importance of FFis. As predicted 

gender was related to the perceived importance of FFis with the direction 

indicating that women perceive FFis as more important than men. There 

was no relationship between those with dependents and the importance of 

FFls. Results are shown in table 7. 

To further clarify relationships between gender and dependents 

independent-samples !-tests were run on men and women with dependents, 

men and women without dependents, and the importance of FFis. The 

results in table 8 show that on average women with dependents perceive 

FFis to be more important than men with dependents. No other significant 

differences were found. ANOV A statistics were not used as a Pearsons Chi-

squared revealed that a greater percentage of the male respondents had 

dependents compared to the women, and that difference was significant, 

x2=10.85, p<.Ol. 



Table 7 
Regression Analyses between Importance of FFls and Controls 

Predictor Criterion 
Importance 

FF ls 

Gender .17* 
Depend en~ .08 
Work-family balance .23** 
Negative Consequences .07 
Personal Sacrifice .04 
Team Leader Support .18* 
Team Member Support .24** 
Partner Support .02 
Family Support .17* 
Friend Support .20* 
Job Involvement .05 
Job Intensity/effort .00 
Family Involvement .12 
Family Intensity/effort .07 

Notes 
* p<.05 ** p<.01 
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Single linear regressions between the rest of the control variables 

and the importance of FFis revealed positive relationships between support 

from family, friends, team leader and team members and the importance of 

FFis. The work/family balance dimension of organisational support was 

also positively related to the importance of FFis. Results are shown in table 

7. 
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Table 8 
Independent Samples T-tests between Men and Women with and without 
Dependents 

Test Variable M M df 
Men with Men without 

Dependents Dependents 

Use FFls 4.23 (3 .32) 3.62 (2 .56) -1 .06 120 
Imp FFls 1.94 (.42) 1.85(.41) -1 .17 120 
WIF 2.94 (.74) 2.62 (.79) -2 .24* 120 
FIW 1.56 (.53) 1.5 (.36) -3.25** 120 

Women with Women without 
Dependents Dependents 

Use FFls 4.44 (2.58) 3.03 (2.88) -1 .63 44 
Imp FFls 2.18 (.39) 2.01 (.45) -1.26 44 
WIF 2.25 (.70) 2.10 (.55) -.80 44 
FIW 1.56 (.41) 1.50 (.42) -.48 44 

Men with Women with 
Dependents Dependents 

Use FFls 4.23 (3 .32) 4.44 (2.58) -.23 91 
Imp FFls 1.94 (.42) 2.18(.39) -2.11 * 91 
WIF 2.94 (.74) 2.25 (.70) 3.44** 91 
FIW 1.56 (.53) 1.56(.41) 1.59 91 

Men without Women without 
Dependents Dependents 

Use FFls 3.62 (2.56) 3.03 (2 .88) .93 73 
Imp FFls 1.85 (.41) 2.01 (.45) -1 .65 73 
WIF 2.62 (.79) 2.10(.55) 3.14** 73 
FIW 1.50 (.36) 1.50 (.42) -.04 73 

* .p<.05 ** .p<.01 ***.p<.001 
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Use of FF!s and Outcome Variables 

A hierarchical regression analysis was run to examme the 

relationship between the use of FFis and WIF, FIW, in-role performance, 

extra-role performance, intention to stay and psychological strain. A 

hierarchical model was adopted in this study to see in the first instance if 

there was a zero-order relationship between the use of FFis and the outcome 

variables. Gender and dependents were then entered at the second step to 

see what effect holding constant 'demand' factors may have. Support 

variables were entered after gender and dependents in order to ascertain if 

any relationships found at step 2 would still hold once support variables 

were included. Psychological involvement and effort variables for work and 

family were entered in the final step to see if those types of variables would 

cause any existing relationships to either surface or disappear. 

The advantage of using the hierarchical approach is that it is possible 

to ascertain what happens to the relationships between the use of FFis and 

the outcome variables when selected factors are held constant. That is do the 

relationships between the use of FFis and the outcome variables hold or do 

they disappear. This is of particular interest in the current study due to 

possible cancelling out effects between use and WFC, for example, 

discussed in Chapter Three. However once variables are added in to the 

model a clearer picture the ambivalence is removed. Hierarchical regression 

is also advantageous as it is possible to ascertain if other variables increase 

the amount of variance explained in the outcome variable by looking at the 

significance of the change in R2 after each step. 
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The hypothesis that the use of FFis would be negatively related with 

both WIF, and FIW was not supported. The hypothesis that the use of FFls 

would be positively associated with in-role performance, extra-role 

performance, and intention to stay with the organisation was partially 

supported as the use of FFis was positively related to intention to stay in 

step 1 indicating a zero-order relationship between the two. However, this 

relationship was not evident at any of the other steps in the regression 

equation. Use of FFis was not negatively related to psychological strain as 

predicted. However, a positive relationship was evident in step 4 indicating 

that as psychological strain increases so does the use of FFis when other 

relationships with use of FFis are held constant. The results of the 

hierarchical regression are shown in table 9 

The R2 statistic indicates the variance explained between the 

predictor variables and the criterion. However, as R2 always increases with 

each variable added, it tends to be an overly optimistic estimate of how well 

the model fits the population (Draper & Smith, 1998). Therefore when 

assessing the strength of a multivariate relationship the adjusted R2 provides 

the best index. As can be seen in Table 9, the use of FFis explains virtually 

none of the variance for any of the outcome variables. 

Use of FF/sand Control Variables 

Single linear regressions were run to test separately the relationships 

between gender and dependents and the use of FFis. As predicted no 

significant relationships were found. See Table 10 for results. Gender and 

dependents were then tested to see if they moderated any relationships 
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between the use of FFis and the outcome variables. Given that FFis are 

primarily directed at those with the greatest needs (e.g., women with 

dependents), it is reasonable to examine a relevant subset as effects can be 

masked when looking at the participants as a whole. A moderator variable, 

as described by Baron and Kenny ( 1986), is a variable that has an effect on 

the d irection and/or strength of the relationship between a predictor and 

criterion variable. The notion of a moderator variable is generally 

introduced when there are unexpectedly weak or inconsistent relationships 

between a predictor and criterion variable. 

To test for moderation multiple regression analyses were run 

separately for males and females, and for those with and without 

dependents, between use of FFis and the outcome vari ables, and the use of 

FFis with the control variables. Where the results indicated that a particular 

relationship was significant for one group and not the other (e.g significant 

for males but not females), the standardi sed Beta weights were examined 

and then Cohen and Cohen's ( 1983) test for differences between two 

independent unstandardised regression slopes {Appendix B), was 

performed. Having dependents was the only moderator found with a 

positive association between use and anxiety, F=-4.57, p<.001. 
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Table 9 
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Use of FFls, Controls and Outcome Variables 
STEP Predictor Variable Outcomes variables 

In-Role Extra-Role Intention 
WIF FIW Performance Performance to Stay 

1. Use of FFI .13 .06 -.02 .09 .17* 

R squared .02 .00 .00 .01 .03 
Adj. R squared .01 -.00 -.01 .00 .02 
F 2.44 .53 .08 1.19 4.29* 

2. Use FFI .08 .02 -.04 .08 .15 
Gender -.34*** -.10 .06 -.07 .04 
Dependents .15 .23** .13 .00 .11 

R squared .18 .08 .02 .01 .04 
Adj. R squared .16 .06 -.00 -.01 .02 
F= 10.87*** 4.17** .85 .66 1.98 
Change in R squared .16*** .07** .02 .01 .01 

3. Use FFls .04 .01 -.05 -.06 .10 
Gender -. 17* -.05 .12 -.18* -.02 
Dependents .12 .24** .08 .01 .07 
Workplace support .06 .02 .28* .29** .20 
Use support .05 -.18* .10 .10 -.05 
Personal demands -.62*** -.20* -.10 -.13 .15 
Team Leader Support .20* -.23* -.07 .35*** .25* 
Team Member Support -.09 .31** -.20 .03 -.13 
Partner Support .05 .06 -.02 -.04 -.07 
Family Support -.21* -.29** .32** -.04 .12 
Friend Support .23* .20 -.21 .21 * -. 19 

R squared .48 .26 .12 .39 .21 
Adj . R squared .44 .21 .05 .35 .15 
F= 12.21 ••• 4.69*** 1.75 8.47*** 3.44*** 
Change in R squared .31 *** .19*** .10* .38*** .17*** 

4. Use FFls .08 .02 -.04 -.04 .11 
Gender -.14* -.02 .08 -.18* -.02 
Dependents .16* .25** .04 -.01 .06 
Workplace support .04 .05 .13 .21* .18 
Use support .03 -.17* .02 .05 -.07 
Personal demands -.54*** -.20* -.04 -.03 .19 
Team Leader Support .09 -.27* -.07 .28** .24* 
Team Member Support - .11 .29** -.18 .02 -.13 
Partner Support .02 .03 -.02 -.07 -.08 
Family Support -. 17 -.29** .28* -.05 .11 
Friend Support .21 * .24* -.28* .19* -.19 
Job Involvement .18* .10 -.09 .15 -.08 
Job Intensity/effort .13 -.06 .47*** .25** .05 
Family Involvement -.01 .21 -.13 -.03 -.01 
Family Intensity/effort -.12 -.21 .12 .01 .04 

R squared .55 .29 .30 .48 .22 
Adj . R squared .50 .22 .23 .42 .13 
F= 11 .27*** 3.89*** 4.01 *** 8.54*** 2.59** 
Change in R squared .06** .03 .18*** .09*** .01 

Notes . p<.05 •• p<.01 ••• p<.001 
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Next the prediction that support from within and outside the 

organisation would mediate any direct relationships between the use of FFis 

and the outcome variables was tested. According to Baron and Kenny 

( 1986) a mediator is the mechanism that allows a particular predictor 

variable to influence the criterion variable of interest. There are three 

regression equations specified by Baron and Kenny (1986) to test for 

mediation. First, regress the mediator variable on the predictor variable. 

Second, regress the criterion variable on the predictor variable. Third, enter 

both the predictor and mediator together, with the criterion as the dependent 

variable. A variable qualifies as a mediator when the following conditions 

are met: 1) there is a significant relationship between the predictor variable 

and the criterion variable; 2) there is a significant relationship between the 

predictor variable and the potential mediator; 3) there is a significant 

relationship between the potential mediator and the criterion variable and 4) 

when the mediator and predictor variable are entered together the 

relationship between the predictor variable and the criterion is less than in 

second regression equation. 

Partial support was received for the mediation hypothesis. The first 

condition was satisfied for use of FFis and intention to stay. Of the support 

variables only work/family balance, team leader support and partner support 

were all positively and significantly related to use of FFis (see table 10). 

Out of those three, work/family balance and team leader support clearly 

mediated the relationship between use of FFis and intention to stay. The 

results are shown in table 11 . 
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Table 10 
Regression Analyses between Use of FF/s and Controls 

Predictor 

Gender 
Dependents 
Work-family balance 
Negative Consequences 
Personal Sacrifice 
Team Leader Support 
Team Member Support 
Partner Support 
Family Support 
Friend Support 
Job Involvement 
Job Intensity/effort 
Family Involvement 
Family Intensity/effort 

Notes 
• p <.05 ** p <.01 

Criterion 
Use of 
FF ls 

- .07 
.15 
.19* 
.04 

- .01 
.16* 
.10 
.19* 
.05 
.05 

- .01 
.08 
.12 
.13 
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Table 11 
Mediating Regression Equation for Intention to Stay 

Step Criterion Predictor Beta Adjusted 
Variables Variables Coefficient R2 

Mediator= Work-Family Balance 

1 Work-family balance Use of FFls .19* .03 

2 Intention to stay Use of FFls .17* .02 

3 Intention to stay Use of FFls .08 

Work-family balance .31 ""* .10 

Mediator= Team Leader Support 

Team leader support Use of FFls .16* .02 

2 Intention to stay Use of FFls .17* .02 

3 Intention to stay Use of FFls .10 

T earn leader support .33*** .12 

Mediator = Partner Support 

Partner support Use of FFls .19* .03 

2 Intention to stay Use of FFls .17* .02 

3 Intention to stay Use of FFls .13 

Partner support .05 .01 

Notes 

• p <.05 ** p <.01 ••• p <.001 
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Control and Outcome Variables 

Relationships between the control variables and WFC, performance, 

intention to stay and psychological strain were tested at zero-order level (see 

Table 12) as well as being included in the hierarchical model. Contrary to 

predictions gender at the zero-order level was negatively related to WIF 

indicating that men in the current study have higher levels of WIF strain than 

the women. When the support variables were entered at step 3 of the 

hierarchical regression model , gender appeared as being inversely related to 

extra-role perfonnance and positively associated with psychological strain. 

These two findings suggest that the women in the current study have higher 

levels of psychological strain and that the men engage in more extra-role 

behaviours. 

Table 12 
Regression Analyses between Control and Outcome Variables 

Predictor Variable Outcome Variables 
In-Role Extra-Role Intention Psychologica 

I 
WIF FIW Performance Performance to Stay Strain 

Gender -.38 .. -.15 .08 -.07 .01 .04 
Dependents .26 .. .26** .10 .03 .14 .04 
Work-family balance -.06 -.08 . 12 .46 ... .32 ... -.28*** 
Negative Consequences -.1 4 -.26 .. .09 .24** .09 -. 14 
Personal Sacrifice -.59 ... -.30*** .00 .13 .22·· -.36 ... 
Team Leader Support -.03 -.18* .01 .53*'* .34*** -.18* 
Team Member Support -. 15 .03 -.04 .37* .. .12 -.21·· 
Partner Support .14 .07 .10 .16* .08 -.05 
Family Support -.12 -.08 .12 .17' -.03 -.10 
Friend Support -.08 -.02 -.04 .23° -.09 -.00 
Job Involvement .40 ... .11 .10 ,35··· .11 .16* 
Job Intensity/effort .17 -.08 . 43*** .49 ... .20· .06 
Family Involvement -.08 .08 .07 -.05 .07 -.02 
Family Intensity/effort -.05 .01 .16* -.03 .04 .02 

. p <.05 •• p <.01 ••• p <.001 
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Having dependents was positively related to both WIF and FIW 

indicating that those with dependents experience greater levels of both types 

of WFC. These relationships were still evident in step 4 of the hierarchical 

model indicating their robustness. An independent-samples t-test showed 

that men with dependents show on average higher levels of WIF strain than 

their female counterparts. Men without dependents also showed a higher 

level on average of WIF than women without dependents . Men with 

dependents have higher levels on average of both WIF and FIW strain than 

men with no dependents. However, there are no significant differences 

between women with and without dependents. T-test results are shown in 

table 8. 

Clearly the most robust relationship was between the personal 

sacrifice dimension of organisational support and WIF strain. The 

relationship was highly significant at both the zero-order level and at step 4 

in the hierarchical model. Personal sacrifice was also significantly related to 

psychological strain. The direction of the relationships indicates that as the 

perception that one does not have to make personal sacrifices for the 

organisation increases then both WIF strain and psychological strain are 

reduced. The work/family balance dimension of organisational support was 

positively related to extra-role performance and inversely related to 

psychological strain. These relationships were also evident in step 4 of the 

hierarchical model. A positive relationship between work/family balance 

and intention to stay was found at the zero-order level, but not once other 

variables were held constant. The negative consequences dimension of 
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organisational support was negatively related to FIW strain and positively 

related to extra-role performance. 

Team leader support was positively related to extra-role performance 

and intention to stay, and negatively related to FIW and psychological 

strain. However, the relationship between team leader support and 

psychological strain was not evident in step 3 or 4 of the hierarchical 

regression. Team member support was positively related to FIW strain and 

extra-role perfomiance, and negatively associated with psychological strain. 

The only relationship to hold in the hierarchical regression was that between 

team member support and FIW strain. 

Partner support and family support were both positively related to 

extra-role performance, but these relationships disappeared in the 

hierarchical regression. However, once other relationships were held 

constant family support showed as being negatively related to FIW strain, 

and positively related to in-role performance. Support from friends was 

positively related to extra-role performance. When relationships with the 

other variables were held constant support from friends was found to be 

negatively associated with in-role performance and positively associated 

with WIF, FIW, and extra-role performance. 

As predicted job involvement was positively associated with WIF, 

psychological strain and extra-role performance. Only job involvement and 

WIF strain were significantly related once the other relationships were held 

constant. As predicted job effort was positively associated with in-role and 

extra-role performance both at zero-order and when other relationships were 

held constant. Also as predicted job effort was also positively associated 



75 

with WIF and intention to stay at zero-order only. Family involvement was 

not associated with any of the outcome variables and family effort was 

positively related with in-role performance. 

When gender and dependents were entered at step 2 in of the 

hierarchical model shown in Table 9, the change in R2 was significant for 

both WIF and FIW. Once all the support variables were entered at step 3 

the increase in the variance explained increased significantly for all the 

outcome variables. Adding the involvement and effort variables in at step 4 

resulted in a significant increase in the variance explained for WIF, in-role 

performance and extra-role performance. 

Work-family Conflict and the Other Outcome Variables 

Only FIW strain was significantly related to in-role performance, 

with the direction indicating that as the level of FIW strain increases the 

level of task performance decreases. Both WIF and FIW were significantly 

related to extra-role performance, however WIF was positively related 

suggesting that as extra-role performance increases so does the level of 

WIF strain. FIW strain on the other hand was inversely related to extra-role 

performance suggesting that as FIW strain increases extra-role performance 

decreases. Only WIF strain was associated with anxiety with the direction of 

the relationship indicating that as one type of strain increases so does the 

other. Neither WIF or FIW strain was related to turnover intent. Results are 

shown in Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Multiple Regression of WFC and Outcome Variables 

Predictor Variable Outcome Variables 

Work interfering family 
Family interfering work 

R squared 
Adj. R squared 
F= 

Notes 

In-Role 
Performance 

.11 
- .22* 

.04 

.03 
3.43* 

* p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001 

Extra-Role 
Performance 

.22* 
-.20* 

.05 

.04 
4.21* 

Turnover 
Intent Anxiety 

-.04 .39*** 
-.13 .08 

.02 .18 

.01 .17 
1.98 18.51*** 
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CHAPTER SIX 

DISCUSSION 

The present study examined the relationship between the use and 

importance of FFis and WFC, performance, turnover intent, and 

psychological strain. Also included were several other variables such as 

gender, support from within the organisation, support from family and 

friends, and psychological job involvement. Several interesting 

relationships were uncovered and are discussed below. 

Findings 

Use and Importance of FFJs 

Although FFls are rated on average as being somewhat 

important each employee only uses on average four FFis out of a 

possible twenty. This suggests that FFis can be perceived as being 

important even if they are not being used. Reasons for low usage could 

simply be that there are only a few of the FFis that really matter to 

employees. Another reason could be that only 40 percent of respondents 

indicated that they were aware that all the FFis listed were offered by 

the organization. FFI research does state repeatedly though that 

utilisation is usual reported as being fairly low (Dex & Schieble; 

Pulman, 1998; Thompson et al., 1999). What was pleasing though, was 

that 72 percent of respondents indicated that they felt free to use the 

FFis listed. As previous studies have not examined FFI importance in 

relation to usage this finding, along with possible reasons for it, should 

be explored in future research. 
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Although the focus of the present research was not to ascertain 

how well used FFis are or how important they are it is pertinent to note 

what employees want to see in place and what they actually use, and to 

compare the two. Flexible hours was the most utilised FFI, as well as 

being the most important. This is not surprising given that much of the 

literature on FFis talks about flexible work schedules and indicates that 

being able to have some flexibility in one's hours will help balance 

work and family responsibilities (Baltes et al., 1999; Christensen & 

Staines, 1990;Thompson et al., 1999; Warren & Johnson, 1995). 

Having a fourth week of annual leave was also well utilised and 

was rated as very important by 65 percent of respondents and somewhat 

important by 24 percent indicating that extra time off work is crucial to 

allow employees to deal with non-work responsibilities, or simply to 

have time out from working. Special leave was also rated as very 

important by over 70 percent of respondents even though it has only 

been utilised by 28 percent. It makes sense however that employees 

would value having special leave available for use should the need arise. 

Working from home, having a phone for family contact, and having 

meetings and training in core business hours were rated as important by 

over 70 percent of respondents. 



79 

Importance of FF!s and Outcomes 

The hypothesis that the perceived importance of FFis would be 

positively related to WIF, FIW and psychological strain was not 

supported. One possible explanation for these null findings is that FFis 

are important to a wide range of employees, including those who are not 

so susceptible to WIF or FIW (e.g those without dependents). Ifwe look 

for example at the most popular FFI flexible work hours, being able to 

fit personal commitments around one's work would appeal to many 

employees for a variety of reasons (Baltes et al,. 1999; Christensen & 

Staines, 1990; Grover & Crooker, 1995). The same for psychological 

strain, those who are stressed and perceive FFis as an important way of 

alleviating stressful situations may be offset by those individuals who 

like what FFis offer should the need arise but who are not currently 

under any strain. 

Neither was the importance of FFis associated with in-role 

performance, extra-role performance or intention to stay. What this 

suggests is that other factors aside from perceiving FFis as important 

have more bearing on how well an individual does their job, the extra 

they put in to their work, and whether they intend to stay with the 

organisation (Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1999; Organ & Paine, 1999; Wright 

& Cropanzano, 1998). Importance should certainly not be discounted on 

the basis of the above findings, but rather be investigated in future 

research with other more emotional/attitudinal variables like affective 

commitment and job satisfaction. 
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Importance of FF!s and Controls 

As predicted the women in the current study perceived FFis as 

being more important than the men. This finding fits with gender-role 

socialisation theory which predicts that working women should 

experience more conflict than men because they are working outside of 

their assigned role of homemaker, and therefore ways to alleviate that 

conflict should seem more salient and hence more important (Gutek et 

al., 1991). 

As predicted the current study found that that those respondents 

who have dependents perceived FFis to be more important. What is 

interesting is that when further analysis was conducted it was revealed 

that on average it was the women with dependents that perceived FFis 

to be more important. This finding highlights that those who are most in 

need of assistance in balancing work and family, namely women with 

dependents, do actually value FFis more highly (Frone & Yardley, 

1996). This is particularly important for organisations to note and needs 

to be explored further to assess the impact that having FFis in place may 

have on the effectiveness of such an organisation, versus an organisation 

that has no, or few, FFis in place. 
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Use of FF!s and Outcomes 

Overall only" one two significant relationships emerged between 

the use of FFis and the outcome variables. Use of FFis was positively 

associated with an employee's intention to stay with the organisation, 

but this relationship did not hold once the control variables were entered 

into the regression equation. A possible explanation is that the initial 

finding was being influenced by the control variables and once the 

relationships amongst use, importance, and the control variables were 

held constant use on its own was not related to intention to stay. 

Although given that the beta weight reduction was minimal we cannot 

conclude that the other variables had much of an impact. 

Contrary to the direction predicted, the relationship between the 

use of FFis and psychological strain was positive, when all other 

variables were held constant. This suggests that those currently 

experiencing strain use FFis the most and that this relationship can be 

masked by other factors . The positive direction of the relationship 

suggests that there are a high number of employees in the current 

organisation with substantial levels of strain. What is not clear if that is 

the case, is why psychological strain was not associated with the 

perceived importance of FFis. Thomas and Ganster (1995) found that 

utilising flexible schedules was associated with lower levels of 

psychological strain. 
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Looking first at WFC it is initially quite surprising that there was 

no negative association between use of FFis and either WIF or FIW, 

given previous research findings (Judge et al., 1994; Warren & Johnson, 

1995). The absence of a significant finding does not indicate though 

that FFis are not important when it comes to addressing WFC. The 

possibility was raised in Chapter Three that those who use FFis will 

likely fall into three groups, those that are currently experiencing either 

WIF or FIW strain, those who are using FFis but were not motivated to 

do so because of WFC, and those who started using FFis initially 

because of WIF or FIW strain but who no longer find WFC a problem. 

The possible cancelling out effect that each group may have had on the 

use of FFI and WFC relationship was countered by controlling for 

gender and dependents. 

An alternative explanation then for finding no relationship is that 

all the employees who need to be using FFis are, and so because of a 

lack of variability in the data we could not get a true picture of the 

impact that using FFis may have on WFC. Future research therefore 

needs to be done that can assess the use of FFis at an organisational 

level. That is, design a study that can take measures prior to FFis being 

implemented then again after FFis have been established. Alternatively 

an organisation with no formal FFis in place could be compared with an 

organisation with established FFis and participants matched in each 

sample. Finding an organisation with no formal policies that is a good 

match may prove quite difficult, particularly in a small country like New 

Zealand. 
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Use of FFis was not associated with in-role or extra-role 

performance. Previous research on use of FFis and performance is 

limited and finds modest support for a positive relationship between 

performance and flexible work schedules (Baltes et al., 1999; Dunham 

et al., 1987). Research however on self-rated performance suggests that 

self-reports of performance tend to be higher than ratings given by 

others (Baltes et al., 1999). Given that the mean rating for in-role 

perfomrnnce was 5.8, and for extra-role performance was 6.2, it is quite 

likely that the current study was subject to a 'ceiling effect'. That is, 

performance ratings were so close to the top of the scale that there was 

not a lot of room for performance to improve, hence no relationship 

between use and performance. 

Use of FF Is and Control Variables 

As predicted no relationship was found between gender and 

dependents and use of FFis. This finding supports the view that 

although FFis are directed at those with work-family issues, FFis such 

as flexibility would also be utilised by those who do not have any family 

commitments, but may have other personal commitments outside work 

that require flexibility. It was found however that dependents moderated 

the relationship between use of FFis and psychological strain with the 

direction indicating that the positive association found between the use 

of FFis and psychological strain applied only to those with dependents. 

This finding supports previous research that associates having 
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dependents to look after with increased psychological strain (Ginn & 

Sandell, 1997; Lee & Duxbury, 1998; Marks, 1998). 

As predicted work/family balance, team leader support and 

partner support were all positively and significantly related to use of 

FFis. These findings certainly support the view that using FFis is more 

likely if the organisation provides the support that allows employees to 

feel comfortable using FFis (Pulman, 1998; Warren & Johnson, 1995; 

Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Thompson et al., 1999). Interestingly the 

dimension of organisational support that related specifically to the 

negative consequences of using FFis was unrelated to their use, 

suggesting further exploration needs to carried out into the specific 

mechanism of organisation support. 

The finding that partner support was the only non-work support 

associated with using FFis is perhaps not so surprising. As we cannot 

draw any strong conclusions with regard to causal direction from mere 

correlations, it could actually be that those who use FFis get more 

support from their partner as they are better able to balance work and 

family life. 

Control and Outcome Variables 

It was clearly demonstrated that the men in the current study 

were experiencing greater levels of WIF strain. The finding of greater 

levels of WIF strain for men is contrary to most previous findings 

(Greenhaus et al, 1997; Gutek et al, 1991; Thompson & Blau, 1993; 

Warren & Johnson, 1995), except for McAuley (1999), and Wallace 
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(1999), who also reported greater levels of work-family strain for men. 

In the current study though 63 percent of male respondents stated they 

had dependents compared to only 35 percent of the women. In addition 

the men work significantly longer hours per week than the women, and 

showed higher levels of extra-role performance-two factors which could 

easi ly be linked to work interfering with family. As predicted having 

dependents was also positively related to WIF strain This supports the 

view that those with dependents need to be targeted for support 

especially when it was also found that those with dependents perceive 

FFis as being more important. 

There was no support for the prediction that organisational 

support, team leader support and support for team members would be 

positively related to in-role performance. Previous findings have been 

mixed with Randall et al. ( 1999), also finding no relationship between 

perceived organisational support and in-role performance, and Lynch et 

al. (1999) finding a positive association between the two. A possible 

explanation for the current findings is that in-role perfonnance is not 

driven by external factors such as perceived support, but stems from an 

internal motivation to do a good job regardless of whether they get 

support for doing so (Motowildo & Van Scotter, 1994; Organ & Paine, 

1999). In contrast, perceived support from one's family was positively 

related to in-role performance. This finding indicates the importance of 

considering factors outside the organisation that can influence 

organisational outcomes. 
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Also unexpected was the inverse relationship between support 

from friends and in-role performance. A possible explanation for the 

latter finding is that the more support one perceives as getting from 

one's friends then the less time there is to carry out essential tasks 

because they are more concerned with outside interests. Alternatively, 

friends may be giving support that encourages an individual not to 

perform, by way of putting down the organi.sation if increased support is 

being sort because of job pressures. As with family and partner support 

this area has not been explored in previous literature and is worthy of 

further investigation. 

The lack of any relationship between psychological job 

involvement and in-role performance goes against both expectations and 

previous findings (Keller, 1997). What the finding does suggest though 

is that for some individuals their ability to get the job done is unrelated 

to their feelings about the job. 

Not surprisingly work effort was found to be quite significantly 

related to in-role performance, with the more effort put in by an 

individual the greater their performance rating. Brown and Leigh (1996) 

measured both work effort and psychological job involvement and 

found that work effort mediated the relationship between job 

involvement and in-role performance. The current research findings 

therefore could be seen as adding support for the idea that psychological 

job involvement has no direct relationship to in-role performance, and it 

is really work effort that needs to be encouraged. Interestingly the effort 

an individual perceives they put into their family was also positively 
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related to in-role performance. This suggests that future research should 

include measures of effort to try an ascertain a more comprehensive 

picture of the antecedents and consequences of work effort. 

As predicted team leader support, team member support, work­

family balance, and a lack of negative consequences for using FFis were 

positively associated with extra-role performance. This finding is 

supported indirectly by previous research in that extra-role performance 

has been linked to attitudinal variables such as job satisfaction and 

affective commitment (Lynch et al., 1999; Organ & Ryan, 1995), and in 

tum, these attitudinal variables have been linked with organisational, 

supervisor and co-worker support (Eisenberger et al., 1997; Eisenberger, 

Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Grover & Crooker, 1995; Guzzo, 

Noonan & Elron, 1994; Pulman, 1998; Settoon, Bennett & Liden, 

1996). The only dimension of organisational support not related to 

extra-role performance was personal sacrifice. 

Importantly not just organisational variables were related to 

extra-role performance. Support from one's partner, family and friends 

were also positively related to extra-role performance. This provides 

support for the view that extra-role behaviours are related to attitudinal 

and motivational variables as perceiving support from outside of the 

organisation has been linked to higher levels of general wellbeing 

(Cohen & Wills, 1985), which may lead to an increase in extra-role 

behaviours. 

Both job involvement and effort were positively associated with 

extra-role performance. This is an area that makes sense intuitively, but 
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lacks an empirical foundation. Given that job involvement is defined as 

the extent an individual psychologically identifies with their job it 

makes sense that the stronger that identification the more likely that 

individual is to engage in behaviours outside of their normal duties. 

The work-family balance and personal sacrifice dimensions of 

organisational support, along with team leader support were positively 

related to intention to stay, indicating that the more supportive an 

individual perceives their team leader to be, the more likely they are to 

stay with the organisation. Given that intention to quit surfaces as the 

most consistent predictor of actual turnover (Maertz, Jr & Campion, 

1998), these findings are very important. 

Work-family balance and team leader support were also clear 

mediators of the relationship between use of FFis and intention to stay. 

This indicates that using FFis is not sufficient to make an employee 

want to stay, rather it is the support they get from their team leader and 

the organisation that will make the difference. Perceived organisational 

support and supervisor support have been positively linked with intent 

to stay in previous research findings (Netemeyer et al., 1996). 

As predicted work-family balance and personal sacrifice support 

were both inversely related to psychological strain. No other sources of 

support, from within or outside the organisation, were related to 

psychological strain. These findings are somewhat difficult to explain 

and are contrary to previous research. Pulman (1998) for example, 

found evidence for a negative relationship between psychological strain 

and perceptions of supervisor support. Viswesvaran, Sanchez, and 
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Fisher (1999) found in a meta-analyses of 68 studies, that support from 

supervisors, co-workers, family and friends can mitigate psychological 

strain. One suggestion is that the types of support found to be related to 

psychological strain have something in common that offer a more 

relevant solution to an individuals level of strain. To ascertain this 

common factor would require further analysis that is beyond the scope 

of the current research. Given the negative consequences associated 

with strain such as reduced productivity, job dissatisfaction, 

absenteeism, and the high cost of stress related illnesses to both 

organisations and society (Thomas & Ganster, 1995), it is clearly 

important to be aware of what helps to reduce psychological strain. 

As predicted the personal sacrifice dimension of organisational 

support was negatively associated with WIF. This measure represents 

the component of organisational support that allows employees to feel 

they don't have to transfer or accept promotions, that they don't have to 

work long hours, and nor do they have to take work home all the time. 

This is an extremely important finding . Previous studies looking at 

organisational support have not been specific about what is really 

important and the current study shows that it is time and sacrifice issues 

when it comes to mitigating this type of strain. 

As expected higher levels of psychological job involvement and 

effort were related to increased levels of WIF strain. This relationship 

has been established in previous literature (Adams et al., 1996; Frone et 

al., 1992a), and indicates that while high levels of job involvement may 

be seen as a desirable factor due to the association with extra-role 
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performance, this has to be balanced with the finding that job 

involvement is also positively associated with WIF strain. Future 

research should therefore pay attention to the job involvement-WIF 

strain relationship and examine what factors may help reduce the 

positive relationship between the two. 

Team leader support and organisational support for negative 

consequences and personal sacrifices were all negatively associated 

with FIW strain. This finding suggests that support in those particular 

areas may mitigate perceptions of family interfering with work because 

they can attend to family needs and feel supported by the organisation 

on a practical level. The lack of any relationship between work-family 

balance and FIW strain could be because mechanisms to reduce FIW 

need to be quite specific and so being supportive of the need to balance 

work and family is not sufficient 

A surprising finding was the positive relationship between team 

member support and FIW. A possible explanation for the finding is 

that the more support one gets from one's team members the more likely 

they are to socialise with them and therefore any conflict between work 

and family may be perceived by the individual as family life interfering 

with work. Alternatively an individual having difficulties at home may 

tum to their workmates, who in providing support end up exacerbating 

the situation thereby increasing FIW strain. 

As expected there was a negative association between family 

support and FIW strain, but not between partner support or friends 

support, and FIW strain. The relationship between family support and 
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FIW suggests that the support an individual receives from their family is 

more practical (e.g help with childcare). A positive association was 

found between support from friends and FIW. The explanation for this 

finding is similar to that posed for the relationship between team 

member support and FIW. That is, an individual having difficulties at 

home may tum to their friends, who in providing support end up 

exacerbating the situation thereby increasing FIW strain. 

As expected family involvement was positively associated with 

FIW, suggested that the more an individual identifies psychologically 

with their family the more likely family life is to impinge on work life. 

The lack of any relationship between family effort and FIW is most 

likely to be a result of what the family effort measure tapped into. This 

measure was adapted for the current study and requires further research 

to ascertain where it fits into FFI research, if at all. 

WFC and Other Outcomes 

FIW strain was found to be inversely related to both in-role and 

extra-role performance. Both these findings suggest that FlW strain is 

an important factor to be considered and that clear ideas of how to 

reduce FIW strain are important if desirable performance outcomes are 

to be achieved. WIF on the other hand was positively associated with 

extra-role performance which while opposite to the direction one might 

expect, could be explained by the idea that an increase in extra-role 

performance will result in more time and energy being expended in the 

work domain thereby increasing the level of strain between work and 
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family (ref). WIF was also positively associated with psychological 

strain. This is important to note as it supports the view that WIF has 

negative consequences for the individual as well as the organisation. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

The current study has a number of limitations which should be 

considered when interpreting the findings. Firstly since the design used 

in this study was correlational, causal relationships cannot be reliably 

established as they can in an experimental design. In addition, the 

cross-sectional nature of the study precludes any definitive assertions 

with regard to causality and direction. A cross sectional design may be 

also be confounded by lag effects. That is, if some of the sample have 

just started to use FFis, while other respondents have been using them 

since their inception then different outcomes might ensue for the two 

groups, but those differences are more due to time delays. One way 

around the issues inherent in cross sectional studies is the use of a 

longitudinal design, however, these are extremely costly and time 

consummg, and have their own drawbacks due to difficulties in 

retaining participants and researchers. 

Another limitation in the current study is that all the data were 

obtained from self-report by respondents. This type of data is subject to 

common method variance and response consistency effects. Caution 

must also be used when interpreting the findings as there were a large 

amount of variables included in the statistical analyses. This increases 

the risk of committing a type 1 error (concluding there is a difference 
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when there isn't), as the results may have been statistically significant 

by chance alone. 

Finally, external validity must be considered. Being able to 

~ 

generalise the findings of a study is always an issue and in the present 

research it must be noted that the organisation sampled had a 

disproportionately large percentage of males in its employ. Also the 

findings can only be generalised to organisations that have similar FFis 

in place and a high percentage of tertiary educated staff that work in a 

head office environment. 

Summary of Findings 

This study has contributed to the research on work and family 

issues in four main ways. First, perceived importance ratings of FFis 

were obtained. Although there were no significant findings between the 

importance of FFis and any of the outcome variables, the research did 

indicate FFis are most important to women who have dependents. 

Second, the present research focused not only on the relationship 

between FFis and WFC, but also examined pertinent work outcomes 

including performance and turnover intent. Third, a multidimensional 

measure of organisational support was included that provided some 

insight into what aspects of support are related to different outcomes. 

Fourth, social support from outside the organisation was measured 

which allowed an investigation into the relationships between sources of 

support outside the organisation and work outcomes. 
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One of the clearest implications from this piece of research, is 

that overall support from within the organisation is crucial. Whilst this 

may seem like common sense, the need for hard empirical evidence to 

validate such intuitive assumptions is paramount. Team leader support 

was significantly related to both extra-role performance and intention to 

leave suggesting that for organisations to get the most out of their 

employees they need to ensure that team leaders are adequately 

equipped to deal with employees needs, and that they "walk the talk". 

The personal sacrifice dimension of organisational support was 

also clearly related to WIF strain indicating that to avoid the negative 

outcomes associated with WIF strain attention needs to be paid to the 

hours employees work, the need of many employees to achieve a 

balance between work and family life, and the expectation that 

employees will relocate simply to ensure they either keep their job, or to 

obtain a promotion. 

The finding that social support from outside the organisation was 

related to both in-role and extra-role performance is also noteworthy as 

it takes away the emphasis on making everything okay in the workplace 

and ignoring what is happening for workers outside the office. 

It is also critical to note that overall use of FFis made no 

difference to outcomes such as performance and WFC. This does not 

mean that FFis are unimportant but does echo the sentiments of 

previous researchers that the FFis are not a 'fix' for WFC, but should be 

part and parcel of the organisations overall repertoire when addressing 

work/family issues. 
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INFORMATION SHEET 

My name is Jenny Pianina and I am currently studying for a Masters degree in 
Organisational Psychology at Massey University, Albany. My research topic is based 
on the use and importance of family friendly initiatives in the workplace. 

Integrating work and family, and recognising the conflicts employees' face, is crucial 
for both individual and organisational health. Implementing family friendly practices 
provides a way of meeting employees' needs and improving organisational 
effectiveness. 

The primary aim of this research project is to examine the impact of family-friendly 
practices on both individual wellbeing and work outcomes, such as performance. 
Specifically there will be a focus on factors that influence the impact of family-friendly 
practices so that organisations can be aware of what else they must take into account if 
the potential benefits of such practices are to be realised. 

Your organisation has many family-friendly practices, so I invite you to participate in 
this research by taking approximately 20 minutes to complete the attached 
questionnaire. Consent to participate is deemed to be given upon return of a completed 
questionnaire. The rights of participants are as follows: 

• any participation is entirely voluntary, and therefore prospective participants may 
decline to participate 

• anonymity and confidentiality are assured as no identifying infom1ation will be 
obtained, and a stamped addressed envelope is provided with the questionnaire. 

• participants have the right not to answer any particular question. 
• a summary report of the research findings will be given to participating 

organisations, and made available to all those who are interested. 

The information gathered will be used for my Master's thesis and the findings will be 
published in the appropriate forums. The completed questionnaires will be stored 
securely at the researcher's home until the thesis is complete, at which time they will be 
destroyed. 

If you have any questions please feel free to contact either myself, or my supervisor, on 
the numbers listed below: 

Jenny Pianina (09) 828-1592 E-mail: jennypia@ihug.co.nz 

Dr Hillary Bennett (09) 443-9799 ext 9864 E-mail: H.F.Bennett@massey.ac.nz 

Thank you for your time. 



A study on the impact of family friendly practices on 

work performance and general wellbeing 

Instructions 

Thank you for participating in this voluntary study. The following questionnaire has 
five sections. It is estimated that it will take between 20 and 30 minutes to complete. 

There are no right or wrong answers. Please answer honestly and state your opinions 
as accurately as possible. Please remember you have the right not to answer any 
particular question. 

Upon completion please return the questionnaire in the self addressed envelope 
provided. The deadline for returning completed questionnaires is the 15th June 2000. 
You have the right to withdraw from this study at any point, until the questionnaire 
has been returned to the researcher. 

This is an anonymous questionnaire and responses cannot be traced. Please do not put 
your name on the questionnaire. All infom1ation will remain confidential. 

Thank you for your time and participation 



Section One: Family Friendly Practices 

/11 this section we would like you to answer some questions relating to family friendly initiatives aud 
your orga11isatio11. 

I. The following list details a number of family friendly initiatives offered by your 
organisation. Please indicate whether you currently use, or have used, any of the 
policies/services by putting a tick on the left hand side of the item. Please also indicate 
how important you believe EACH initiative to be, REGARDLESS of use, by ticking one 
of the three columns on the right hand side 

Not Somewhat Very 
USE Important Important Important 

Part-time work 

Flexible hours 

Job sharing 

Work from home 

Compressed work week ( e.g 4 x I 0 hour days) 

Staggered return from parental leave 

4111 week annual leave 

Buyable leave 

Leave cash up 

Paid parental leave 

Special leave for exceptional personal needs 

Unpaid leave 

Fam ily room at work 

Parent centre membership - for all new parents 

Parents newsletter 

Parents magazine distribution list 

Phone available for family contact 

Family social activities 

Meetings held in core hours 

Training held within core hours 

2. Were you aware that all of the options/services listed m question 1 are offered by your 
organ isation? 

D Yes 0 No 

3. Do you feel free to use the options/services listed in question 14? (If you t ick no please specify 
why). 

D Yes D No, (Please specify why 
~~~~~~~~~~ 



Section One: Family Friendly Practices (Continued) 

4. How would you rate the communication of family friendly practices in your organisation? 
(Please tick one of the boxes below). 

Very Poor Poor Don't know Good Very Good 

D D D D D 

Section Two: Work Life 

In this section we would like you to a11swer some questions that relate to both your job a11d the 
orga11isatio11 you work for. 

5. The following statements are about what your job means to you. Please tick the box that 
most accurately describes the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 

I am very much personally involved in my job. 

My job is only a small part of who I am. 

Most of my personal life goals are job oriented. 

My job is central to my existence. 

Most of my interests are centered around my job. 

When there is a job to be done I devote all my 
energy to completing it. 

I work at my full capacity in all of my job 
activities. 

I strive as hard as I can to be successful in my 
job. 

When I work, I do so with intensity. 
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Section Two: Work Life (Continued) 

6. The following statements are concerned with the culture of your organisation. Please tick the 
box that most accurately describes the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
following statements. 

In general this organisation is quite 
accommodating of family-related needs. 

Team leaders in this organisation are encouraged 
to be sensitive to employees' family and personal 
concerns. 
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In the event of a conflict, team leaders are D 
understanding when employees have to put their 
family first. 

In this organisation it is difficult to balance work D 
and family lives. 

My team leader is supportive in helping me D 
balance work and personal commitments. 

My team is supportive in helping me balance work D 
and personal commitments. 

Many employees are resentful when men in this D 
organisation take extended parental leave. 

Many employees are resentful when women in D 
this organisation take extended parental leave. 

In this organisation those that use family friendly D 
practices are viewed as less serious about their 
careers than those that don't. 

To turn down a promotion or transfer for family D 
reasons will seriously hurt one's career progress in 
this organisation. 

To get ahead in this organisation employees are D 
expected to work extra hours, whether at the 
workplace or at home. 

Employees in this organisation are often expected D 
to take work home at night and/or weekends. 

Flexible ways of working are explored and D 
supported in my team. 
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Section Two: Work Life (Continued) 

7. The following statements relate to the support you receive from your team leader and your 
team members. For each item please give a rating (per the scale below) for your team leader, 
and one rating for your team. 

l =never; 2=not very often; 3=sometimes; 4=often; S=very often; 6=all the 
time 

To what extent can you trust and share personal feelings 

To what extent can you get emotional support, in times of difficulty 

To what extent can you discuss your personal life 

To what extent can you get interest, reassurance, and good feelings 

To what extent can you get practical help with regard to work responsibilities 

To what extent can you get suggestions, advice, feedback 

To what extent can you get practical help in times of difficulty 

To what extent can you spend social/enjoyable time 



Section Two: Work Life (Continued) 

8. The following statements are concerned with the way you work. Please tick the box that most 
accurately describes the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements . 
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I always perform the tasks that are expected of me. D D D D D D D 

I am punctual in getting back to work after breaks. D D D D D D D 
I spend t ime in idle conversation. D D D D D D D 
I adequately complete assigned duties. D D D D D D D 
I fu lfil the responsibilities specified in my job D D D D D D D 
description. 

My attendance at work is above the norm. D D D D D D D 
l work cooperatively with my team leader. D D D D D D D 
I make constructive suggestions to improve the D D D D D D D 
overall functioning of my team. 

I am always looking for ways to improve the D D D D D D D 
effectiveness of my work. 

I take action to protect the organisation from D D D D D D [l 
potential problems. 

I would go out of my way to help new employees. D D D [J D D D 
I wou ld often volunteer for acti vities outside my D D D D D D D 
normal duties. 

9. The following statements concern your intentions to stay with xxxx. Please tick the box that 
most accurately describes the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 

I never think about leaving xxxx. 

I am likely to look for a position outside of xxxx. 

I am likely to leave xxxx in the next year. 
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Section Three: Personal Life 

This section co1ttabts questions that relate to your personal and family life. 

10. The following statements are about what your family means to you Please tick the box that 
most accurately describes the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 
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I am very much personally involved with my family. D D D D D D D 

To me, my family is only a small part of who I am. D D D D D D D 

Most of my personal life goals are family oriented. D D D D D D D 

My family is central to my existence. D D D D D D D 

Most of my interests are centered around my family. D D D D D D D 

When there are family activities on, I devote all my D D D D D D D 
energy to them. 

When in my family role, I devote all my energy to D D D D D D D 
family activities. 

I strive as hard as I can to be successful in my family D D D D D D D 
role. 

When I spend time with my family, I do so with D D D D D D D 
intensity. 

11. The following statements relate to the support you receive from your partner/family/friends. 
For each item please put a rating from 1 to 6 (see below) 

........ "" ...... "1 

1 =never; 2=not very often; 3=sometimes; 4=often; S=very often; QJ QJ - "'O 
"1 = ·- = 6=all the time = - a QJ 
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To what extent can you trust and share personal feelings 

To what extent can you get emotional support, in times of difficulty 

To what extent can you discuss your worklife 

To what extent can you get interest, reassurance, and good feelings 

To what extent can you get practical help with regard to family 
responsibilities (e.g. household tasks, dependent care) 
To what extent can you get suggestions, advice, feedback 

To what extent can you spend social/enjoyable time 

To what extent can you get practical help in times of difficulty 



Section Four: Personal Life (Continued) 

12. The following statements are concerned with your general wellbeing. Please tick the box 
for the response that you think is most applicable to you. 
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Lost much sleep over worry? D D D D 
Had difficulty in staying asleep once you are off? D D D D 
Felt constantly under strain? D D D D 
Been getting edgy and bad-tempered? D D D D 
Been getting scared and panicky for no reason? D D D D 
Found everything getting on top of you? D D D D 
Been feeling nervous and strung up all the time? D D D D 
Been managing to keep yourself busy and occupied? D D D D 
Been taking longer over the things you do? D D D D 
Felt on the whole you were doing things well? D D D D 
Been satisfied with the way you've can-ied out your task? D D D D 
Felt that you are playing a useful part in things? D D D D 
Felt capable of making decisions about things? D D D D 
Been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? D D D D 



Section Four: Work and Family Interaction 

13. The following statements relate to the interaction between your work and family life. Please 
tick the box for the response that you think is most applicable to you. 

After work, I come home too tired to do some of the things I'd D 
like to do. 

On the job I have so much work to do that it takes away from my D 
personal interests. 

My family/friends dislike how often I am preoccupied with my D 
work while I am at home. 

My work takes up time that I'd like to spend with my D 
family/friends. 

My job or career interferes with my responsibilities at home, D 
such as childcare and housework. 

My job or career keeps me from spending the amount of time I 0 
would like to spend with my family. 

I'm too tired at work because of the things I have to do at home. 0 

My personal demands are so great that it takes away from my O 
work. 

My team leader and team members dislike how often I am O 
preoccupied with my personal life while at work. 

My personal life takes up time that I'd like to spend at work. 0 

My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work, such as D 
getting to work on time, managing daily tasks, working overtime. 

My home life keeps me from spending the amount of time I D 
would like to spend on job or career related activities. 
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Section Five: Demographic Information 

In this section we would like you to answer some questions regarding your background, work life, 
a11d family sit11atio11. Please tick the box next to the most appropriate answer. 

14. Age 

D Under 20 D 20-29 0 30-39 

D 40-49 D 50 and over 

15. Gender 

D Male 0 Female 

16. Which ethnic group do you identify with? 

D European/Pakeha D Maori D Pacific Island 

D Asian D Other- Please specify _____ _ 

17. What is your highest educational level? 

0 Secondary D Tertiary 

0 Other - Please specify _______ _ 

18. How long have you been employed with this organisation? 

Years Months --- ---

19. What is your employment status? 

D 

D 
Full-time 

Contractor 

0 Part-time (30 hours, or less, per week) 

0 Other - Please specify 

20. How many hours on average do you work in a week? -----



Demographic Information (Continued). 

21. What is your current position? 

D Team member D Team Leader 

D Other -Please specify ______ _ 

22. Marital Status 

D Single D Married D De-facto 

23. Dependants 

D None 

D Preschool age If yes, how many? __ _ 

D School age If yes, how many? __ _ 

D Other - Please specify ________ _ 
(e.g. Eldercare) 

D Widowed 

24. Please estimate how many hours you would spend each week, on average, on: 

Household tasks -- Family Activities __ Caring for dependents __ 

25. If you have a live-in partner please indicate their employment status. 

D Full-time D Part-time (30 hours, or less, per week) 

D Contractor D Other - Please specify _____ _ 

Thank you for your time 



APPENDIXB 

Cohen and Cohen's (1983, p. 56) test for differences between two independent 

unstandardized regression slopes. 

BE - BF 
=-;================================ 
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