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Reconceptualizing the Work-Family Interface: An Ecological Per spective on the Correlates
of Positive and Negative Spillover between Work and Family

ABSTRACT

The overarching god of this sudy was to use ecologica theory to develop a more expanded
conceptudization of the work-family interface, and to identify significant correlates of both positive and
negetive sillover between work and family. Using a subsample of employed adults from the Nationa
Survey of Midlife Development in the United States (n=1,986), results from principa components
andydssindicated four digtinct dimensions of work-family spillover: negetive spillover from work to
family, positive spillover from work to family, negative spillover from family to work, and postive
spillover from family to work. Results from multivariate regression anayses indicated more resources
that facilitate development in work or family settings (e.g., more decision latitude a work, support a
work from co-workers and supervisors, emotiondly close spouse and family relations) were associated
with less negative and more positive pillover between work and family. By contrast, more barriers
arigng from person-environment interactions at work and in the family (e.g., more pressure a work,
spouse disagreement, and perception of family burden) were associated with more negative spillover
and less positive spillover between work and family. In some cases results differed significantly by
gender, and all results controlled for the potential confounding effects of age, race, education, household

income, parental status, marita status, employment status, and persondity characteristics.
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Reconceptualizing the wor k-family interface: An ecological per spective on the correlates of
positive and negative spillover between work and family

Converging socid and ideologica trends suggest that work-family issues will become
increasingly important in the new millennium. Socid trends such as increasing participation of women in
the workforce (Lerner, 1994; U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1999), greater numbers of working
sngle-parent and dud-earner families (Bumpass, 1990; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1998; Zill, 1991),
and the increasing caregiving needs of an aging population (N. Marks, 1996; Myers, 1990) are
providing new responsibilities and new challenges to both women and men to blend work and family
commitments.  Concurrent with these sociohistorical trends, greater numbers of women and men are
adopting more egditarian pergpectives on both work and family issues, further breaking down the
traditional compartmentaization by gender of work and family spheres (Barnett & Rivers, 1996; Pleck,
1993; Willinger, 1993).

An increasing number of contemporary women and men are finding themsdves involved in work
and family arrangements that were largely unknown to their parents generation (Barnett & Rivers,
1996; Hochschild, 1997). Unfortunately the work-family interface, despite a growing multidisciplinary
literature, is not well understood. Research informing our understanding of the work-family nexus
remains limited in anumber of theoretica and methodologica ways (for detailed review see Barnett,
1996); consequently, the research base from which we might develop policies and practicesto assst
individuas through the relatively new and uncharted waters of today’ s work-family arrangements dso
remains limited.

The lack of an overarching and integrating theoretica framework is perhaps the most

pronounced barrier facing work-family research (Barnett, 1996). Since the early 1950s work-family
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research has been driven by various hypotheses derived from role theory (e.g., role conflict, scarcity of
resources, role accumulation, role congruence, role strain; Marshdl, Chadwick, & Marshall, 1991).
Structura-functionaist role-theory’ s assumptions regarding a biologically-based proclivity of men
toward an ingtrumenta role in the workplace and women toward an expressive role in the family
(Parsons, 1954) led to a deterministic perspective and an overemphasis on “ separate spheres’ of life for
adult men and women. This perspectiveis not hepful for understanding and explaining contemporary
complexities in work-family rdaionships for individuds (Osmond & Thorne, 1993).

One of the mogt sgnificant limitations in our conceptudization of work-family interrdaionships,
arisng from the predominant use of structurd-functionaist role theory, is the generdly accepted
assumption that the interface between work and family is best characterized in terms of strain, resulting
in an dmost exclusive empirica focus on work-family conflict (Barnett, 1996). Unpleasant work
characteristics are congstently found to “spillover” and “crossover” into the family domain (eg.,
Williams & Alliger, 1994); likewise, family problems have been found to “spillover” into the work
domain (e.g., Bowen & Pittman, 1995; Crouter, 1984). Conflict at the work-family interface has been
implicated in a variety of deleterious consegquences such as depresson (Frone, Russdll, & Cooper,
1997; Higgins, Duxbury & Irving, 1992), dcohol abuse (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1997), and marital
tenson (Marshdl, Chadwick, & Marshall, 1991).

However, condderable evidence within the work-family literature, as well as a separate but
related literature on multiple roles and wellbeing, suggest that the work-family interface can dso result in
synergies, or “pogtive soillover” between work and family (Barnett, Marshdl, & Pleck, 1992; Bedeian,
Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Hibbard & Pope, 1991; S. Marks, 1977; Moen, Dempster-McClain, &

Williams, 1989, 1992; Seiber, 1974; Thoits, 1983; Wadron & Jacobs, 1988). Although the
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synergistic potentid of work and family experiences sometimes has been footnoted or briefly
commented upon, empiricd inquiry into “pogtive spillover” between work and family is noticegbly
missing from most of the literature (Barnett, 1996). The overarching god of this paper wasto use
ecologica theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1989; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) to develop amore
expanded conceptudization of the work-family interface and to identify sgnificant correlates of both
positive and negative spillover between work and family.
Empirical and Theoretical Background

Work-Family Conflict

Work-family research has been dominated by empiricad inquiry into work-family conflict
(Barnett, 1996) postulating, based upon structura-functionalist role theory (Marshdl, Chadwick, &
Marshdl, 1991), that respongbilities from different, separate domains compete for limited amounts of
time, physica energy, and psychologica resources (Greenhaus & Beutdl, 1985; Small & Riley, 1990).
Research usng community and regiona samples often finds that work pressure can undermine marita
satisfaction and other family processes, and that family pressure or problems can undermine job
performance and job satisfaction (Crouter, 1984; Frone, Russall & Cooper, 1992a; MacEwen &
Barling, 1994; Parasuraman, Purohit; Godshak, & Beutdl, 1996). Structurd-functiondist role
theory’ s deterministic perspective of role strain requires conceptudizing the work-family interface as a
continuum ranging from little to much conflict between work and family; and, postulates that pogtive
aspects of work and family reduce levels of conflict or buffer the individua from conflict’ s undesirable
CONSequUENCES.

Multiple threads of evidence condstently indicate that conflict from work to family is distinct

from conflict from family to work (for review, see Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997). Empirica reports
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from different samples indicate that work to family conflict and family to work conflict are, at best,
moderately correlated (r=.30 -.55; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992a; Frone, Yardley & Markd,
1997; Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991, Klitzman, House, Israd, & Mero, 1990; Netemeyer, Boles, &
McMurrian, 1996). Theory and evidence aso suggest that individuas can discern when work is
interfering with family and when family is interfering with work (Barnett, 1996, Bromet, Dew, &
Parkinson, 1990; Crouter, 1984). Therefore, work-family spillover appears to be, a a minimum, two-
dimendond (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997; Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996).
Positive Spillover between Work and Family

Whileit is clear that in some circumstances, pressure from one life setting (e.g., work or family)
may spillover and undermine functioning in another, apardld body of theory suggests that participation
in multiple roles provides a greater number of opportunities and resources to facilitate individua growth
and better functioning (Barnett, 1996; S. Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974). For example, empirica reports
using avariety of samples consstently indicate that marita quality is an important buffer for job related
dress, particularly for men (Adams, King, & King, 1996; Barnett, Marshall, & Pleck, 1992; Barnett,
Marshdl, Raudenbush, & Brennan, 1993; Bolger, Delongis, Kesder & Wethington, 1989; Gattiker
and Larwood, 1990; O’'Neil & Greenberger, 1994; Weiss, 1990). Scholarstypicaly conclude that
having the opportunity to talk through difficulties & work, or having a partner who is sengitive to job-
related pressures may help individuas better handle the pressures associated with their jobs and
consequently perform better (Barnett, 1996; Gattiker & Larwood, 1990; Weiss, 1990). Conversdly,
numerous reports from cross-sectiond and longitudind andyses indicate that being employed and being
amother together with being awife is associated with better physical and psychologicd wellbeing in

contrast to being an unemployed wife, particularly among women who want to work or who are
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economically disadvantaged (S. Marks, 1977; Waldron, Weiss, & Hughes, 1998). Consequently
despite an dmogt exclusive focus on conflict, separate but related bodies of research suggest that the
work-family interface can be characterized as both negative and positive.

Negative Spillover and Positive Spillover: |somorphic or Orthogonal?

The evidence for potentia well-being benefits associated with blending work and family roles
suggests an important conceptuad and methodologica question: Are negative spillover (i.e., work-family
conflict) and positive spillover (i.e., work-family enhancement) isomorphic or orthogona constructs?
An isomorphic conceptudization would post that positive and negative spillover are Smply the opposite
ends of the same continuum (e.g., no work-family conflict to much work-family conflict), predicted by
the same determinants and having the same consequences, dbeat in opposite directions. An orthogona
conceptualization would posit that positive and negative spillover are digtinct dimensions of the work-
family interface (eg., no work to family conflict to much work to family conflict; but additiondly, no
work to family enhancement to much work to family enhancement). These two rdatively distinct
dimensions of spillover might coexist to some degree (e.g., ajob that provided a high degree of negative
spillover in the form of long hours and psychologicd carryover into home life a the same time could
provide a high degree of pogtive spillover in the form of financid security for providing postive
experiences for the family and opportunities for persond growth that make for a better family member)
and have shared as well asrdaivey distinct determinants and consequences.  Anadogous
multidimensiond conceptudizations of positive and negative socid interactions (Schugter, Kesder, &
Asdtine, 1990) and their impact on hedth (Burg & Seeman, 1994; Rook, 1984), positive and negative

psychological well-being (Bradburn, 1969; Bryant & Veroff, 1982; Lawton, 1983; Ryff, 1989, Ryff &
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Keyes, 1995), and positive and negative maritd quality (Fincham, 1997) suggest the usefulness of
exploring asamilar multidimensiond conceptudization of work-family spillover.

Empirica inquiry focusing on the negetive aspects of the work-family interface is necessary
given the congstent evidence indicating that work-family conflict undermines physicd and mentd hedth
(Bromet, Dew & Parkinson, 1990; Frone, Russell, & Barnes, 1996; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 19923,
1992b, 1993; 1995;1997; Frone, Barnes & Farrdl, 1994; Higgins, Duxbury, & Irving, 1992; Klitzman,
House, Isradl & Mero, 1990; Parasuraman, Purohit; Godshalk, & Beutell, 1996; Rice, Frone &
McFarlin, 1992). However, it is aso necessary to consder both the antecedents and consequences of
positive spillover between work and family; unfortunatdly, the existing work-family literature lacks a
strong overarching theoretica framework that can capture a broader conceptudization of work-family
experiences (Barnett, 1996).

Ecological Systems Theory

In contrast to the individud, deterministic perspective of structurd-functiondist role theory,
Bronfenbrenner’ s ecologica systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 1983;1986; 1989;1995;
Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998) suggests that the work-family
experienceisajoint function of process, person, context and time characteristics.  Congstent with
previous theory (e.g., Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1986; Voydanoff, 1988) and research (Barnett,
1996; Marshdl, 1991, Marshdl, Chadwick, & Marshdl, 1991), ecologica theory suggests that each
type of characterigtic exerts an additive, and potentidly interactive, effect on the work-family
experience. Also consstent with ecologica theory, areview of the literature suggests that the work-
family experience reflects the adequacy of fit between the individud and his or her environment (Barnett,

1996, Bronfenbrenner, 1986). In contrast to previous theory however, ecologica theory mandates a
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broader scope of work and family factors that shape an individua’ s work-family experience; and
ecological theory does not redirict the experience to being either positive or negative spillover.

Empirica evidence supports the contextua component of ecologicd theory (Bronfenbrenner,
1979) by finding that contextua factors in both work and family microsystems are independently
associated with work-family conflict (Frone, Russdll, & Cooper, 1992a; Frone, Yardley & Markd,
1997; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1986; Higgins, Duxbury & Irving, 1992). Unfortunatdy, however,
these studies cons stently sum across different work and family experiences to operationdize key latent
congtructs such as family and work pressure. For example, work pressure typicaly reflectslow levels
of autonomy on the job, high leves of psychologicd drain, and high leves of role ambiguity (Bromet,
Dew, & Parkinson, 1990; Frone, Russall & Cooper, 1992a). The implicit assumption is that each item
contributes equdly to the negative work-family experience in alinear fashion.

Processes, or interactions between the individua and the persons, objects and symbols of
his’her environment that are perceived as positive or as providing resources for persona growth within
and across different environments are postulated as the actual mechanisms that promote devel opment
(Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994; Lawton & Nahemow, 1973). Work and family interactions that result
in fedings of affective support or control might be seen as resources that can be used for adaptation in
multiple domains (Lawton & Nahemow, 1973). By contrast negative interactions between the
individua and the persons, objects and symbols in hisher environment such as spouse disagreement,
family criticism or work related pressure might be seen as potentid barriers to development in different
domains (Lawton & Nahemow, 1973). In short, different experiencesin the family and on the job can

contribute to different overal evauation of the work-family interface.
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Different person characterigtics dicit different responses from the socid environment, and these
differential responses condition person-environment interactions (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). In
operaiond terms, this postulate of ecologica theory suggests that specific individua level characterigtics
might moderate the association between different work and family interactions and the work-family
experience. The asymmetrical boundary hypothesis (Pleck, 1977) suggests that family factors would
spill over into work more for women than men, and that work factors would spill over into family more
for men than women because of patterns of gender role socidization.

Empirica support for the asymmetrical boundary hypothesis remains mixed. Some scholars find
ggnificant main effects for sex congstent with traditiona gender role socidization (i.e., more work
spillover for men and more family spillover for women), but no evidence of gender differencesin the
effects of this spillover on well-being (i.e., work spillover does not affect women’s well-being more than
men’ swdl-being) (Loscocco, 1997; Parasuraman, Purohit; Godshak, & Beutdl, 1996). Othersfind
gender differences in the antecedents and/or consequences of work-family conflict (Duxbury & Higgins,
1991; Duxbury, Higgins, & Lee, 1994; Gutek, Searle, Klepa, 1991;MacEwen & Barling, 1994,
Parasuraman, Greenhaus, & Granrose, 1992). Still other research reports aweak or complete absence
of amain effect for gender or effect differences by gender (Bedian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Eagle,
Miles, & Icenogle, 1997; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 19923, 1992b). Incondstent findings may result
from avariety of methodologicd limitations, however, such as differencesin andyticd drategies and
samples.

Other person factors such as resource and disposition characteristics are dso important features
of an ecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998). Unfortunately, we know very little

about difference resource characteristics such as age, race/ethnicity, education, and income shape the
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work-family experience (Barnett, 1996). Moreover, we know even less about how enduring
persondity traits (e.g., neuroticism and extraversion; Costa & McRae, 1980) set into motion and sustain
different person-environment interactions relevant to understanding the work-family interface.
Hypotheses

Guided by ecologica systems theory and previous research we examined the following
hypotheses and research question:
H1l.  Thework-family interface is best characterized by four dimensions of spillover:
negative spillover from work to family, negative spillover from family to work, postive spillover from
work to family, and postive spillover from family to work.
H2.  Thecorrdates of work-family spillover differ by gender. Specificaly, family interactions will be
associated with more work-family spillover for women than men, while work interactions will be
associated with more work-family spillover for men than women.
RQ1. Aredifferencesin other individud characteristics, specificdly, age, race/ethnicity, educationa
datus, household income, parenta status, marital status, employment status, neuroticism, and
extraverson associated with differences in work and family spillover?
H3. A higher levd of negative spillover from work to family will be associated with fewer ecologica
resources (i.e., alower level of decison latitude, less support from co-workers and supervisors, and a
lower level of spouse and other family affectud support); alower leve of negative spillover from work
to family will be associated with lower levels of ecologicd barriers (i.e., less pressure a work, less
spouse disagreement, and alower leve of other family criticism/burden).
H4. A lower leved of pogtive spillover from work to family will be associated with fewer ecologicd

resources (i.e., alower level of decison latitude, less support from co-workers and supervisors, and a
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lower level of spouse and other family affectud support); ahigher leve of postive spillover from work
to family will be associated with fewer ecologica barriers (i.e., less pressure a work, less spouse
disagreement, and alower leve of other family criticism/burden).
H5. A higher levd of negative spillover from family to work will be associated with fewer ecologica
resources (i.e., alower leve of spouse and other family affectua support, less decison latitude, and a
lower levd of support from co-workers and supervisors); alower leve of negative spillover from family
to work will be associated with fewer ecologica barriers (i.e., less spouse disagreement, alower leve
of family criticism/burden, and less pressure a work).
H6. A lower leved of pogtive spillover from family to work will be associated with fewer ecologicd
resources (i.e., alower leve of spouse and other family affectual support, less decision latitude a work,
and alower level of support from co-workers and supervisors); and a higher leve of postive spillover
from family to work will be associated with fewer ecologicd barriers (e.g., less spouse disagreement, a
lower leve of family criticism/burden, and less pressure a work).
Methods

Data and Sample

The data used for this study are from the Nationd Survey of Midlife Development in the United
States (MIDUS) collected in 1995 by the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation Research
Network on Successful Midlife Development. The origind purpose of the MIDUS was to examine
patterns, predictors and consequences of midlife development in the areas of physica hedth,
psychologica well-being, and socid respongbility. MIDUS respondents are a nationally representative
general U.S. population sample of non-ingtitutionaized persons aged 25-74, who have telephones. The

sample was obtained through random digit diding, with an oversampling of older respondents and men
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made to guarantee a good distribution on the cross-classification of age and gender. Sampling weights
correcting for selection probabilities and non-response dlow this sample to match the composition of
the U.S. population on age, sex, race and education.

MIDUS respondents firgt participated in atelephone interview lasting gpproximately 40 minutes.
The response rate for the telephone questionnaire was 70%. Respondents to the telephone survey were
then asked to complete two self-administered mailback questionnaires. The response rate for the
mailback questionnaire was 86.8%. Thisyielded an overd| response rate of 60.8% (.70 X .868) for
both parts of the survey.

The andytic sample used here represents al employed respondents under the age of 62
regardless of the number of hours worked per week (N=1,986; women n=948, men n=1,038). In
contrast to some work-family studies we did not limit our sample additiondly to married persons and/or
parents (dthough we control for these statuses in our andyses). We believe such alimitation reflects
too-narrow a conceptudization of family, snce single childless adults often carry consderable family
commitments to parents, shlings, and other kin (Allen & Pickett, 1987).

M easur es
[Insert Table 1 about here)
Dependent Variables

Four digtinct dimensgions of work-family spillover were evauated by consdering the factor
dructure of 16 different items (four for each dimengon) that were new to the MIDUS survey.
(Descriptive gatigtics for al variables used in the andysis are provided in Table 1.) Negative spillover
from work to family itemsincluded: “How often have you experienced each of the following in the past

year? 1) Your job reduces the effort you can give to activitiesat home. 2) Stress a work makes your
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irritable a home. 3) Y our job makes you fed too tired to do the things that need attention a home. 4)
Job worries or problems distract you when you are at home.” Response categories for each of these
items and each of the subsequently described work-family spillover indices were never=1, rarely=2,
sometimes=3, most of the time=4, and dl of the time=5.

Postive spillover from work to family was assessed with the following items.  “How often
have you experienced each of the following in the past year? 1) Thethingsyou do a work help you
ded with persond and practicd issuesat home. 2) Thethingsyou do a work make you amore
interesting person a home. 3) Having agood day on your job makes you a better companion when
you get home. 4) The skills you use on your job are useful for things you have to do a home.”

Negative spillover from family to work was measured with the following items. “How often
have you experienced each of the following in the past year? 1) Respongbilities at home reduce the
effort you can devoteto your job. 2) Persond or family worries and problems distract you when you
aea work. 3) Activities and chores a home prevent you from getting the amount of deep you need
to do your job well. 4) Stressat home makesyou irritable at work.”

Positive spillover from family to work was measured by itemsincluding: *“How often have
you experienced each of the following in the past year? 1) Taking with someone a home helps you
ded with problems a work. 2) Providing for what is needed a home makes you work harder at your
job. 3) Thelove and respect you get a home makes you fed confident about yoursdlf at work. 4)

Y our home life helps you rdax and fed ready for the next day’s work.”
Independent Variables

The Family Microsystem
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Previous research suggests that age of the oldest child, in contrast to parental status measured
in grictly a dichotomous way, is an important predictor of the work-family experience (Voydanoff,
1988). Consequently three dichotomous categories (not a parent, oldest child 5 years of age or less,
and oldest child older than 5) were constructed from self-reports of parenta status and eldest child's
birthday. We aso included a dichotomous measure of marital status (1=not married).

Spouse affectual support was assessed by summing the responses to the following questions
new to the MIDUS survey: (1) “How much does your spouse or partner redlly care about you? (2)
How much does he or she understand the way you fed about things? (3) How much does he or she
gopreciate you? (4) How much can you rely on him or her for hep if you have a serious problem? (5)
How much can you open up to him or her if you need to talk about your worries? (6) How much can
you relax and be yoursdf around him or her?”  Response categories were not at dl=1, alittle=2,
some=3 and alot=4 (apha=.90).

Spouse disagr eement was measured by summing responses to the following three items.
“How much do you and your spouse disagree on the following issues? (1) Money matters, such as
how much to spend, save or invest? (2) Household tasks, such as what needs doing and who does it?
(3) Leisuretime activities, such aswhat to do and with whom?’ Response categories were the same as
those described for spouse affectud solidarity (dpha=.70). Prdiminary andyses indicated that spouse
affectud solidarity and spouse disagreement are only moderately correlated (r = -.47), and that both
aspects of the maritd relationship added sgnificantly to explaining overdl sdlf-reported marita quality
(e.g., Rook, 1984; Schuster, Kesder, & Asdtine, 1990), therefore both variables were included in our

anayses.
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Other family affectual support was assessed by summing the responses to the following
questions adapted from Schuster and colleagues (1990): (1) “Not including your spouse or partner,
how much do members of your family redly care about you? (2) How much do they understand the
way you fed about things? (3) How much can you rely on them for help if you have a serious problem?
(4) How much can you open up to them if you need to talk about your worries?” Response categories
for each item were not at all=1, alittle=2, some=3, and alot=4 (alpha=.83).

Other family criticism/bur denwas measured by summing the responses to the following items
that were dso adapted from Schuster and colleagues (1990): (1) “Not including your spouse or
partner, how often do members of you family make too many demands on you? (2) How often do they
criticize you? (3) How often do they let you down when you are counting on them? (4) How often do
they get on your nerves?”  The response categories for the family criticism/burden items were the same
as those described for family affectud solidarity (dpha=.78). Family affectud solidarity and family
criticism/burden were only moderately correlated (r = -.37), and both items were uniquely associated
with overdl life satisfaction (Rook, 1984; Schudter, Kesder, & Asdtine, 1990) therefore we included
both variablesin our andyses.

The Work Microsystem

The number of reported hour s pent working is often linked to work-family outcomes (for
complete review see Barnett, 1996). In this study four categories of hours spent in employment were
congructed from sdf-reports. Given the great variability in part-time employment arrangements, low
part-time (i.e., less than 20 hours per week) was differentiated from high part-time (i.e., working 20-34
hours per week). The remaining two categories differentiated respondents working between 35 and 44

hours per week and respondents working more than 45 hours per week.
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Decision latitude assessed the amount of control the individual has over their work
environment. The latent construct was measured by summing responses to four items revised from the
Whitehdl 1l survey (1989): (1) “How often do you have a choice in deciding how you do your tasks at
work? (2) How often do you have a choice in deciding what tasks you do at work? (3) How often do
you have a say in decisions about your work? (4) How often do you have a say in planning your work
environment —that is, how your workplace is arranged or how things are organized?’ Response
categories for each item in thisindex (as well asthe indices for job pressure and support at work
described subsequently) were never=1, rarely=2, sometimes=3, most of the time=4, and dl of the
time=5 (alpha=.87).

Job pressure, assessing the amount of psychologica strain associated with working, was
measured by summing responses to the following five questions that were new to the MIDUS survey:
() “How often do you have to work very intensvely —that is, you are very busy trying to get things
done? (2) How often do different people or groups a work demand things from you that you think are
hard to combine? (3) How often in the past year have you had too many demands made on you at
your job? (4) How often in the past year have you have you had enough time to get everything done at
your job? (5) How often in the past year have you had alot of interruptions a your job?’ (dpha=
.76).

Support at work assessng the extent to which relationships with co-workers and supervisors
are perceived as supportive, was measured by averaging responses to the following questions revised
from the Whitehall 11 survey (1989): (1) “How often do you get help and support from your co-
workers? (2) How often are your coworkers willing to listen to your work-related problems? (3)

How often do you get the information you need from your supervisor or superiors? (4) How often do
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you get help and support from your immediate supervisor? (5) How often is your immediate supervisor
willing to listen to your work-related problems?’ (dpha=.84).

Individud Characterigics

Age, racelethnicity, sex, level of educationd attainment, household earnings (quartiles), and two
aspects of persondity wereincluded in dl andyses. Neuroticism was congtructed by caculating the
mean score of the following items. “Please indicate how well each of the following describesyou: (1)
Moody. (2) Worrying. (3) Nervous. (4) Cam.” Response categories for these items were 1=not at
al, 2=alittle, 3=some, 4=alot. Cronbach’saphafor thisindex was .73, with the last item reverse
coded. Extraverson was assessed by taking the mean response to the following items. “Please indicate
how well each of the following describes you: (1) Outgoing. (2) Friendly. (3) Livey. (4) Active. (5)
Takative. Response categories for the extraverson scale were the same as those described for
neuroticism (alpha=.79).

Variable Congtruction

Severd of the independent variables were found to be skewed; therefore, we trichotomized the
work and family measures based upon approximate tertile cut-points to comply with the genera
assumptions of regresson andyses (Neter, Kutner, Nachtsheim, & Wasserman, 1996) and to avoid
strong assumptions regarding the shape of the association. A separate category was created for
respondents missing on each of the continuous work and family variables and these missing data
indicator variables were included in the andyses to provide more rdiable parameter estimates for the
associations between work and family factors and work-family spillover (Orme & Rels, 1991).

Analytic Sequence
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The first hypothesis was tested using principle-axis factor analysis with varimax rotation to
explore the structure of the 16 items measuring work-family spillover. Factors with eigen-vaues greater
than one were retained, and specific items were retained if the factor loading was gregter than .40. The
remaining hypotheses and the research question were tested using multivariate ordinary least squares
regression moded s where each dimension of work-family spillover was regressed on the work
characterigtics, family characterigtics, and individua characteridtics (i.e., age, race/ethnicity, education,
household earnings, neuroticism, and extraversion).

Results
[Insert Table 2 about here)
Multiple Dimensions of Work-Family Spillover

Examination of the scree plot, aconsderation of factors with an eigen vaue greater than one,
and principa components andyses with varimax rotation dl provided evidence to support our first
hypothess that negetive spillover from work to family, pogtive spillover from work to family, negative
spillover from family to work, and positive spillover from family to work are distinct forms of work-
family experience. Two items (i.e, item three described earlier for pogtive spillover from work to
family, and item two described earlier for postive spillover from family to work) were diminated
because they strongly loaded on multiple factors (see Table 2). Consequently negative spillover from
work to family was consgtructed using afour item scae (dpha=.83), positive spillover from work to
family was congtructed using three items (dpha =.73), negative spillover from family to work included
four items (apha=.80), and positive spillover from family to work was congiructed from three items
(adpha=.70).

[Insert Table 3 about here]
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Additiond andyses further supported our first hypothesis that the positive and negative
dimensions of the work-family experience identified in the factor andyss are didinct. Firde, consstent
with the factor analyss results, examination of the intra-class corrdation matrix (see Table 3) reveded
that the interna correlation between individua items congtructing the measures were moderate on the
diagond while correlation estimates off the diagond were modest. Next the bivariate correlation
between each dimension of work-family spillover ranged from modest to moderate. Indeed, the highest
correlation was between work to family and family to work negative spillover (i.e., r=45) fdling in the
range found in previous empirica work (eg., Frone, Russdll, & Cooper, 1992a; Frone, Yardley &
Markel, 1997; Gutek, Searle, Klepa, 1991, Klitzman, House, Israd, & Mero, 1990; Netemeyer,
Boles, & McMurrian, 1996). Additional analyses suggested concurrent and predictive vdidity for each
of the work-family measures identified by the factor analyss. Multivariate regresson anadyses (not
shown) demondtrated that dl four dimensions of work-family spillover were independently associated
(p<.012) with globa measures of physicd and mentd hedlth, and life satisfaction. Moreover each
measure, except for positive spillover from work to family, was found to be independently associated
(p<.01) with marita qudity.

Gender and Other Individual Differencesin Work-Family Spillover

Congstent with some previous research, descriptive anadyses indicated that negative work to
family spillover and negative family to work spillover do not systematicaly differ by gender (Bedian,
Burke, & Moffett, 1988; Eagle, Miles, & Icenogle, 1997; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1992a, 1992b).
We do however find that women report higher levels of positive spillover from work to family in
contrast to men (see Table 1).

[Insert Table 4 about here]
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Preiminary analyses combining women and men were undertaken to consider the gender
moderation hypothesis. Each dimension of work-family spillover was regressed on dl of the family,
work, and individud characterigtics, dong with gender interaction terms for each of the independent and
exogenous variables.  Severd dgnificant gender interactions were found, consequently separate models
are provided in Table 4 for women and men with superscripts indicating where Sgnificant gender
interaction terms were found in the preliminary andyses. (More discussion of gender differences follows
in the description of results of the modds estimated separately for men and women.) Unweighted
results are reported snce factors used in over-sampling were controlled in dl andyses and the overdl
pettern of findings were similar for both welghted and unweighted andyses (Winship & Radbill, 1994).

In answer to our research question, we did find that individud-level factors were associated
with work-family spillover once family and work characteristics were controlled. 'Y ounger men
reported more negetive spillover between work and family (both work to family and family to work),
and less pogitive spillover from family to work than older men. Similarly younger women reported less
positive spillover from work to family and more negetive spillover from family to work than older
women.

Racelethnicity was not a consstent robust predictor of work-family spillover, however non-
Hispanic white women reported more negetive spillover from family to work than nonwhite women did.
Across outcomes, an individud’s educationd level and household earnings were not found to be
systematicaly associated with work-family spillover. Notably however, education and household
earnings were sgnificantly associated with positive spillover from work to family, and these associations
differed sgnificantly by gender. Specificaly, alower level of education and income were robustly

asociated with alower leved of pogtive spillover from work to family for women, but were
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unassociated with this outcome among men.  There was aso some evidence that high school educated
women (and possibly men) experienced less negetive work to family spillover than college graduates,
and that men with less than a high school education experienced less negative family to work spillover
than college graduates.

In terms of persondity characterigtics, ahigher level of neuroticism was associated with more
negative spillover between work and family (in both directions) for both women and men, and less
positive spillover between work and family among women only. A higher levd of extraverson on the
other hand was associated with less negative spillover and more positive spillover for both women and
men.

Negative Spillover from Work to Family
Work Factors and Negative Spillover from Work to Family

Congstent with previous research, the strongest correlates of negative spillover from work to
family (i.e., work to family conflict) were work characterigtics, particularly pressure on the job. Indeed,
in contrast to women and men in the highest tertile of pressure a work, being in the lowest tertile was
associated with nearly one full standard deviation reduction in the amount of negetive spillover from
work to family. These results lend strong support for Hypothesis 3 which predicted that more barriers
in the workplace would be associated with more negative spillover from work to family.

Also congstent with Hypothesis 3, results reported in the first mode on Table 4 indicate that
fewer ecological resources (i.e., lower levels of decison latitude and support at work) are associated
with more negative spillover from work to family.  Although there is no evidence for gender differences,
the association between decision latitude and negative spillover from work to family appearsto be

somewhat more robust for women in contrast to men. Inconsistent with the gender moderation
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hypothesis, results indicated that alow level of support at work was more strongly associated with
negative spillover from work to family for women in contrast to men.

Finaly our results indicated that working less than 20 hours per week was associated with less
negetive spillover from work to family among women only, while working 45 hours per week or more
was associated with more negative pillover from work to family for both women and men.

Family Factors and Negative Spillover from Work to Family

Although work characteristics were important correates in the model estimating the association
between work and family factors and negative spillover from work to family, different agpects of family
relationships were dso sgnificant correlates. Congstent with our hypothes's, andyses indicated thet a
lower leved of family criticism/burden and spouse disagreement was associated with lesswork to family
conflict for both men and women. Addtiondly, for men alow leve of affectua support from family
members and spouse (trend effect) was associated with more negetive spillover from work to family.

Two interesting gender differences emerged in the gender separate andlyses. Fird, providing
very limited support for our gender moderation hypothes's, results indicated that the lowest leve of
other family criticism/burden was associated with less negative spillover from work to family among
women only. Second, despite the absence of a Sgnificant between gender difference, it isinteresting to
note that within gender results indicate no association between spouse affectua support and work to
family conflict among women, whereas among men there was atrend indicating that alow leve of
spouse affectud support might be associated with more negative spillover from work to family.
Postive Spillover from Work to Family

Work Factors and Positive Spillover from Work to Family
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Resources within the workplace clearly were the most robust correlates of positive spillover
from work to family among both women and men. Results reported in Table 4 indicate that lower levels
of decison latitude are linearly associated with less positive spillover from work to family among both
women and men. A lower leve of support at work from coworkers and supervisors was aso strongly
associated with less postive spillover from work to family. Women and men who work done do not
systematicaly differ from women and men who report a high amount of support & work. Findly,
contrary to our hypothes's, resultsindicated that alow level of pressure a work among men is
associated with less postive spillover from work to family.

Family Factors and Positive Spillover from Work to Family

A trend leve effect suggested that among men having an oldest child less than 5 years old was
asociated with ahigher level of postive spillover from work to family than having no children. Another
trend leve finding, running counter to our hypothess, suggested that being in the lowest tertile of other
family criticism/burden was associated with less, rather than more, positive spillover from work to family
among women.

Negative Spillover from Family to Work
Family Factors and Negative Spillover from Family to Work

While alower leve of both spouse and other family criticisnvburden were clearly important
correlates of more negative spillover from family to work, it is dso important to note the other family
factors that have a sgnificant influence on this dimenson of the work-family interface. Gender separate
results reported in the fifth and sixth columns of Table 4 indicate that having a child of any age (in
contragt to having no children) is associated with more negative spillover from family to work for both

women and men. Similarly, having alow leve of spouse affectud support is associated with more
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negative spillover. Taken together, these results suggest that family structure, and both postive and
negative dimensons of family reations are important correlates of family to work conflict.
Work Factors and Negative Spillover from Family to Work

Although previous research suggests that family factors are the primary source of family to work
conflict, results from our analysesindicated that less pressure a work was aso strongly associated with
less negative spillover from family to work. Moreover, results indicated that the association between
pressure a work and negative spillover from family to work differs dong gender lines. Although alow
level of pressure is associated with a strong decrease in negative spillover from family to work among
both women and men, our results indicate that among men, even moderate in contrast to high pressure
a work is beneficid.

Supportive of Hypothesis 5, results indicated that a being in the middle tertile of support a work
in contrast to being in the highest tertile is associated with more negative spillover from family to work
for both women and men. Similarly, atrend level finding among women suggests that being in the
middle tertile of decison ldtitude is associated with more negative spillover from family to work in
contragt to being in the highest tertile. Finally, controlling for qudity of work measures, our results
indicated that working less than 20 hours per week was associated with less family to work conflict
among both women (p<.001) and men (p<.10).

Positive Spillover from Family to Work
Family Factors and Positive Spillover from Family to Work

The results reported in Table 4 for the associations between family factors and postive spillover

from family to work are largely consstent with Hypothesis 6. Less affectud support from both spouse

and other family membersis associated with less positive spillover from family to work among both
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women and men. Moreover, while being unmarried is associated with less negative pillover from work
to family, being unmarried was aso robustly associated with less postive spillover from family to work.
Also, consgtent with our gender moderation hypothes's, results indicated that alow level of family
criticlsm/burden was associated with more positive pillover from family to work among women but not
men.

In contrast to our gender moderation hypothesis anticipating that family related factors would be
associated with work-family spillover more for women than men, results suggest that only men benefit
from alower leve of spouse disagreement. Indeed among women, spouse disagreement is not
associated with postive spillover from family to work. Additiondly, trend level evidence suggests that
fathers report more positive spillover from family to work in contrast to men without children, but
parenta status does not influence this outcome among women.

Work Factors and Positive Spillover from Family to Work

Supportive of Hypothesis 6, alower level of decison latitude at work was associated with less
pogitive spillover from family to work. Similarly, lower levels of support at work were associated with
less pogtive spillover. Working done is associated with less positive spillover from family to work
among both women and men, while being in the lowest tertile of support a work is associated with less
positive spillover from family to work among women only. Findly, dthough working less than full-time
was associated with less negative spillover between work and family it is also associated with less
positive spillover from family to work among women only (trend levd).

Discussion, Summary and Conclusions
The overarching god of this research project wasto use ecological theory to consider a broader

conceptudization of work-family spillover and to systematicaly examine the correlates of postive and
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negative spillover between work and family. Our exploratory factor andys's suggests that negetive
spillover from work to family, postive spillover from work to family, negative spillover from family to
work and pogtive spillover from family to work are, indeed, distinct dimensions of the work-family
interface. Additiond analyses provided further evidence that each dimengon of work-family spillover is
relatively orthogona by indicating that the correlates of each outcome were different. For example,
negative spillover between work and family (both work to family and family to work) shared some
correlates such as pressure at work, spouse disagreement, and other family criticism/burden; however,
spouse affectua support was aso an important correate of negative spillover from family to work but
not negative spillover from work to family. Similarly, decison latitude is strongly associated with both
positive spillover from work to family and positive spillover from family to work, while spouse affectua
support is a strong correlate of pogtive spillover from family to work and unassociated with postive
Spillover from work to family. In brief, these analyses suggest that the work-family interface can be both
positive and negative, and the correlates and antecedents of these different work-family experiences
may be different.

The pattern of results that emerged from our anayses aso provides support for an ecologica
perspective of the work-family interface. Congstent with the ecologica premise that different individua
characteristics may moderate the effect of contextua factors on person-environment interactions, we
find that gender interacts with severa work and family characteristics creeting different work-family
experiences for women and men. However, these gender interaction effects were not uniformly
consgtent with the asymmetrica boundary hypothesis (Pleck, 1977); that is, sometimes family factors
influenced women' s work-family spillover more for women than men, and other times men were more

affected by family factors. Next consstent with the ecological postulate that processes, rather than role
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occupancy or socid address, influence outcomes our results indicated that individual characterigtics
were not consstent predictors of work-family spillover above and beyond work and family processes.
Findly our results indicete that persondity characterigtics, poditive and negdtive interactions in the family
microsystem, and positive and negative experiences in the work microsystem were dl independently
associated with the work-family interface. These anayses confirm that persondity factors aone do not
account for the propengties of individuas to experience or report work and family conflict or
enhacement.

If the work-family interface can be both positive and negeative what are the goas of work-family
policies and programs, and consequently what are the targets for intervention? If the god isto reduce
negative spillover between work and family (i.e., work-family conflict) then workplace programs such
asflex-time and job sharing (increesing decision latitude or control) may not be the most effective
intervention strategies. Indeed our results suggest that pressure on the job, supportive work
environments, and different agpects of the family relaionship are more sdient leverage points for
intervention (Stokols, 1996). These results suggest that programs and policies focused on reducing
pressure a work, building supportive work environments, and promoting emotiondly close family
relaionships may provide more benefit in reducing work-family conflict than programs that enhance
decison latitude. If the god however isto promote a synergistic work-family relationship, then
programs that provide employees with higher levels of decison latitude are important. Additiondly,
programs that promote supportive work relationships as well as more emotiondly close and less
conflicted family relations may further the cause of benefiting business and society. In short, we must
adequatdly specify the god (i.e., define the work-family related outcome) before we can develop

targeted interventions to achieve the god.
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Next, this research replicates and extends key findings from previous research. Consstent with
results from non-representative samples, our analyses suggest that work factors are the primary sources
of work to family spillover, while family factors are the primary sources of family to work spillover
(Crouter, 1984; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 19923, 1997; MacEwen & Barling, 1994; Parasuraman,
Purohit; Godshalk, & Beutdl, 1996). Additionaly, our nationaly representative results generaly
suggest that qudities of work and family interactions are more robust correlates of work-family spillover
than smply role occupation (e.g., Barnett, Marshall, & Pleck, 1992). Since our analyses did not
include measures of parent-child relationsit is not surprising that parenta status was found to be
associated with negative spillover from family to work. However, in contrast to previous research
indicating that work characterigtics typically mediate the association between employment status and
work-family spillover (Barnett, 1996), our results indicate that once both work and family
characteristics are controlled the number of hours worked each week is associated with perceptions of
work-family conflict. These results begin to address, abeit in amodest way, the importance of
consdering both work and family characterigtics in work-family research (Barnett, 1996).

The next Sep isto examine alarger, more integrated model of work-family spillover. For
example Frone, Yardley and Markd (1997) have developed and tested amode of the complex
reciprocd relations between work and family; however, their measures were limited to work-family
conflict and work and family pressures/burdens. The evidence from this study suggests that a greater
elaboration of the work-family interface requires consideration of the reciproca relations between
positive and negative aspects of work and family, as well as the reciproca relations between pogstive

and negative spillover between work and family.
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Although the multidimensiondity of these results are consstent with theoretical and empirical
discussons aswdl as everyday parlance, the results from this study must remain regarded as
preliminary. When we atempted to move our multi-dimensiona conceptudization of work-family
spillover into confirmatory factor andyss, our moded quickly became “under- identified” given the
limited number of work-family items available in the MIDUS. Future research is necessary to further
confirm the structure of work-family spillover.

It is aso important to recognize the limitations of this research. These data were cross-sectiond
and sdf-reported; consequently, it isimportant for future research to follow-up on the long-term
consequences of both positive and negative spillover for the individud, hisher family members, as wel
asthe individud’ s performance in the workplace. Moreover it isimportant for additiond cross-
sectiona replication and extension to consder if self-reports of work-family spillover are accurate.
Some evidence, for example, suggests that men may under-report negative spillover from work to
family, and over-report postive spillover from work to family since traditiond gender role socidization
encourages men to “protect” their wives and families from the burdens of their work (Weiss, 1990).

Additiondly, dthough datain the MIDUS are nationally representative, due to the length of the
interview they are likely to be somewhat biased toward higher functioning individuals. Consequently we
gill may know less about individuas who may have the most problematic work-family interactions.

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study advances our understanding of the work-family
nexusin severd important ways. The results from this study provide nationdly representative evidence
indicating thet limiting the work-family interface to work-family conflict istoo smplidtic. Indeed, results
from this study suggest that an individud’ s experiences within the family and within the workplace can

amultaneoudy benefit and undermine functioning at home and & work. The task for future scholarship
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isto develop an integrated modd of adults work and family experiences so that policies and programs
can remain attentive to the synergistic whole of individua experience, rather than compartmentdize

gpecific sources of “conflict” and develop one-sded interventions for working adults.
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Table 1 717/1999
Descriptive statistics for all analysis variables

Everyone Women Men Gender
Mean SD Range Mean SD Mean SD Difference
Outcomes
Negative Spillover Work to Family 1061 291 420 1053 299 1070 2.82
Postive Spillover Work to Family 784 251 315 789 253 777 250 *x
Negative Spillover Family to Work 848 267 420 853 265 842 268
Positive Spillover Family to Work 1027 248 315 1022 256 1033 240
Family Microsystem
Marital Status >
Not married 032 046 01 037 048 026 04 ok
Parental Status
No Children 024 043 01 021 041 027 04
Oldest child < 5 years 006 024 01 006 024 007 025
Oldest child > 5 years 070 046 01 073 045 067 047
Spouse Affectual Support ok
Lowest Tertile 024 043 01 026 044 023 042
Middle Tertile 018 0.38 01 017 037 019 0.39
Highest Tertile 025 044 01 021 040 031 046
Spouse Disagreement ok
Lowest Tertile 025 043 01 023 042 027 04
Middle Tertile 019 0.39 01 021 041 017 038
Highest Tertile 024 043 01 019 040 029 045
Other Family Affectual Support ok
Lowest Tertile 038 049 01 034 048 042 049
Middle Tertile 033 047 01 033 047 033 047
Highest Tertile 027 045 01 031 046 023 042
Other Family Criticism/Burden ok
Lowest Tertile 030 046 01 026 044 034 047
Middle Tertile 036 048 01 035 048 038 049
Highest Tertile 032 047 01 038 049 026 04
Work Microsystem
Hours Worked/Week ok
1-19 hours/week 005 021 01 007 026 002 013
20-35 hours/week 013 034 01 019 039 007 025
35-44 hours/week 037 048 01 043 050 030 046
45 hours/week or more 046  0.50 01 031 046 061 049
Decision L atitude ok
Lowest tertile 035 048 01 038 049 033 047
Middle tertile 033 047 01 034 047 032 047
Highest tertile 030 046 01 026 044 035 048
Pressure at Work
Lowest tertile 029 045 01 027 044 030 046
Middle tertile 036 048 01 036 048 036 048
Highest tertile 034 048 01 035 048 033 047
Support at work ok
Work Alone 018 0.38 01 017 037 019 0.39
Lowest tertile 023 042 01 020 040 026 044
Middle tertile 023 042 01 023 042 023 042
Highest tertile 035 048 01 040 049 031 046
Individual Characteristics
Age 4086 9.83 2562 41.07 10.09 4063 954 *
Sex (female=1) 052 0.50 0-1
Racelethnicity (black=1) 011 031 01 013 033 009 0.29 >
Lessthan H.S. education 008 0.27 01 007 026 009 0.28 >
H.S. education or GED 036 048 01 038 049 034 047
Some College 028 045 01 029 045 027 04
College Graduate 0.28 045 01 026 044 031 046
Bottom Quartile Household Earnings 022 042 01 026 044 018 039 *xx
Low Quartile Household Earnings 026 044 01 029 045 023 042
High Quartile Household Earnings 027 044 01 023 042 030 046
Top Quartile Household Earning 025 043 01 022 041 028 045
Neuroticism 225 066 14 235 068 217 063 ok
Extraversion 320 0.56 14 325 056 316 056 il

Source: National Survey of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS) 1995.
+ p<.10 * p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.001 (two-tailed): Differences based on t-tests or chi-square tests.
Note: Weighted data



Table 2:
Rotated Factor Matrix for Work-Family Spillover Items

Negative Work to
Family Spillover

Positive Work to
Family Spillover

Negative Family to Positive Family to
Work Spillover Work Spillover

Y our job makes you feel too tired to do the things that need
attention at home.

Stress at work makes you irritable at home.

Job worries or problems distract you when you are at home.

Y our job reduces the effort you can give to activities at home.
Personal or family worries and problems distract you when you
arework.

Stress at home makes you irritable at work

Activities and chores at home prevent you from getting the
amount of sleep you need to do your job well.

Responsibilities at home reduce the effort you can devote to
your job.

The love and respect you get at home makes you feel confident
about yourself at work.

Y our home life helpsyou relax and feel ready for the next day’s
work.

Talking with someone at home helps you deal with problems at
work.

Providing for what is needed at home makes you work harder at
your job.

Having a good day on your job makes you a better companion
when you get home.

The things you do at work help you deal with personal and
practical issues at home.

The things you do at work make you a more interesting person
at home.

The skillsyou use on your job are useful for things you have to
do at home.

.768

.684
675
.640

.748

.689
.631

.581

.815

.664

739

717

.598

Source: National Survey of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS), 1995.

Note: Principle axis extraction and varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization.



Table 3:
Intra-class correlation matrix estimating the average correlation between items within and across work-family spillover factors

Negative Spillover  Positive Spillover Negative Spillover  Positive Spillover
Work to Family Work to Family Family to Work Family to Work

Negative Spillover

Work to Family .55

Positive Spillover

Work to Family -.02 48

Negative Spillover

Family to Work 32 .08 50

Positive Spillover

Family to Work -.01 19 -.04 43

Source: Nationa Survey of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS) 1995.



Table 4:

Unstandardized OL S estimates for the association between family relations, work characteristics, individual characteristics, and work-family spillover anong employed adults

aged 25-62.

Negative Spillover

Positive Spillover

Negative Spillover

Positive Spillover

Work to Family Work to Family Family to Work Family to Work
Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men
Family Microsystem
Marital Status
Not married® -0.62 + -0.54 * -0.42 0.05 -0.28 0.04 -1.86 *** -1.71 *xx
Parental Status’
Oldest child < 5 years -0.33 0.19 -0.03 0.55 + 0.92 * 0.95 ** -0.07 0.59 +
Oldest child > 5 years 0.25 0.01 0.18 0.12 0.99 *** 0.84 *** 020" 034+
Spouse Affectual Support®
Lowest Tertile -0.08 0.39 + -0.35 0.17 0.60 * 0.84 *** -2.12 **x -1.92 ***
Middle Tertile 0.16 0.01 -0.23 0.23 0.27 0.48 * -0.88 *** -0.68
Spouse Disagreement®
Lowest Tertile -0.81 ** -0.78 *** -0.42 -0.13 -0.74 ** -0.54 ** 014" 0.64 **f
Middle Tertile -0.46 + -0.15 -0.23 0.08 -0.03 -0.25 -0.27 0.27
Other Family Affectual Support®
Lowest Tertile 0.32 0.60 ** -0.09 -0.33 0.13 0.29 -0.52 ** -0.63 ***
Middle Tertile -0.01 0.31 0.22 -0.05 -0.16 0.32 + -0.15 -0.13
Other Family Criticism/Burden®
Lowest Tertile -0.61 **' -031f -0.41 + -0.08 -0.80 ***  -1.05 *** 0.47 *¢ -0.15°¢
Middle Tertile 0.07 -0.44 * -0.08 -0.13 -0.22 -0.56 ** 0.16 -0.16
Work Microsystem
Hours Worked/Week?
1-19 hours/week -1.61 *** -0.88 + 0.48 -0.22 -1.06 ***  -0.90 + -0.52 + -0.56
20-35 hours/week -0.35 -0.31 0.15 -0.04 0.14 0.14 -0.40 + 023"
45 hours/week or more 0.59 ** 0.63 *** 0.01 0.05 -0.03 0.23 0.02 -0.16
Decision L atitude®
Lowest tertile 0.39 + 0.33 + -1.49 *** -1.70 *** 0.11 0.12 -0.78 *** -1.09 ***
Middle tertile 0.43 * -0.04 -0.54 ** -0.85 *** 0.34 + -0.01 -0.63 *** -0.80 ***
Pressure at Work®
Lowest tertile -2.34 *xx -2.18 *** -0.12 -041* -0.99 *¥**  -1.00 *** -0.21 -0.17
Middle tertile -1.16 *** -1.20 *** -0.10 -0.15 -0.19°¢ -0.43 *¢ -0.05 -0.05
Support at work®
Works Alone 0.70 ** 043 + -0.33 -0.36 0.24 0.24 -0.72 ** -0.54 *
Lowest tertile 1.20 ***°€ 0.61 ***¢ -0.45 * -0.85 *** 0.32 0.32 -0.52 * -0.22
Middle tertile 0.69 0.25 -0.25 -0.37 + 0.45 * 0.45 * 0.12 -0.26
Individual Characteristics
Age -0.01 -0.02 * 0.02 * 0.01 -0.05 ***  -0.05 *** 0.01°¢ -0.02 *¢
Race/Ethnicity (Black=1) -0.03 -0.55 + -0.38° 0.09° -0.56 * -0.41 0.38 054 +
Education
Less than H.S. educ. 0.15 -0.42 -0.89 *¢ -0.08 ¢ -0.22 -0.85 ** 0.66 + -0.01
H.S. educ. or G.E.D. -0.51 * -0.36 + -0.82 ***¢ 0,09 ¢ -0.65 -0.30 0.07 -0.03
Some college -0.13 -0.10 -0.53 **f 002" -0.20 -0.15 0.08 0.05
Household Earnings
Bottom quartile -0.27 -0.15 047" 0.30" -0.12 0.19 0.24 0.31
Low quartile -0.15 0.01 -0.54 *¢ 0.16 ¢ -0.14 0.22 0.20 -0.16
High quartile -0.31 -0.25 -0.57 *¢ 0.03°¢ -0.38 -0.01 -0.05 -0.03
Neuroticism 1.09 *** 0.88 *** -0.25 * -0.12 0.95 *** 0.69 *** -0.21 + -0.07
Extraversion -0.43 ** -0.46 *** 0.63 *** 0.39 ** -0.31* -0.15 0.70 *** 0.78 ***
Constant 10.78 *** 11.86 *** 7.93 7.93 *** 9.36 9.13 *** 10.29 *** 10.54 ***
Adjusted R 0.384 0.347 0.154 0.133 0.252 0.249 0.236 0.293

Source: National Survey of Midlife Development in the United States (MIDUS) 1995.
Note: Unweighted data (N=1,986; Women n=948, Men n=1038).
+p<.10* p<.05**p <.01 *** p <.001 (two-tailed)

a,
c.
d

e,

: contrast group is highest tertile

: contrast group is working 35-44 hours per week
- asgnificant gender difference (p<.05) was noted in a combined gender model.
: asgnificant gender difference (p<.10) was noted in a combined gender model.

- contrast group is married with high spouse affectual solidarity and high spouse disagreement. ®: contrast group is no children.
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