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ABSTRACT

BIDIRECTIONAL NATURE OF WORK FAMILY CONFLICT: THE
ANTECEDENTS AND OUTCOMES OF WORK TO FAMILY CONFLICT AND
FAMILY TO WORK CONFLICT

Uziimciioglu, Yesim
M.S., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢

September 2013, 106 pages

The aim of the present study was to investigate the bidirectional nature of work
family conflict: work to family conflict (WFC) and family to work conflict (FWC).
Antecedents and outcomes of both directions were examined. Antecedents of WFC
were categorized as work stressors which included role demands, injustice and
autonomy whereas outcomes of work to family conflict included job satisfaction,
affective commitment and turnover intention. Family stressors included family role
demands and communication problems and outcomes of FWC included family
satisfaction. The mediating role of WFC and FWC between the antecedents and
outcomes were also investigated. Moreover, the interaction of relational self-
regulation and work/family stressors on work/family related outcomes were
examined on an exploratory basis. A pilot study was conducted with 83 people to
establish the psychometric propterties of the relational self-regulation measure
developed for this study. The main analysis was conducted with 314 people. The
results of the regression analyses showed that WFC and FWC did not mediate the
relationships between work/family stressors and work/family related outcomes.
Among the work stressors, only injustice predicted WFC and turnover intention

significantly. Job satisfaction was predicted by all work stressors; however, affective
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commitment was predicted by injustice and autonomy only. Family role demands
and communication problems predicted family satisfaction, whereas FWC was only
predicted by family role demands. Exploratory analyses showed that, the interaction
effects of relational self-regulation and autonomy on job satisfaction and turnover
intention were significant. The results were discussed and practical implications of

the finding were stated along with the future research suggestions.

Keywords: Work Family Conflict, Antecedents, Outcomes, Relational Self-
Regulation



0z

IS AILE CATISMASININ IKI YONLU YAPISI: ISTEN AILEYE VE AILEDEN
ISE CATISMANIN NEDENLERI VE SONUCLARI

Uziimciioglu, Yesim
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgic

Eyliil 2013, 106 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci, isten aileye catisma (IAC) ve aileden ise catisma (AIC) olmak
lizere, ig-aile catismasinin iki yonlii yapisinin incelenmesidir. Bu baglamda her iki
yoniin nedenleri ve sonuglar1 arastirilmistir. Isten aileye catismanin nedenleri rol
gereksinimleri, adaletsizlik ve otonomiyi igeren is stres faktorleri olarak kategorize
edilmisken, sonuglari ise i doyumu, duygusal baglilik ve isten ayrilma niyeti olarak
kategorize edilmistir. Bununla birlikte, aile stres faktorleri AIC nin nedenleri olarak
ve AIC nin sonuglari ise aile tatminini olarak incelenmistir. Aile stres faktorleri, aile
rollerini ve aile i¢i iletisimi igermektedir. Calismada ayrica nedenler ve sonuglar
arasinda, IAC ve AIC’min dengeleyici rolii arastirilmistir. Dahasi, iliskisel &z-
diizenleme ile is stres faktorlerinin isle ilgili sonuglar iizerindeki etkisi ve iliskisel
0z- diizenleme ile aile stres faktorlerinin aileye bagli sonuglar iizerindeki etkilesim
etkisi incelenmistir. Oncelikle yapilan &lgiimlerin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin
belirlenmesi i¢in 83 kisi ile bir pilot ¢alisma gerceklestirilmis, daha sonra temel
analizler 314 kisinin katilimi ile gerceklestirilmistir. Yapilan regresyon analizi

sonuglarina gore, IAC ve AIC; is/aile stres faktdrleri ve is/aile iliskili sonuglara
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aracilik etmedigi bulunmustur. Is stres faktorleri arasinda sadece adaletsizlik IAC’yi
ve isten ayrilma niyetini anlamli olarak yordamaktadir. Is doyumu, tiim is stres
faktorleri tarafindan yordanmisken, duygusal baglilik sadece adaletsizlik ve otonomi
tarafindan yordanmaktadir. Aile stres faktdrleri incelendiginde, aile rollerinin AIC ve
aile rolleri ve aile i¢i iletisimin aile tatminini anlamli olarak yordadig1 goriilmektedir.
Aciklayict analiz sonuclarina gore, iliskisel 0z- diizenleme ve otonomi etkilesim
etkisi, is doyumu ve isten ayrilma niyeti ile iliskilidir. Sonuclar ilgili literatiir
cergevesinde tartisilacak ve gelecekteki arastirmalarda uygulanabilecek pratik

¢oziimler degerlendirilecektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Is Aile Catismas1, Nedenleri, Sonuglari, iliskisel Oz Diizenleme
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Research about work family interference has gained attention due to the
change in contemporary demographic trends in the new work force such as increased
number of working mothers (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997), dual-earner couples
and single parents. People have become more likely to experience the challenge of
managing work and family role demands (Bond, Thompson, Galinsky, & Prottas,
2002). Work family interference has also gained attention since there are significant
changes in traditional family role demands due to women getting employed outside
home (Aycan & Eskin, 2005). Work family interference is described as an integrated
relationship between work and family (Ansari, 2011). Work family interference has
both negative and positive effects. Work family conflict is the negative side of work
family interference and it is experienced when pressures caused by work and family
role demands are mutually incompatible (Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985). Work family
enhancement is the positive side of work family interference and it is experienced
when people get psychological and social resources by participating in multiple
roles. Thus, although work-family role demands are incompatiple they give people
sense of competence (Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 2002).In the present study,
the negative side of work-family interference will be studied.

People have different roles both in their work lives and family lives, and not
being able to fulfill roles in one domain may cause problems in the other domain
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). According to Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1992a) work
family conflict has a bidirectional nature and has two types of conflict: work to
family (WFC), and family to work (FWC). Investigating both types of work family
conflict is important since a relation between only one type of conflict with a
dimension is not enough to make a generalization to the other type of conflict and its
relation with the dimension (Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1997). The relationship

between work/family stressors and work family conflict (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000;
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Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011), and also the relationships
between work family conflict and work/family related outcomes (Carroll & Hill,
2012; Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000) have been established in the literature.
The aim of the present study was to investigate the mediating role of WFC and FWC
in predicting work/family related outcomes from work/family stressors.

Academic and corporate research show that there is a spillover from work to
family and family to work, and balance of work and family is important for both
families and businesses (Hill, Hawkins, Ferris, & Weitzman, 2001). Majority of
people work overtime, work systematically one or more days at home, and work
often during hours beyond ‘nine-to-five’ (Merlli'e & Paoli, 2000), however the
conflict between work and family is not only due to work life. Daily or personal
activities are often completed in workplaces such as employee benefits (e.g. the
hairdresser at the workplace, or fitness services offered by the company), and
personal phone calls/e-mails. Therefore, the boundaries between work and daily or
non-work have become blurry.

Work-family conflict is described as an interrole conflict and it is experienced
when the role pressures from the work and family domains are incompatible in some
respect. Participation in roles of a domain makes it difficult to participate in roles of
the other domain (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). It may also a result of interaction
between stress in the family and work domains (Renshaw, 1976). The time devoted
to work interferes with performing family responsibilities, and it causes work to
family conflict, whereas time devoted to family responsibilities interferes with
performing work-related responsibilities and it causes family to work conflict
(Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996). In addition to time, strain and specific
behaviors may also cause work to family and family to work conflict. Pleck, Staines,
and Lang (1980) stated that when a person experiences strain in one domain, it
affects his/her performance in the other domain. Expected behaviors in work domain
and family domain can be different and thus they can be incompatible (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985). Schein (1973) gave an example for male managers. They are
expected to have self-reliance, emotional stability, aggressiveness, and objectivity,
whereas as a family member they are expected to be warm, emotional, and
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vulnerable. If he cannot balance the expected behaviors, he may experience conflict
between work and family role demands. Thereby, work family conflict occurs if there
are conflicting role demands, and they make it difficult to manage the requirements
of the other roles (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

The role of the industrial and organizational psychologists is to figure out
why people experience work family conflict and how this might affect the relevant
outcomes. Work-family interference literature has focused on the antecedents of
work family interference, and different models have been suggested for this
relationship (e.g., Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011; Greenhaus &
Parasuraman, 1986; Ironson, 1992). These models have focused on antecedents and
outcomes of work family conflict including personality traits, work characteristics,
work and family stressors. There are two types of models which are most frequently
used in the work family conflict literature: matching hypothesis and cross-domain
hypothesis (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). According to the
matching hypothesis, WFC affects work-related outcomes more than family-related
outcomes, whereas FWC affects family-related outcomes more than work-related
outcomes. In the cross domain hypothesis, WFC affects family related outcomes,
whereas FWC affects work related outcomes. Although the relationship between
antecedents and work family conflict and consequences of it has been studied, the
explanatory mechanisms for the relationship including relational self-regulation have
not been tested. Therefore, this study will also focus on the moderating role of
relational self-regulation.

Although there are many studies related to outcomes and antecedents of
work-family interface, there are not many studies regarding the conditions of it. It is
possible that results can be different for different moderators. Since this particular
subject is akin to relations and type of relations, self- regulation will be studied as a
possible moderator.

The interaction effect of relational self-regulation and work/family stressors
on work/family related outcomes has not been studied. Relational self-regulation is
described as regulating the self from a relational perspective (Moretti, Rein, &
Wiebe, 1998). Carver and Scheier (1981) defined self-regulation as model with two
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systems. In the first system, the self elicits a behavioral standard, and in the second
system, the self regulate the behavior according to that standard. When there is a
discrepancy between the standards and regulated behaviors, people experience
negative emotions. These negative emotions trigger self-regulation to adjust the self
behaviorally and cognitively to cope with this discrepancy. Relational self-regulation
is the tendency to regulate self-esteem, affect, and behavior from a relational
perspective (Moretti, Rein, & Wiebe, 1998) in order to resolve the discrepancy
between the standards and regulated behaviors. Markus and Kitayama (1991)
proposed a term called self-construal which is similar to self-regulation and
described it in two levels: interdependent self-level and independent self-level.
Interdependent self is described as the self who is embedded in relationships with
others. In addition, their expressions and experiences of emotions and motives are
significantly shaped by reactions of others, and it is similar to relational self-
regulation in this respect. The independent self is described as the self who is unique
and distinctive from others. Hence, an independent person has his/her own autonomy
on the self. Cross, Bacon, and Morris (2000) provided a term called relational-
interdependent self-construal and defined it as the degree to which people include
their relationships into their self-definitions, which is also similar to relational self-
regulation. As an exploratory analysis, the interaction effects of relational self-
regulation and work/family stressors on work/family related outcomes were

investigated.

1.2 Possible Antecedents of Work Family Conflict

The antecedents of work family conflict were categorized in two groups:
work stressors and family stressors. This part includes the relationships between

work/family stressors and work family conflict.

1.2.1 WorKk stressors

Role conflict and role ambiguity have been suggested as antecedents of work
family conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Higher levels of work role conflict,

and work role ambiguity were found to be associated with higher levels of work



family conflict (Carlson & Perrew’e, 1999). Role conflict is described as competing
interests, incompatible demands and inadequate resources. Role ambiguity is defined
as lack of clarity in goals, activities and authority levels (Ito & Brotheridge, 2012).
Michel et al. (2011) conducted a meta-analysis about the antecedents of work family
conflict. The results showed that role conflict has a moderate positive relationship
with WFC; whereas role ambiguity has a small positive relationship with WFC.
Matthews, Bulger, and Barness-Farrell (2010) also investigated the effects of work
role conflict and work role ambiguity on WFC, however only the relationship
between role conflict and WFC (f=-.24) was significant. It was concluded that
people who experience work role conflict spillover the conflict within work domain
to family domain, but experiencing work role ambiguity do not cause spillover.
Michel, Mitchelson, Pichler, and Cullen (2010) also found a higher positive
relationship between role conflict (f = .39) and WFC than role ambiguity (f = .03)
and WFC. They have suggested that, frequency of experienced role stressors might
have effects on people’s perceptions in work domain which have negative effects on
family domain. Matthews, Bulger, and Barness-Farrell (2010) also examined the
effect of age on the relationship between work role conflict and WFC. There were
three age groups: 28 and under, 29-45, 46 and older. Work role conflict and WFC
relationship was not significant for 28 and under age group. It was suggested that as
people get older, their available resources, such as time or energy, decrease. Decrease
in available resources might cause decrease in resources that could have been
devoted to family domain, which may cause people to experience higher levels of
WEFC (Matthews et al., 2010).

Another work stressor that might be related to WFC is job autonomy (lack of
it). Job autonomy is defined as the degree of independence that employees can take
their decisions regarding their jobs (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Grotto and Lyness
(2010) examined the relationship between job resources and negative work non-work
spillover. The result was significant; and there was a significant negative relationship
between autonomy and work non-work spillover (f=-.10). Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter,
and Taris (2008) found autonomy as a significant predictor of work engagement.
People with high levels of work engagement show positive affect and emotions

5



towards the work. In addition, they are also more likely to transfer this engagement
to their spouses. Thus, autonomy can be regarded as an important variable in
reducing work family conflict. However, there can be other factors influencing the
effect of autonomy on WFC, such as gender. Michel et al. (2011) categorized
autonomy as a work characteristic and suggested that job autonomy would lessen
perceptions of WFC. They described job autonomy as having freedom in regards to
job and its responsibilities, and suggested that having job autonomy may reduce the
conflicts between work and family. Results of their meta-analysis showed that job
autonomy has a small negative relationship with WFC. In addition, moderating effect
of gender on the relationship between autonomy and WFC was also investigated.
According to the results, males experience lower levels of WFC than females as their
autonomy levels increase.

The other possible work stressor which might be related to WFC is the
experience of injustice at work. Literature on organizational justice has shown that
concerns about justice may have effects on the attitudes and behaviors of employees
(Colquitt & Greenberg, 2003). Justice is defined as people’s perceptions of fairness
in their organizations (Greenberg, 1996). There are three types of justice perceptions:
distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional justice. Adams (1965)
described distributive justice as judgments about the fairness of outcomes.
Procedural justice is explained as judgments about the fairness of process elements.
Judgments about the fairness of interpersonal interactions are called interactional
justice (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997). Injustice as a work stressor has started to
gain attention and it was defined as the work environment which causes people to
question their abilities that are needed for work demands (Vermunt & Steensma,
2001). Judge and Colquitt (2004) conducted a study in order to investigate the
justice-stress relationship.

There are studies which suggested that interactional justice can be worked in
two dimensions: interpersonal justice and informational justice (Greenberg, 1993).
Judge and Colquitt (2004) included four dimensions of justice in their study:
distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational. They defined interpersonal
justice as sincerity and respect and informational justice as honest explanations. It

6



was hypothesized that four dimensions of justice would negatively associate with
perceptions of stress and work family conflict. It was found that procedural justice
(f=-.21) and interpersonal justice (f=-.13) had significant negative relationships with
stress. In addition, procedural justice (f=-.34) and interpersonal justice (f=-.19) also
had significant negative relationships with work family conflict. Onderoglu (2000)
conducted a study with bank employees in Turkey, examining the relationship
between organizational justice perceptions and work family conflict. Significant
negative relationships were found between distributive justice (r=-.26,), procedural
justice (r=-.26,), interpersonal justice (=-.16) informational justice (r=-.21) and
work family conflict. In the present study, only distributive and procedural justice
were included in justice dimension and justice was categorized as work stressor by
reverse coding.

In the work-family interface literature, both work related and family related
stressors were studied. There is limited literature on the relationship between work
stressors including role demands, autonomy, and injustice and work family conflict.
The present study will add to the literature in this respect. Therefore, it was
hypothesized:

H1: Work stressors (Work role demands, injustice and autonomy) are predictors
of work to family conflict.
The following section explains the relationships between the family stressors and

family to work conflict.

1.2.2 Family Stressors

Family interference with work is particularly associated with family situation,
including family life, relationship with partner and children. The possible antecedents
of FWC are suggested as family role conflict and family role ambiguity (Grzywacz &
Marks, 2000). Family role conflict is described as experiencing incompatible role
pressures within the family domain, and family role ambiguity is defined as the lack
of specificity about responsibilities and duties within the family domain (Michel, et
al., 2011). Carlson and Perrew’e (1999) established the antecedent model of work

family conflict and included family role conflict, family time demands and family
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role ambiguity as family demands. The results revealed that family role conflict (5=
.35), family time demands (f= .23) and family role ambugity (5= .21) predicted work
family conflict significantly. Michel et al. (2010) tested the antecedent model for
FWC and family role conflict, family role ambiguity and family demands were taken
as the antecedents in the model. The results were similar with previous studies
(Carlson & Perrew’e, 1999). Family role ambiguity (= .24) and family role conflict
(p= .22) were stronger predictors of FWC than family time demands (f= .10). It was
concluded that family role demands have negative effects on people’s work life
(Michel et al., 2010).

Communication is also an important component in family life (Bruess &
Pearson, 2002). The literature about the effect of communication on work family
conflict is limited. Carroll, Hill, Yorgason, Larson, and Sandberg (2013) investigated
the mediating role of couple communication between work family conflict and
marital satisfaction. Couple communication was investigated in two domains:
constructive communication and destructive communication. They found a positive
significant assocation between work family conflict and destructive communication
(B = .34), and destructive communication mediated the relationship between work
family conflict and marital satisfaction. Olson and DeFrain (2000) suggested that
families with high communication skills are more able to handle problems when they
experience. In the present study, family communication was taken as an antecedent
of FWC and categorized as a family stressor by reverse coding. Therefore it was
hypothesized that:

H?2: Family stressors (family role demands and family communication) are

predictors of family to work conflict.

The following section explains the relationships between work family conflict
and outcomes of work family conflict as work-related outcomes and family-related

outcomes.

1.3 Outcomes of Work Family Conflict

In the present study, outcomes of work family conflict were investigated in

two categories: work related outcomes, and family related outcomes. Work related
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outcomes included job satisfaction, affective commitment, and turnover intention;

whereas family related outcomes included family satisfaction.

1.3.1 Work related outcomes

Allen, Herst, Bruck, and Sutton, (2000) found job satisfaction as the most
frequently investigated work-related outcome of WFC. Job satisfaction is the positive
feelings towards to the job which result from evaluation of the job as fulfilling an
individual’s values (Locke, 1984). Allen et al. (2000) conducted a review about the
outcomes of WFC and found a negative relationship between WFC and job
satisfaction (= -.24), although there were studies which could not find any
significant relationship between WFC and job satisfaction (O’Driscoll, Ilgen, and
Hildreth, 1992; Lyness & Thompson, 1997; Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999).
O’Driscoll, Ilgen and Hildreth (1992) suggested that use of composite measure of job
satisfaction with specific job facets instead of a global measure might have caused
the non-significant WFC and job satisfaction relationship in their study. Bruck, Allen
and Spector (2002) investigated the effects of work family conflict, WFC and FWC
separately on job satisfaction in their meta-analysis. Results showed that, the
relationship between work family conflict and job satisfaction was slightly stronger
than the relationship between WFC and job satisfaction. The results of regression
analysis showed that FWC did not add unique variance in the prediction of job
satisfaction. Yuksel (2005) conducted a study in Turkey and results indicated that
both WFC (r=-.35) and FWC (r=-.35) were negatively related to job satisfaction.
Bruck et al. (2002) stated that, studies investigating the effects of work family
conflict, WFC and FWC on job satisfaction showed magnitude differences in the
literature and they suggested that, using different measures of of job satisfaction,
work family conflict, WFC and FWC may cause these differences in the results.

Organizational commitment is also considered as a work related outcomes
(Allen et al., 2000). Organizational commitment is defined as the level that
employees identify themselves with the organization and its goals. In addition,
employees wish to stay in the organizations to facilitate its goals (Blau & Boal,

1987). Meyer and Allen (1984) categorized organizational commitment in three
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components: affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative
commitment. Affective commitment is explained as the emotional attachment to and
the identification with the organization. Continuance commitment is described as the
perception of costs about leaving the organization. Normative commitment was
found as highly correlated with affective commitment (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch,
& Topolnytskyi, 2002). Shaffer, Harrison, Gilley, and Luk (2001) made a distinction
between affective commitment and normative commitment, and suggested that
affective commitment refers to psychological attachment with the organization
whereas normative commitment is more value-oriented.

Meyer et al. (2002) conducted a meta-analysis about the antecedents and
consequences of affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative
commitment. They found affective commitment had a negative relationship with
work family conflict (p = —.20), whereas the relationship between normative
commitment and work family conflict was not significant.

Although many studies used one type of commitment (Chang, 2008; Lambert,
Pasupuleti, Cluse-Tolar, Jennings, & Baker, 2006), Allen et al. (2000) suggested
three types but most of the studies considered only one type of commitment namely,
affective commitment (Krishnan & Mary, 2012; Yuwen, 2009). Therefore, in the
present study only affective commitment will be considered. Karatepe and Tekinkus
(2006) examined the relationship between affective commitment and work family
conflict in front line bank employees in Turkey. Results revealed that, the
relationship between affective commitment and work family conflict was not
significant, and it was inferred that, experiencing work family conflict do not have
any negative effect on affective commitment.

Allen et al. (2000) found a small negative relationship between organizational
commitment and WFC (7= —0.23). As in the case of job satisfaction, O’Driscoll,
Ilgen and Hildreth (1992) could not find a significant relationship between
organizational commitment and work family conflict. There are contradictory
findings in the studies that were conducted in Turkey. Ozdevecioglu and Aktas
(2007) found a weak negative relationship between work family conflict and
organizational commitment; however Cetin, Urfalioglu and Uysal (2008) could not
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find a significant relationship between work family conflict and organizational
commitment.

Turnover intention was also found to be the most related dimension among
job related outcomes. Turnover intention is described as one’s voluntarily intention to
leave or change the working place (Falkenburg & Schyns, 2007). According to
literature, WFC and FWC are positively related to turnover intention (Grandey &
Gropanzano, 1999; Allen et al., 2000). Allen et al. (2000) categorized turnover
intention as work-related outcome and found that turnover intention have highest
correlation with work family conflict. Results of the studies conducted in Turkey
showed that there were positive relationships between WFC and turnover intention
(Karatepe & Kilig, 2007; Turung, & Celik, 2010). As people experience higher levels
of work family conflict, they may seek for new work environments which support

work-family balance (Allen et al., 2000).

1.3.2 Family related outcomes

Apart from work-related outcomes, there are also non-work related outcomes
which include family-related outcomes, such as marital satisfaction and family
satisfaction. Since family satisfaction and marital satisfaction are found as two
variables that are highly correlated (Hostetler, Desrochers, Kopko, & Moen, 2012;
Ferguson, Carlson, Zivnuska, & Whitten, 2012), family satisfaction was taken as the
only family-related outcome in the present study. Experiencing higher levels of work
family conflict affects family satisfaction negatively (Allen et al., 2000; Carroll &
Hill, 2012; Perrone, Agisdottir, Webb, & Blalock, 2006; Hennessy, 2007; Aycan &
Eskin, 2005).

1.4 Antecedents and Outcomes of Work Family Conflict

In this part, the relationships between work stressors and work related

outcomes, and also family stressors and family outcomes will be discussed.

1.4.1 Work Stressors and Work Related Outcomes

As it was mentioned above, job satisfaction is the most frequently examined

work related outcome of work family conflict (Allen, et al., 2000). When the
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relationship between work stressors and job satisfaction was investigated, negative
significant relationships were found between work stressors and job satisfaction. Job
satisfaction is described as the attitude that people have about their jobs (Malik,
Waheed, & Malik, 2010). Spector (1985) defined job satisfaction as simply how they
feel about their jobs. Thereby, as literature suggested, experiencing lower levels of
work stressors have direct effects on job satisfaction. Eckman and Kelber (2009)
conducted a study about experiences of role conflict and job satisfaction, and results
revealed a high positive correlation (r=-.48, p<.01). Faucett, Corwyn and Poling
(2013) investigated the relationships between role conflict, role ambiguity and job
satisfaction. Role conflict and role ambiguity were significant predictors of overall
job satisfaction (f=-.46, p<.001; f=-.48, p<.001, respectively). Autonomy is also a
job characteristic that has effect on job satisfaction and a positive relationship was
found between job autonomy and job satisfaction (=.56, p<.01) (Nadeem & Abbas,
2009). Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, and Ng (2001) conducted a meta-analysis,
examining the relationship between justice perceptions and job satisfaction.
Distributive justice had high correlations with job satisfaction (r=.48). In addition,
procedural justice also had high correlations with job satisfaction (= .51). Nadiri and
Tanova (2010) also investigated the role of justice in job satisfaction. They included
distributive justice, procedural and interactional justice in their study, and positive
relationships were found between distributive justice(r=.67), procedural justice
(r=.72), and interactional justice (r=.72) and job satisfaction.

The other work outcome studied related to work stressors is organizational
commitmentThe antecedents of organizational commitment includes work stressors
(Malik, Waheed, & Malik, 2006; Gormley & Kennerly, 2010), Malik, Waheed, and
Malik (2006) found negative correlations between role conflict and affective
commitment (r=-.41, p<.0l). Gormley and Kennerly (2010) also found negative
correlations between affective commitment and role ambiguity (r=-.53, p<.05) and
role conflict (r=-.42, p<.05). When the relationships between autonomy, justice and
organizational commitment were investigated, positive relationships were obtained.
Metin (2010) found a weak positive correlation found between autonomy and
affective commitment (= .22). Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and Ng (2001)
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found that distributive justice (r=.42) and procedural justice (#=.48) had significant
positive relationships with organizational commitment. In the present study, direct
effects of work stressors on affective commitment were investigated since affective
commitment was categorized as a work related outcome.

When the relationships between work demands and turnover intention were
investigated, Kim and Stoner (2008) found a weak negative correlation between
autonomy and turnover intention (=-.19, p<.05). On the other hand, Galetta,
Portoghese, and Battistelli (2011) could not find a significant relationship between
autonomy and turnover intention. However, the relationship between autonomy and
turnover intention was mediated by affective commitment (z=-4.79, p<.001).

Nadiri and Tanova (2010) also investigated the role of justice in turnover intention.
Distributive justice (7=.46), procedural justice (7=.51) and interactional justice
(r=.54) significantly associated with turnover intention. The literature has focused
more on the effects of job satisfaction, organizational commitment on turnover
intention more than the effects of work stressors on turnover intention. The present
study examined the effects of work stressors on turnover intention.

Therefore it was hypothesized that:

H3: Work stressors are predictors of work-related outcomes.

H3a: Role demands, injustice, autonomy are predictors of job satisfaction.

H3b: Role demands, injustice, autonomy are predictors of affective

commitment.

H3c: Role demands, injustice, autonomy are predictors of turnover intention.

After explaining the work related stressors and their relationship to WFC, in
the following section, one of the important factors related to FWC, namely the family

related stressors will be explained

1.4.2 Family Stressors and Family Related Outcomes

Family is a very important part of people’s lives and family satisfaction is
considered as the primary indicator of family life (Zabriske & McCormick, 2001).
Family satisfaction is defined as the degree that family members feel happy about

their family (Olson & Wilson, 1982). Literature has mainly focsed on the effect of
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spousal support on family satisfaction. Parasuraman, Greenhaus, and Granrose
(1992) examined the relationships between family stressors and family related
outcomes and results showed that spousal support is associated with higher levels of
family satisfaction. Expressiveness was investigated as a dimension of
communication by Schrodt (2009) and a positive relationship was found between
family expressiveness environment and family satisfaction. Carlson and Kacmar
(2000) suggested that experiencing more conflict and ambiguity in one domain
causes decrease in satisfaction. Their results provided supportive evidence and
moderate correlations were found between family role conflict (=-.30), family role
ambiguity (r=-.29) and family satisfaction. According to the findings, problems in
family role demands and problems in communication may have negative effects on
family life.

H4: Family stressors (family role demands and family communication

problems) are predictors of family satisfaction.

1.5 The Relationship between WFC and FWC

Investigating both types of work family conflict is important since a relation
between only one type of conflict with a dimension is not enough to make a
generalization to the other type of conflict and its relation with that dimension
(Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1997). For instance, Kossek and Ozeki (1998) found
negative relationships between WFC, FWC and job satisfaction, however their
magnitudes showed difference. The relationship between WFC and job satisfaction
was -.27 whereas it was -.18 for FWC and job satisfaction. Time is a limited resource
and spending more time for one domain may increase perceived conflict between
work and nonwork domains (Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001). In O’Driscoll, Ilgen,
and Hildreth’s study (1992), a positive correlation was found between time devoted
to job and job interference (7=.47), whereas a negative correlation was found
between time devoted to nonwork activities and off-job interference(r=-.13). When
the differences between magnitudes are considered, importance of studying WFC

and FWC separately becomes essential.
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Different models are used to test work family conflict in the literature. Frone,
Russell, and Cooper (1992b) suggest that there is a cross-domain relationship
between work and family. It is argued that WFC affects family domain more than it
affects work domain, whereas FWC affects work domain more than it affects family
domain. Their possible explanation for this cross-domain relationship is that conflict
occurs in one domain and it causes problems in the other domain. For instance, if a
person has a new born baby, FWC will be experienced more and the person will have
less time to devote to his/her job. Therefore work domain will be more affected than
family domain, and the person will experience job dissatisfaction as a work-related
consequence.

Second model is based on matching hypothesis (Cohen & Willes, 1985),
which mentions that effect of work family conflict will cause problems in the same
domain (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). In other words, it is
suggested that WFC affects work domain more than it affects family domain,
whereas FWC affects family domain more than it affects work domain. For instance,
as in the case with cross-domain model, if a person has a new born baby and cannot
devote enough time to work, the person will probably feel anger towards the spouse
or parents for not being helpful.

Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, and Semmer (2011) provided a model which
tests both cross-domain and matching hypothesis models. In their model, WFC and
FWC were predictors of work related outcomes, family related outcomes and
domain-unspecific outcomes. They mentioned that, there is limited evidence for
cross-domain model. Results of the meta-analysis showed that WFC had the
strongest relationship with domain-unspecific outcomes (r=-.32). In the domain-
unspecific outcomes, somatic/physical outcomes were frequently used. It was
followed by work-related outcomes (+=-.29), and by family-related outcomes (r—=-
.18). When the work-related outcomes were considered, work satisfaction was the
most frequently used indicator. When the relationships of FWC were examined, it
showed similar results with WFC. FWC had the strongest relationship with domain-
unspecific outcomes (r=-.23). Among the domain-unspecific outcomes,
somatic/physical symptoms and depression were most frequently analyzed
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indicators. It was followed by family-related outcomes (r=-.22) and by work-related
outcomes (7=-.16). They argued that, the evidence for cross-domain model did not
compare cross-domain model and matching hypothesis (i.e. Kelloway & Barling,
1991), whereas the meta-analysis of Kossek and Ozeki (1998) found a consistent
higher negative correlation between WFC and job satisfaction than FWC and job
satisfaction. Ford, Heinen, and Langkamer (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of
cross-domain hypothesis, and they found weak relationships between job satisfaction
and family conflict (r=-.17, p<.05) and family support (r=.13, p<.05). In addition,
they also found weak relationships between family satisfaction and job involvement
(r=-.15, p<.05), job stress (r=-.18, p<.05), and work support (r=.14, p<.05).
Therefore it can be inferred that, there is more evidence in literature which supports
matching hypothesis than cross-domain hypothesis.

In the present study, only the matching hypothesis of the work family
conflict will be investigated. The effects of work stressors on WFC and work-related
outcomes has been studied in the literature, however the mediating effect of WFC
has not been studied. As it is shown in Figure 1.1, in the proposed work to family
conflict model (WFC), the relationship between work stressors and work related
outcomes will be mediated by WFC. Meaning, work stressors will increase conflict
in the family domain, and higher levels of WFC will descrease work related
outcomes including job satisfaction, turnover intention and affective commitment.
Therefore, it was hypothesized that;

H35: The relationship between work stressors and work related outcomes are

mediated by work to family conflict.

Work to family conflict

/ \

Work stressors Work related outcomes
e Work role demands > e Job satisfaction
e Injustice o Affective
e Autonomy commitment
e Turnover intentions
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Figure 1.1. Proposed model of work to family conflict (Mediation)

The relationship between family stressors and FWC and the effects of FWC
on family related outcomes has been studied in the literature, however the mediating
role of FWC has not been studied. As it is shown in Figure 1.2, in the proposed
family to work conflict model (FWC), the relationship between family stressors and

family related outcomes will be mediated by FWC. Thereby, it was hypothesized

that;
H6: The relationship between family stressors and family related outcomes
are mediated by family to work conflict.
/ Family to work conflict \
Family stressors » | Family-related outcomes
e Roles e Family
e Communication satisfaction
e Problem solving
ability

Figure 1.2. Proposed model of family to work conflict model (Mediation)

1.6 Possible Moderators: Relational Self-Regulation

There are individual differences between people, and these differences have
effects on prediction of behaviors. One of the most important individual differences
variables is called self-regulation. Self-regulation is an essential ability to control
one’s thoughts, emotions, urges and behaviors (Gailliot et al., 2007). In the present
study, relational self-regulation was used as a moderator between the antecedents and
outcomes of WFC and FWC. Since relational self-regulation refers the tendency to
regulate a broad range of processes including modulation of self-esteem, affect and
behavior from a relational perspective (Moretti, Rein, & Wiebe, 1998), employees’
behaviors may show differences due to their relational self-regulation tendency and
their relationships with collegues and family. Relational self-regulation can be also

described as regulating the self based on relationsips with others. It was argued that
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people who engage in relational self-regulation perceive views of other people on the
self as an important determinant on their self-worth (Moretti, Rein, & Wiebe, 1998).

Higgins (1997) argued that there are two types of self-regulatory focus:
promotion focus and prevention focus. People with promotion focus are more
sensitive to presence or absence of positive outcomes and people with prevention
focus are more sensitive to presence or absence of negative outcomes in order to
achieve their ideal self. Zhao and Namasivayam (2011) examined the moderating
effect of chronic regulatory focus on work family conflict and job satisfaction. They
hypothesized that, chronic promotion focus would have a moderating effect on the
relationship between WFC/FWC and job satisfaction, which means that the effect is
weaker for people with chronic promotion focus. In addition, they also hypothesized
that, chronic prevention focus would have a moderating effect on the relationship
between WFC/FWC and job satisfaction, which means that the effect is strong for
people with chronic prevention focus.The results showed that, only the interaction
effect of chronic promotion and WFC (= -.12) and chronic prevention and FWC (f
=-.16) on job satisfaction was significant. The interaction effects of chronic
prevention focus and WFC, and chronic promotion focus and FWC were not found.
It was concluded that, the effects of WFC and FWC on job satisfaction was affected
by individual differences in chronic regulatory focus. People with high levels of
chronic promotion focus were less satisfied with their jobs since they experience
WEFC more seriously; however people with high levels of chronic prevention focus
are less satisfied with their jobs since they experience FWC more seriously.

Similar to the regulatory focus concept, Markus and Kitayama (1991)
suggested two types of self-construal: interdependent self-level and independent self-
level. The interdependent self is the degree to which the self is embedded in
relationships with others. People who have interdependent self shape their emotions
and motives based on reactions of others. Interdependent self is the degree to which
self is unique and distinctive from others. In contrast with interdependent self, people
with independent self view the self as unique and thus has own autonomy on the self.
Cross, Bacon, and Morris (2000) provided a similar term called relational-
interdependent self-construal and defined it as the degree to which people include
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their relationships into their self-definitions, which is also similar to relational self-
regulation.

Holmvall and Sidhu (2007) investigated the interaction effect of interactional
justice and interdependent-self on job satisfaction and turnover intention. The
relationship between injustice and job satisfaction was significant, however the
relationship between injustice and turnover intention was not found. The interaction
effects of injustice and interdependent self on both job satisfaction and turnover
intention were significant. According to the results, people with high interdependent
self-construal had higher turnover intention scores as they experienced more
injustice. People with high interdependent self-construal had lower job satisfaction
scores as they experienced more injustice. Holmvall and Sidhu (2007) concluded
that, the interaction effect of interdependent self-construal and interactional injustice
had similar effects on both job satisfaction and turnover intention in a conceptually
pattern. They suggested that, employees have higher negative attitudes towards their
job when they experience injustice, since injustice cause them to feel undervalued.

People who differ in their regulatory focuses show differences in the
perception of WFC/FWC. In addition, people with high interdependent self-
construals experience higher levels of negative attitudes towards their job, as
injustice increase. Therefore it is suggested that, people with different levels of
relational self-regulation will also show differences in work related and family
related outcomes. In this relationship, the interaction effect of work stressors and
relational self-regulation, and the interaction effect of family stressors and relational

self-regulation will be investigated.

1.7 The Current Study and Hypotheses

In the present study, the relationship between work/family stressors and
work/family related outcomes were examined. In addition, mediating roles of WFC
and FWC were examined in the relationships between work/family stressors and
work/family related outcomes.

H1: Work stressors (Work role demands, injustice, and autonomy) are predictors

of work to family conflict.
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H?2: Family stressors (Family role demands and family communication problems)
are predictors of family to work conflict.
H3: Work stressors are predictors of work related outcomes.
H3a: Work stressors (Work role demands, injustice, and autonomy) are
predictors of job satisfaction.
H3b: Work stressors (Work role demands, injustice, and autonomy) are
predictors of affective commitment.
H3c: Work stressors (Work role demands, injustice, and autonomy) are
predictors of turnover intention.
H4: Family stressors (Family role demands and family communication probems)
are predictors of family satisfaction.
H5: The relationship between work stressors and work related outcomes are
mediated by work to family conflict.
H6: The relationship between family stressors and family satisfaction is mediated
by family to work conflict.
In addition to the above hypotheses, interaction effects of work stressors and
relational self-regulation on work related outcomes, and interaction effects of family
stressors and relational self-regulation on family satisfaction were also examined on

an exploratory basis.
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CHAPTER II

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Data were collected from 314 employees, in 41 different jobs, working in a
variety of public and private organizations in Turkey. The jobs of the participants are
varied as secretary, manager, doctor, waitress, research assistant, professor,
marketing, consultant, human resources specialist, architect, etc. Of the participants,
130 were women (41.4%), 177 were men (56%.4), and seven participants did not
report their gender (2.2 %). The age of the participants ranged from 19 to 63 years
(M= 31.58, SD= 8.34). The education level ranged from primary school diploma to
Ph.D. degree. The majority of participants had a university degree (48.4%). Of the
participants, 132 were married (42%), 173 were single (57%), nine participants did
not report their marital status (2,9%). Among the single participants, 93 participants
had partners and filled the questionnaire based on their relationships. Of the
participants, 116 submitted the questionnaires via internet (36,9%) 198 participants
took a paper-and-pencil test (63,1%). For internet and paper-and-pencil test,
snowball sampling was used. For paper-and-pencil test, the survey package was
distributed to 350 people and 198 completed questionnaires were returned (return

rate of %56.57).

2.2 Measures

Participants received an informed consent form before completing the
measures (See Appendix A). Paricipants also received a demographic information
form, which was developed by the researcher in order to get information about the
participants’ sex, age, education level, number of children, and marital status (See

Appendix B). The scales used in the survey package are explained below:
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2.2.1 Relational Self-Regulation Scale

A scale composed of 10 items was developed by the researcher herself to
measure the level of people’s relational self-regulation in their decisions and
behaviors (e.g., “My decisions about work is shaped by my significant others”) (See
Appendix C). The scale items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly
Disagree; 5 = Strongly Agree). To test the psychometric qualities of the newly
developed scale, along with the other scales a pilot study was conducted on a sample
of 83. The internal consistency of the newly developed scale was examined in the
pilot study. The scale yielded an internal consistency .78. Only two items were
discarded due to their very low correlations with the items of the rest of the scale.
The fifth item “My relationships with my close circle do not affect my decisions in
social life” and the tenth item “My relationships with my close circle do not affect
my decisions in work life” were eliminated because these particular items decreased
the internal consistency to .78. When these two items were eliminated, the scale had
eight items and the internal consistency of the scale was found to be .82. The mean

of the eight items was used for the analyses.

2.2.2 Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity Scales

Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity Scales were developed by Rizzo, House
and Lirtzman in 1970. It measures the level of role conflict and role ambiguity
experienced in work life. The Turkish version of the scale was adapted by Eriglic
(1994). The reliability and validity study was conducted with the participants who
were doctors and nurses. Yildirim (1996) studied the cultural aspects of the scale and
found high reliabilities for both role conflict (o =.81) and role ambiguity (a =.72).
The scale has 14 items rated on a 7- point Likert type scale. Of them, eight questions
measure role conflict while six questions measure role ambiguity. In the present
study, a 5-point Likert scale was used instead of the original 7-point scale. Higher
negative scores indicate higher levels of role ambiguity and role conflict (See
Appendix D).

In role conflict and role ambiguity scale, third item “I have to do tasks which

require different processes”, seventh item “In order to achieve my missions I have to
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violate some decisions and rules” eight item “I work with two or more different
occupations”, tenth item “I can get orders from two or more people”, 11™ jtem “I do
tasks which are accepted by one person but not accepted by others”, 12" item
“Without having appropriate resources and equipment, I can also do my tasks”, and
14™ item “I often deal with unnecessary work” was omitted. After the omittion, the
scale has seven items and the Cronbach alpha internal reliability of the Role Conflict
and Role Ambiguity Scale increased from .70 to .77, and all seven items represented
only one factor, which is named as role demands. The mean of the items was used

for the analyses.

2.2.3 Justice Scale

The justice Scale developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993) and was used to
measure organizational justice perceptions. The scale has subscales: perceptions of
distributive justice, perceptions of procedural justice, and perceptions of interactional
justice. Distributive justice is measured with five items, procedural justice is
measured with six items, and interactional justice is measured with nine items. In
total, justice scale has 20 items rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1=Strongly Disagree,
5= Strongly Agree). The scores range between 20 and 100. Higher scores indicate
higher levels of perceptions of organizational justice. Turkish version of Justice Scale
was adapted by Yildirim (2002) and it has high reliabilities for distributive justice
(0=.81), procedural justice (0=.89) and interactional justice (0=.95) subscales. For
the original Justice Scale, the Cronbach Alpha levels are .74, .85 and .92 for
distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice subscales,
respectively. In the present study, distributive and procedural justice subscales are
measured with 11 items (See Appendix E). The scale was reverse coded and mean of
the items was used for analysis. In the current study, the Cronbach alpha level was

reported as .88.

2.2.4 Job Resources Scale

The Job Resources scale developed by Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti,

and Schaufeli (2007) was used. The scale includes subscales of autonomy, colleague
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support, supervisory support and opportunities for personal development at work. In
the present study, autonomy subscale was used and it was assessed with three items.
Its internal consistency was found as .81. All items in the scale are formed in
statements or questions using a 5-point Likert-type (1= Never, 5= Always). The job
demands and resources scale was translated into Turkish by Metin (2010). All of the
components had internal consistencies higher than .66 with a sample of 82
participants (Appendix F). In the current study, first item “I can be flexible while
doing my tasks” was omitted. After the omittion, the subscale has two items, and the
Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability increased from .53 to .70. The mean of the items

was used for the analyses.

2.2.5 Job Diagnostic Survey

Three items from the adapted version of the 5-item global job satisfaction
subscale of the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). The original
measure of Job Diagnostice Survey included a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Disagree
strongly, 7 = Agree strongly), and Cronbach alphas of .77 was reported for internal
consistency reliability (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). The scale was adapted to
Turkish by Bilgi¢ (2008) (See Appendix G) and The Turkish version’s Cronbach’s
alpha level was reported as .78. In the present study, the mean of the items was used

for the analyses and adapted version’s Cronbach alpha level was reported as .90.

2.2.6 Intention to Turnover Scale

The Intention to Turnover Scale (ITS) developed by Cammann, Fichman,
Jenkins, and Klesh (1979) was used. It measures turnover intention, and has three
items with a 5-point Likert scale (for the first question, “1= Not at all likely, 5=
Extremely likely; for the second and third questions 1= Strongly Disagree, 5=
Strongly Agree). Coefficient alpha was reported as .83. The scale was translated into
Turkish by Gul, Oktay, and Gokce (2008) and it was found reliable (0=.72)
(Appendix H). In the current study, second item “Resigning comes to my mind

rarely” was omitted. After the omittion, the subscale has two items, and the

24



Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability increased from .54 to .88. The mean scores of

items were used for the analyses.

2.2.7 Organizational Commitment Scale

Organizational commitment scale has three subscales: affective, continuance
and normative commitment. The original scale developed by Meyer, Allen, and
Smith (1993) and adapted by Wasti (1999) was used in the current study. The scale
has 20 items. The items which are thought to represent best each type of commitment
were selected by Karakurum (2005), and only affective commitment subscale was
included in the present study. The final scale is presented in Appendix I. Satisfactory
reliabilities were obtained for the organizational commitment scale (7=.70)
(Karakurum, 2005). In the present study, Cronbach alpha internal reliability for
affective commitment was reported as .61 and the mean of the items was used for the

analyses.

2.2.8 Family Assessment Device (FAD)

Family Assessment Device (FAD) was developed by Epstein, Baldwin, and
Bishop (1983) and it was translated into Turkish by Bulut (1993). It aims to measure
family functions. FAD has seven subscales: problem solving, communication, roles,
affective responsiveness, affective involvement, behavior control, and general
functioning. In the present study communication and roles subscales were used. Test-
retest reliability of the subscales of FAD was reported between .62 and .89. Cronbach
Alpha coeficients of the Turkish version were reported as .80 for problem solving,
.71 for communication,.42 for roles, .59 for affective responsiveness,.38 for
affective involvement,.52 for behavior control, and.86 for general functioning (Bulut,
1993) (Appendix J). In the present study, the mean scores were used for analysis and
Family Communication subscale was reverse coded and Cronbach alpha internal
consistency was reported as .83 for family communication. The subscale has nine
items. In Family role demands subscale, third item “We remind the duties to family
members and maket hem do their responsibilities” and 11" item “We have

difficulties in attaining our work responsibilities” are omitted. After the omission the
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subscale has nine items and Cronbach alpha internal consistency increased from .71
to .75. During analyses, mean of the items was used for both subscales. In the
explanation part of the scale, single people were asked to fill the part considering
their relationships with their partners and asked to not fill the scale if they do not

have a relationship.

2.2.9 Family Satisfaction Scale

To measure family satisfaction, Satisfaction with Life Satisfaction Scale was
used by replacing the word “life” with “family” (See Appendix K). Satisfaction with
Life Scale (SWLS) was developed by Diener, Emmons, Larsen, and Griffin. (1985).
The scale has five items rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 =
Strongly agree). Higher scores indicate higher life satisfaction. The internal
consistency of the scale was reported as .87 and testretest reliability with two-month
intervals was found to be as .82 (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The
scale was translated into Turkish by Koker (1991) and test re-test reliability was
found to be .85. In the present study, the mean scores of items were used for the
analyses and Cronbach alpha internal consistency of the scale was reported as .88. In
the explanation part of the scale, single people were asked to fill the part considering
their relationships with their partners and asked to not fill the scale if they do not

have a relationship.

2.2.10 Work-to-Family and Family-to-Work Conflict Scales

The work-family conflict and family-work conflict scales developed by
Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian (1996) were used in the present study. The
Turkish version was translated by Apaydin (2004). The scale is composed of 10
items rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1= Strgonly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree) (See
Appendix L).The internal consistency of the scale was reported as .86 for work to
family conflict, and .82 for family to work conflict scales. In the present study, the
mean of the items was used for the analyses, and internal consistency was reported as

.88 for work-to-family conflict and .82 for family-to-work conflict subscales.
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2.2.11 Work-related Questions

In order to have objective information about participants’ work life, daily
working hours, employee status, and flextime are asked with four questions (See

Appendix M).

2.3 Procedure

The participants were involved in the study on a voluntary basis, and they
were informed the data collected would be used for a master thesis study.

The survey package including the demographic information questionnaire,
relational self-regulation scale, role conflict and role ambiguity scales, justice scale,
job resources scale, job diagnostic survey, intention to turnover scale, organizational
commitment scale, family assessment device, family satisfaction scale, work to
family and family to work conflict and work related questions were distributed to a
larger sample in the same order. The survey package was distributed to 350 people
and 198 completed questionnaires were returned (return rate of %56.57). In addition
an online survey form was also prepared including demographic form and the survey
package. Of the participants 116 of them filled the online survey via internet. A
snowball sampling procedure was used for both data collection procedures. Since
two samples did not differ significantly in their scores for the study variables and
most of the demographic variables, they were combined.

Data collection procedure followed the ethical guidelines. Participants
received questionnaires in envelopes and participants were asked not to write their

names on the questionnaires for anonymity.
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CHAPTER 111

RESULTS

The chapter includes six parts. In the first part, the results of the pilot study
are given. In the second part, data screening and cleaning procedures are described.
In the third part, descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations among variables are
presented. In the fourth part, the results of hypotheses testing are presented. In the
fifth part, results of additional analyses are provided. In the sixth part, exploratory

analyses are presented.

3.1 Pilot Study on the Relational Self-Regulation

The pilot study was conducted in order to measure the psychometric
properties of the newly developed Relational Self-Regulation Scale. In the pilot
study, there were 83 participants. Firstly, internal consistency of the newly developed
scale was examined in the pilot study phase. The scale yielded internal consistency as
.78. Only two items were discarded due to their very low correlations with the items
of rest of the scale. The fifth item “My relationships with my close circle do not
affect my decisions in social life” and the tenth item “My relationships with my close
circle do not affect my decisions in work life”were eliminated because these
particular item decreases the internal consistency to .78. Possible explanation for this
situation can be the nature of Turkish language. Both questions are negatively formed
questions which might cause ambiguity while answering. When these two questions
were eliminated, the internal consistency of the scale was found as .82.

First, an exploratory factor analysis with varimax as the rotation method
and principal components as the method for extraction was conducted on the scale.
The initial solution was a two-factor solution. However, there were many
crossloading items with comparable loadings from two factors, and variance
explained by the first factor was three times larfer than the second factor, which

suggested a one-factor solution. In addition, examination of scree plot also suggested
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one-factor solution. Therefore, the analysis was conducted again and one factor
solution was forced. Results showed that all items had .30 and higher loading on the
first factor and first factor explained %44.88 of the variance. Thus the scale was
treated as a unidimensional scale.

Thirdly, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted. A confirmatory factor
analysis with EQS 6.1 was conducted on the scale in order to investigate the
appropriateness of the data to the one factor model. The ¥2 statistic showed
significant differences between the observed and the estimated matrices ¥2(20) =
111.48, p < .001. In addition, the relative fit indices were acceptable, GFI = .91,
AGFI = .84, RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .069, CFI = .87. Thus, the scale was decided to
be used as a unidimensional scale in the present study.

Since the mean scores of pilot study sample did not significantly differ from

the remaining sample, the two samples were combined for hypotheses testing.

3.2 Data Screening and Cleaning

The steps described by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) were followed for data
screening. Firstly, the accuracy of data entry was checked by examining out-of range
values. Results showed that there were not any out-of range values. Secondly, the
data was examined for missing values. It was found that there was only a small
number of variables with missing values. According to Tabachnic and Fidell (2007),
if the missing values are less than 5% of all participants on all variables, almost any
procedure can be used to handle missing values, which will provide similar results.
Based on their suggestion, mean substitution technique was used for handling
missing values. After mean substitution, the data were screened for univariate and
multivariate outliers. None of the cases were detected as univariate outliers. There
was only one case which was detected as a multivariate outlier based on Mahalanobis
distance (y*> > 40.79, p<.001). Therefore, the case was omitted from all the analyses,
and the data analysis was conducted with the remaining 313 participants. Next,
normality and linearity assumptions were checked. The results showed that the
skewness and kurtosis values for the variables were in acceptable ranges. Therefore

the normality assumption was met. In order to check the linearity of relationships
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among the variables scatter plots were used. According to the results, relationships
among the variables were in general linear. Therefore linearity assumption was also

met.

3.3 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations

Reliabilities, means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values of
study variables are presented in Table 3.1. The correlation matrix of study variables
is presented in Table 3.2.

The bivariate correlations between study variables were examined. When the
relationships between demographic variables, work and family related variables were
examined, age was negatively related to work role demands (r=-.17, p<.01), turnover
intention (r=-.16, p<.05), and positively related to affective commitment (r=.14,
p<.05). When significant correlates of marital status was examined, it was found that
single people experience higher levels of work role demands, turnover intention and
family to work conflict, whereas married people experience higher levels of affective
commitment, job satisfaction, and family satisfaction. Gender had significant
correlatation only with autonomy men experienced lower levels of autonomy than
women. Working hours were positively related to work to family conflict (r=.13,
p<.05). In addition, education level was also positively related to work to family
conflict (r=.13, p<.05).

The relationships among work stressors were investigated, it was found out
that, work role demands were positively related to injustice (= .32, p< .01), and
negatively related to autonomy (= -.35, p<.01). Injustice was negatively related to
autonomy (r=-.24, p<.01).

When the associations between work stressors and family related variables
were examined, work role demands were positively related to family role demands
(= .17, p< .01), family communication problems (= .19, p< .01), and negatively
related to family satisfaction (7=-.16, p<.05). Injustice was also positively related to
family role demands (=.24, p<.01), and family communication problems (= .15, p<

01)
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The relationships between work stressors and work related outcomes were
also examined. Work role demands was negatively related to affective commitment
(r=-.32, p<.01), job satisfaction (r=-.24, p<.01), and positively related to turnover
intention (r=.13, p<.05). Injustice was negatively related to affective commitment
(r=-.38, p<.01), job satisfaction (r=-.39, p<.01), and positively related to turnover
intention (r=.26, p<.01). Autonomy was positively related to affective commitment
(r=.30, p<.01), job satisfaction (»=.29, p<.01), and negatively related to turnover
intention (r=-.13, p<.05).

When the relationship between family stressors and work related outcomes
were examined, family role demands were negatively related to affective
commitment (r=- .13, p< .05), and job satisfaction (r=-.13, p<.05). Family
communication problems were negatively related to affective commitment (r=-.12,
p<.05).

The relationships between family stressors and family related outcomes were
examined, family role demands (= -.47, p< .0l1) and family communication
problems (7= -.44, p< .01) were negatively related to family satisfaction.

Work to family conflict (WFC) and family to work conflict (FWC) and their
relationships with other variables were also examined. WFC was positively related to
injustice (r=.22, p<.01), family role demands (»=.33, p<.01), family communication
problems (7= .12, p< .05) and turnover intention (r=.11, p<.05). Family to work
conflict (FWC) was positively related to work role demands (r=.16, p<.01), family
role demands (r=.22, p<.01), family communication problems (r= .15, p< .05) and
negatively related to family satisfaction (r=-.20, p<.01).

Relational self-regulation had positive relationships with injustice (= .11,
p< .05), job satisfaction (= .15, p< .01), WFC (r=.17, p<.01) and FWC (r=.28,
p<.0l).
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Table 3. 1 Reliabilities, meands, standad deviations, and minimum and maximum
values of study variables

# of Cronbach’s

Variable Mean SD Min. Max.
items alpha

1. Age 31.58 8.49 19.00 63.00
2. Working hours 848 1.75 2.00 15.00
3. Relational self-regulation 2.69 .74 1.00  5.00 8 .82
4. Role demands 204 .56 1.00 450 7 77
5. Justice 3.06 .76 1.00 5.00 11 .88
6. Autonomy 2.14 .87 1.00 5.00 2 .70
7. Affective commitment 322 95 1.00 500 3 .61
8. Job satisfaction 341 .99 1.00 500 3 .90
9. Intention to turnover 342 131 1.00 5,00 2 .88
10. Family role demands 247 .60 1.00 411 9 75
11. Family communication 9 .83

oroblems 2.12 .61 1.00 4.44
12. Family satisfaction 4.04 .80 1.60 500 5 .88
13. Work to family conflict ~ 2.97 .97 1.00 500 5 .88
14. Family to work conflict ~ 2.37 .78 1.00 500 5 .82

32



Table 3. 2 Bivariate Correlations between Study Variables

€

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1.  # Children 1

2. WH -,03 1

3. Gender -,03 -,09 1

4. Age -08 06 09 1

5. Education -00 -13" 03 -20" 1

6. MS ,03 08 -04 487 207 1

7. Work roles ,02 04 07 =177 -01 0 -157 1

8.  Injustice -,10 05,06 06 02 03 327 1

9. Autonomy -01 01 -12° -0l ,07 00 357 -24" 1

10. AC ,02 05 -05 147 08 187 327 -387 307 1

11. JS 07 A1 -10 A1 00 177 -247 2397 29 557 1

2. TI -,09 09 01 -16 02 =207 3% 267 13" .44 -40” 1

13.  F-Roles -02 -0l 04 08  -04  -01 177 247 -08  -13° 137 03 1

14, F-Comm -,01 ,01 ,05 ,05 -,00 11,197 ,15" 08 -12" .08  -,03 ,64"™ 1

15. FS 08  -,09 ,02 -,04 -,00 14" -6 -,06 J00 16" 07 -06  -477 -44™ 1

16. WFC 197 13" 05 -03 01 -04 Jo 22" 02 ,02 08 11t 337 12" -3 1

17. FwC 06 -07 05  -07 137 127 16" ,08 03 -06  -01 05 22" st 20" 25 1
18. RSR J67  -06 08 05 -03 ,06 04 117 -0l 05 157 -06 ,08 03 -12 177 287

Note. WH = Working Hours; MS = Marital Status; AC = Affective Commitment; JS = Job Satisfaction; TI = Turnover intention; F-Roles = Family role demands; F-Comm = Family
Communication Problems; FS = Family Satisfaction; RSR = Relational Self-Regulation; Gender 1 = Male 0 = Female; Level of Education 1 = Primary School, 2 = Secondary
School, 3 = High School, 4 = Bachelor’s Degree, 5 = Master’s Degree, 6 = PhD; Marital Status 1 = Married, 0 = Single. * p < .05, ** p <.01



3.4 Hypothesis Testing

3.4.1 Testing the Relationship between Work Stressors and Work to Family
Conflict

Hypothesis 1 suggested that, work stressors (work role demands, injustice,
and autonomy) would predict work to family conflict. In order to test the hypothesis,
a multiple regression analysis was conducted.

In the first step, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered
as the control variable. The result was not significant, which means the control
variables did not have effects on work to family conflict scores. In the second step,
work stressors were entered into the equation. The result was significant (R*=.05,
F(4,293)=4.39, p<.05), however only injustice predicted WFC significantly (f=.21,
= 3.38, p <.005). Therefore Hypothesis 1 was partially supported.

Table 3. 3 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 1 (Work to Family
Conflict)

S T Sig. R R°  Sig R° F
Change Change

Step 1 .00 .00 .894 28
Gender .05 .82 413

Age -03  -38 .702

Education level .00 -.02 984

Marital status -02 -31 .760

Step 2 .05 .05 049  2.05%*
Work role demands .02 36 721

Injustice 21 3.38  .001

Autonomy .04 .63 528

Dependent Variable is Work to Family Conflict
*p<.05, ¥**p<.01, ***p<.001

3.4.2 Testing the Relationship between Family Stressors and Family to Work
Conflict

Hypothesis 2 suggested that family stressors (family role demands and family
communication problems) would predict family to work conflict. In order to test the

hypothesis, a multiple regression analysis was conducted.
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In the first step, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered
as the control variables. The result was not significant, which means the control
variables did not have effects on family to work conflict scores. In the second step,
family stressors were entered into the equation. The result was significant (41R*=.04,
AF(2,253)=5.57, p<.05), however only family role demands predicted family to work
conflict significantly (6=.19, = 2.40, p <.05). Therefore it was concluded that
Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.

Table 3. 4 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 2 (Family to Work
Conlflict)

S T Sig. R’ R’ Sig. R F
Change Change
Step 1 .02 .02 301 1.22
Gender .05 .85 395
Age .02 .30 765
Education level .06 1.00 319
Marital status -.11 -1.43 155
Step 2 .06 .04 004  5.57*
Family role demands .19 240  .017
Family communication .02 26 799

problems

Dependent Variable is Family to Work Conflict
*p<.05, ¥*p<.01, ***p<.001

3.4.3 Testing the Relationship between Work Stressors and Work Related
Outcomes

Hypothesis 3 suggested that work stressors would be significant predictors of
work related outcomes. Work stressors included work role demands, injustice, and
autonomy, whereas work related outcomes included job satisfaction, affective
commitment, and turnover intention. In order to test the hypothesis, a multiple
regression analysis was conducted, and since there were three dependent variables,
the hypothesis was tested in three parts.

First, job satisfaction was taken as the dependent variable. In the first step,
gender, age, education level and marital status was entered as the control variables.

The result was significant (R’=.06, F(4,296)=4.19, p<.005). Education level
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(p=.14, = 2.31, p <.05) and marital status (f=.15, = 2.32, p <.05) predicted job
satisfaction significantly. It was found that as people’s education level increased,
their job satisfaction level also increased, and married people had higher scores on
job satisfaction than single people. In the second step, work stressors were entered
into the equation. The result was significant (AR’=.20, AF(3,293)=26.71, p<.001).
Work role demands (f=-.12, = -2.08, p <.05), injustice (f=-.32, = -5.82, p <.001),
and autonomy (f=.17, = -3.15, p <.005) predicted job satisfaction significantly. As
level of work role demands and injustice increased and level of autonomy decreased,
employees’ level of job satisfaction decreased. It was concluded that Hypothesis 3a

was supported.

Table 3. 5 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 3 (Job Satisfaction)

B t  Sig. K R Sig R° F
Change Change

Step 1 .05 .05 .003 4.19%*
Gender -05 -88  .382

Age 10 1.54 .124

Education level 14 231 .022

Marital status 15 232 .021

Step 2 26 20 000  26.71%**
Work role demands -12  -2.08 .039

Injustice -31  -5.82 .000

Autonomy 17 3.15  .002

Dependent Variable is Job Satisfaction
*p<.05, *¥p<.01, ***p<.001

In the second analysis, affective commitment was taken as the dependent
variable. In the first step, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered
as the control variables. The result was significant (R’=.04, F(4,296)=2.91, p<.05),
however only marital status predicted affective commitment significantly (f=.14, =
2.15, p <.05), which means married people had higher scores on affective
commitment than single people. In the second step, work stressors were entered into
the equation. The result was significant (AR’=.19, AF(3,293)=24.01, p<.001).
Injustice (f=-.35, = -6.33, p <.001) and autonomy ($=.20, = 3.48, p <.005)
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predicted affective commitment significantly. However, work role demands did not

predict affective commitment. Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was partially supported.

Table 3. 6 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 3 (Affective Commitment)

B T  Sig. R R SigR° F
Change Change

Step 1 .04 .04 022 2091*%*
Gender -10  -1.66 .097

Age .06 .83 408

Education level .06 93 354

Marital status .14 2.15 .033

Step 2 23 .19 000  24.01%**
Work role demands .00 -07 948

Injustice -35  -6.33 .000

Autonomy .20 348 .001

Dependent Variable is Affective Commitment
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

In the third part, turnover intention was taken as the dependent variable. In
the first step, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered as the
control variables. The result was significant (R’=.05, F(4,296)=3.72, p<.01, however
only marital status predicted turnover intention significantly (f=-.17, = -2.59,
p <.05), which means married people had lower turnover intention than single
people. In the second step, work stressors were entered into the equation. The result
was significant (AR’=.07, AF(3,293)=7.71, p<.001), however only injustice (=24,
t=4.17, p <.001) predicted turnover intention significantly. Therefore, Hypothesis 3¢
was partially supported. According to the results, it was concluded that, Hypothesis 3

was in general partially supported.

37



Table 3. 7 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 3 (Turnover intention)

S t  Sig. K R’ SigR° F
Change Change

Step 1 .05 .05 006  3.72%*
Gender .01 25 .807

Age -09 -1.32 .187

Education level -03 -54 593

Marital status -17  -2.59 .010

Step 2 12 .07 000  7.71%**
Work role demands .03 48 .633

Injustice 24 417  .000

Autonomy -08 -1.36 .174

Dependent Variable is Turnover intention
*p<.05, ¥**p<.01, ***p<.001

3.4.4 Testing the Relationship between Family Stressors and Family related

outcomes

Hypothesis 4 suggested that family stressors (family role demands and family
communication problems) would predict family satisfaction. In order to test the
hypothesis, a multiple regression analysis was conducted.

In the first step, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered
as the control variables. The result was not significant. In the second step, family
stressors were entered into the equation. The result was significant (AR’=.24,
AF(2,211)=35.64, p<.001). Family role demands (f=-.35, = -4.40, p <.001)
andfamily communication problems (f=-.19, = -2.43, p <.05) predicted family

satisfaction significantly. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported.
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Table 3. 8 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 4 (Family Satisfaction)

S t  Sig. R R’ SigR° F
Change Change
Step 1 .03 .03 122 1.843
Gender 06 208 419
Age -17 .81 .046
Education level .01 -2.01 .895
Marital status 22 13 .010
Step 2 28 .24 000  35.64%**
Family role demands -35  -4.40 .000
Family communication -.19 -2.43 .016

problems

Dependent Variable is Family Satisfaction
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

3.4.5 Testing the Mediating Role of Work to Family Conflict

Hypothesis 5 suggested that higher work stressors would lead to increased
level of work to family conflict, which in turn would decrease work related
outcomes. Work stressors included work role demands, injustice, and autonomy,
whereas work related outcomes included job satisfaction, turnover intention and
affective commitment.

As for testing this mediation, the steps described by Baron and Kenny (1986)
were followed. The steps of Baron and Kenny (1986) are as follows:

a) The independent variable must predict the dependent variable significantly.

b) The independent variable must predict the mediating variable significantly.

¢) The mediating variable must predict the dependent variable significantly.

d) When the mediating variable is placed in the equation simultaneously with the
independent variable, the effect of independent variable on the dependent variable
must decrease.

The relationship between two of the work stressor variables and work to
family conflict was not significant. Since the relationship between the work role

demands, autonomy and work to family conflict was not significant (see Table 3.2),
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the mediation analysis was not conducted for these two variables. Therefore, H5 was
tested only for injustice.

It was suggested that relationships between injustice and work related
outcomes will be mediated by work to family conflict. More specifically, higher
levels of injustice leads to increased level of work to family conflict, which in turn
decreases work related outcomes. Work related outcomes included three variables;
however the relationship between work to family conflict, job satisfaction, and
affective commitment was not significant (see Table 3.2). Therefore, only one
mediation analysis was conducted for Hypothesis 5.

Turnover intention was taken as the dependent variable. In the first simple
regression, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered as the control
variables. The result was significant (R*=.05, F(4,296)=3.72, p<.01), however only
marital status predicted turnover intention significantly (f=-.17, =-2.59, p<.05),
which means married people had lower turnover intention scores than single people.
In the second step, injustice entered to the equation and result was significant
(AR’=.06, AF(1,295)=21.26, p<.001), and injustice predicted turnover intention
significantly (=.25, =4.61, p<.001). In the second simple regression, control
variables were entered, however the result was not significant. In the second step,
injustice was entered into the equation and the result was significant (4R’=.04,
AF(1,295)=12.82, p<.001). Injustice predicted work to family conflict significantly
(p=.20, =3.58, p <.001). In the third regression, control variables were entered in the
first step the result was significant (R’=.05, F(4,296)=3.72, p<.01), however only
marital status predicted turnover intention significantly (f=-.17, =-2.59, p <.05). In
the second step, work to family conflict entered into the equation, however the result

was not significant. According to the results, Hypothesis 5 was not supported.
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Table 3. 9 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 5 (Turnover intention)

S T Sig. K R SigR° F
Change Change

Step 1 .05 .05 006  3.72%%*
Gender .01 25 .807

Age -09 -1.32 .187

Education level -03  -54 593

Marital status -17  -2.59 .010

Step 2 A1 .06 000  23.43%%*
Injustice 25 4.61 .000

Step 3 A1 .00 .000 1.11
Injustice 24 433 .000

Work to family conflict .05 .89 374

Dependent Variable is Turnover intention.
*Fp< 01, ***p<.001

3.4.6 Testing the Mediating Role of Family to Work Conflict

Hypothesis 6 suggested that higher family stressors would lead to increased
level of family to work conflict, which in turn would decrease family satisfaction.
Family stressors included family role demands and family communication problems.

As for testing this mediation, the steps described by Baron and Kenny (1986)
were followed. However, in the previous analyses, family communication problems
did not predict family to work conflict significantly. Therefore, mediating role of
family to work conflict on the relationship between family role demands and family
satisfaction was tested.

In the first step, gender, age, education level and marital status were entered
as the control variables; however the result was not significant. In the second step,
family role demands were entered into the equation and result was significant
(AR’=.22, AF(1,212)=63.89, p<.001), and family role demands predicted family
satisfaction significantly (f=-.48, =-7.99, p<.001). In the second simple regression,
control variables were entered in the first step, however the result was not significant.
In the second step, family role demands were entered into the equation and the result
was significant (AR’=.04, AF(1,254)=11.11, p<.005) and family role demands

predicted family to work conflict significantly (f=.20, =3.33, p <.005). In the third
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regression, control variables entered in the first step, however the result was not
significant. In the second step, family to work conflict entered into the equation and
the result was significant (4R’=.03, 4F(1,215)=6.95, p<.01). Family to work conflict
predicted family satisfaction significantly (f=-.17, =-2.64, p <.01). In the fourth
regression, control variables were entered in the first step, however the result was not
significant. In the second step, family role demands and family to work conflict were
entered into the equation and result was significant (AR’=.23, AF(2,211)=33.14,
p<.001). However, only family role demands predicted family satisfaction
significantly (f=-.45, t=-7.36, p <.001), and direct significant relation did not become
insignificant. Therefore, it was concluded that the relationship between family role
demandss and family satisfaction was not mediated by family to work conflict.

Results showed that Hypothesis 6 was not supported.

Table 3. 10 Results of the Analysis for Testing Hypothesis 6 (Family Satisfaction)

S t Sig. R’ R’ Sig R° F
Change Change
Step 1 .03 .03 122 1.843
Gender .06 .81 419
Age -17  -2.01 .046
Education level 01 .13 .895
Marital status 22 2.60 .010
Step 2 26 22 000  63.89%**
Family role demands  -48 -7.99 .000
Step 3 26 .01 000  2.07***
Family role demands  -45 -7.36 .000
Family to work -09 -1.44 152

conflict

Dependent Variable is Family Satisfaction
*p<.05, ¥**p<.01, ***p<.001

3.5 Additional Analyses

The purpose of this part was to examine whether people show differences in
their WFC and FWC scores according to their marital status. In addition the
interaction effect of relational self-regulation and work stressors on work related

outcomes and the interaction effect of relational self-regulation on family related

outcomes were also investigated.
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3.5.1 Marital Status, WFC and FWC

Firstly, it was examined if marital status affects the level that people
experience WFC and FWC. In order to test the difference between married and single
people for experiencing WFC, independent t-test was conducted; however the result
was not significant. Same test was repeated for FWC and results showed married
married people (M=2.26, SD=.73) and single people (M=2.47, SD=.81) differed in
their FWC scores significantly. Therefore, it was concluded that single people

experience FWC more than married people.

3.5.2 Testing the Moderating Effect of Relational Self-Regulation (Work)

It was suggested that the relationship between work stressors and work
related outcomes are stronger for those who score higher on relational self-regulation
compared to people who score low. Work stressors included role demands, injustice,
and autonomy. Work related outcomes included job satisfaction, affective
commitment and turnover intention. Therefore, it was tested in nine analyses. Before
the analyses, independent variables and relational self-regulation scores were mean
centered to avoid problems with multicollinearity. Among nine analyses, only the
relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction was moderated by relational self-
regulation, and the relationship between autonomy and turnover intention was
moderated by relational self-regulation.

In the first moderation, autonomy was taken as the independent variable and
job satisfaction was taken as the dependent variable. The results of the first
hierarchical analysis showed that in the first step, autonomy and relational self-
regulation predicted job satisfaction significantly (R° = .08, F(2, 311) = 14.15,
p <.001). The results revealed only the main effect of autonomy (f =.28, ¢=5.19,
p < .001) in the prediction of job satisfaction. In the second step, autonomy,
relational self-regulation and interaction between autonomy and relational self-
regulation predicted job satisfaction significantly (R’ = .12, F(3, 310) = 14.10,
p <.001) and explained 12% of the variance in job satisfaction. The results revealed
that autonomy (f = .30, ¢ = 5.62, p < .001) predicted job satisfaction significantly
along with the interation variable (5 = .19, ¢t = 3.59, p <.001). This interaction effect,
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which was plotted according to the procedures suggested by Aiken and West (1991),
indicated that relational self-regulation moderated the relationship between
autonomy and job satisfaction (see Figure 3.1). Accordingly, simple slopes analysis
showed that participants with high relational self-regulation had less job satisfaction
as their scores on autonomy decreased(f = .46, ¢t = 6.32, p < .001); whereas
participants with low relational self-regulation did not show much difference in their

job satisfaction as their scores on autonomy decreased (f =.14, = 2.10, p < .05).
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Figure 3. 1 The interaction between Autonomy and Relational Self-Regulation in
predicting Job Satisfaction

In the second moderation, autonomy was taken as the independent variable
and turnover intention was taken as the dependent variable. The results of the first
hierarchical analysis showed that in the first step, autonomy and relational self-
regulation predicted turnover intention significantly (R° = .02, F(2, 311) = 3.14,
p < .05). The results revealed only the main effect of autonomy (f = -.12, t = -2.19,
p < .05) in predicting turnover intention. In the second step, autonomy, relational
self-regulation and the interaction term between autonomy and relational self-
regulation predicted turnover intention significantly (R° = .06, F(3, 310) = 6.16,

p < .001) and explained 6% of the variance in turnover intention. The results
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revealed that autonomy (f = -.14, t = -2.55, p < .05) and also the interation effect
term (f = -.19, t = -3.46, p < .005) predicted turnover intention significantly. This
interaction effect, which was plotted according to the procedures suggested by Aiken
and West (1991), indicated that relational self-regulation moderated the relationship
between autonomy and turnover intention, only for people with high relational self-
regulation (see Figure 3.2). Accordingly, simple slopes analysis showed that
participants with high relational self-regulation had less turnover intention as their
scores on autonomy were lower (f = -.30, ¢t = -3.99, p < .001), however the slope

analysis for low relational self-regulation was not significant.
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Figure 3. 2 The interaction between Autonomy and Relational Self-Regulation in
predicting Turnover intention
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Table 3. 11 Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Job Satisfaction,
and Turnover intention

Dependent Variables
Job Satisfaction Turnover intention

Predictor AR’ b AR’ S
Stepl 08#* 02%*

Autonomy 28%* -.12%

Relational self-regulation 07* .07
Step2 04%* 04%*

Autonomy 30%* -.14%*

Relational self-regulation .09 .09

LoA*RSR 9% - 19%*
Total K’ 12 .06

Pp<.05,**p<.00

3.5.3 Testing the Moderating Effect of Relational Self-Regulation (Family)

It was suggested that the relationship between family stressors and family
related outcomes are stronger for people who score higher on relational self-
regulation compared to people who score low. Since family stressors included family
stressors and family communication problems, it was tested with two analyses. Prior
to analyses, independent variables and relational self-regulation scores were mean
centered to avoid problems with multicollinearity. However, according to the results,
only main effects were significant. Therefore, it was concluded that, the relationship
between family stressors and family related outcomes was not moderated by

relational self-regulation.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The present study aimed to explore the possible mediating role of work to
family conflict between work stressors and work related outcomes, and the possible
mediating role of family to work conflict between family stressors and family related
outcomes. In this chapter, first, evaluations of the finding are presented. Second,
contributions of the study to the literature are discussed. Third, limitations and

suggestions for further research are presented.
4.1 Evaluations of the Findings

4.1.1 Evaluations of the Main Findings

The results of the present study supported some of the hypotheses but not all
of them. First hypothesis suggested that work stressors are predictors of WFC, and it
was partially supported. Among the work stressors, which included work role
demands, injustice and autonomy, only injustice predicted work to family conflict
significantly. In the literature, there are some studies which found weak positive
relationships between role conflict and work to family conflict (Ito and Brotheridge,
2012; Matthews, Bulger and Barnes-Farrell, 2010), and also between role ambiguity
(Ito and Brotheridge, 2012). The findings of the present study are contradictory to
these studies; however it is parallel with the meta-analysis conducted by Mathhews,
Winkel, and Wayne (2013), which could not find any significant relationship
between role conflict, role ambiguity and work to family conflict. Work to family
conflict may arise from role conflicts between work and family role demands;
however role conflict within the work domain is not enough to predict work to
family conflict individually. Work family conflict is the conflict between work and
family domains, whereas work role conflict includes the role conflicts which occur in
the work domain. There literature about the relationship between autonomy and
WEFC has contradictory findings. Grzywacz and Marks (2000) found a negative
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relationship between autonomy and work to family conflict, whereas Beutell (2013)
could not find any significant relationship between autonomy and WFC/FWC, and
the results of the present study provides supportive evidence for it. Since job and
education levels have effects on job autonomy (Lin, Lin, Lin, & Lin, (2013), the
relationship between autonomy and WFC can be moderated by job and education
levels. In addition, autonomy can be regarded as a good predictor of work related
outcomes rather than work to family conflict, since having autonomy in different
levels may have effects on work context, rather than work and family relationship.

The result for the relationship between injustice and work to family conflict
was significant and it provided supportive evidence for the literature. The feeling of
injustice in the workplace may affect a person’s psychological well-being which may
influence work and family relationship negatively. Even the direct relationship
between injustice and work to family conflict was significant, the effect size was
lower than the previous studies (i.e. Onderoglu, 2010; Judge, & Colquitt, 2004),
which might be a result of measuring procedural and distributive justice in one
dimension. When these contradictory and supportive findings are considered, it may
point out that, there might be other factors which may be related to work to family
conflict apart from work stressors. Rotondo and Kinsaid (2008) mentioned role of
individual in determining his own level of work family balance. Spector and Bruk-
Lee (2008) mentioned personality as a moderator between workplace conflict and
well-being of the employee. In addition, demographic variables might work to
predict work to family conflict (Mohsin, & Zahid, 2012). Therefore there might be
other factors affecting work to family conflict apart from role demands, injustice and
autonomy, such as personality (Carlson, 1999), flexibility, job stress, role overload
and hours spent at work (Byron, 2005), which means that work demands may not
lead to work family conflict for everyone.

Second hypothesis suggested that family stressors (family stressors and
family communication problems) are positively related to family to work conflict.
However, only family role demands predicted FWC significantly. Therefore
Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. Grzywacz and Marks (2000) suggested
possible predictors of FWC as family role conflict, and family role ambiguity, and
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findings of the present study supported their suggestion. However, when the results
of Hypothesis 1 and 2 are compared, it was found that family role demands are good
predictors of FWC, whereas work role demands do not predict WFC.The plausible
explanation for this difference can be that people who have problems in their family
domain may have a tendency to reflect their problems work domain; whereas they do
not reflect their problems in work domain to family domain. Aycan (2005) suggested
that cultural context is a moderator between demands in the family and work
domains and work family conflict. Yang, Chen, Choi, & Zou (2000) also suggested
that the differences between antecedents of work family conflict can be a result of
cultural differences since people place value family and work domain in different
levels. Therefore, the differences in antecedents of WFC andFWC can be a result of
value placed on family role demands and work role demands.

Third hypothesis suggested that, work stressors are predictors of work related
outcomes, and results showed that Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. Job
satisfaction was predicted by all three work stressors and the result is consistent with
the literature (i.e. Eckman, & Kelber, 2009; Faucett, Corwyn, & Poling, 2013;
Ortqvist, and Wincent, 2006; Nadeem & Abbas, 2009; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson,
Porter and Ng, 2001; Nadiri and Tanova, 2010). However, effect sizes of the present
study are lower than the previous findings. One possible explanation for this
difference might be the use of different job satisfaction scales. Since work role
demands, injustice and autonomy are all related to work context, it is not surprising
that they are significant predictors of job satisfaction. It can be concluded that work
stressors are better predictors of job satisfaction rather than work to family conflict.
Stressors in work domain, such as work role demands and autonomy, may not be
strong enough to influence the work and family relationship, since they are only
experienced in work context. Working hours, required travel (Mazerolle, 2008),
overtime work, overtime work (Yildirirm & Aycan, 2008), shift work (Kinnunen &
Mauno, 1998) can be better predictors of WFC since they will decrease the time
devoted to family and cause problems in fulfilling family responsibilities. The
relationships between work stressors and affective commitment were investigated
and injustice and autonomy predicted affective commitment significantly. In the
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literature, there are some studies which found significant negative relationships
between role conflict, role ambiguity and affective commitment (i.e. Malik, Waheed,
& Malik, 2006; Gormley & Kennerly (2010); however the findings of the present
study are contradictory with the literature. Role demands may have less influence on
affect of employees than injustice and autonomy, because level of injustice and
autonomy can be more subjective and related to employee’s perception, whereas role
demands can be more objective. Spector and Fox (2003) also stated the subjective
nature of job autonomy measures. Another possible explanation for this contradiction
might be measuring role conflict and role ambiguity in the same dimension. The
results for the relationship between injustice, autonomy, and affective commitment
are similar with the literature (Metin, 2010; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter and
Ng, 2001). Having less autonomy and justice in work context can be related to their
job satisfaction levels since autonomy and justice levels influence employees’
intrinsic motivation about the job (Galletta, Porthogese, & Battistelli). The
relationships between work stressors and turnover intention were also investigated.
The results revealed only one main effect, which was injustice. The findings of the
present study are consistent with the literature. Galetta, Portoghese, and Battistelli
(2011) could not find a significant relationship between autonomy and turnover
intention. However, Nadiri and Tanova (2010) found negative correlations between
all types of justice (including procedural, distributal, and interactional) and intention
to turnover. Jaramillo, Mulki, and Solomon (2006) investigated the effects of role
stress on intention to turnover. They found a weak positive relationship with role
ambiguity and intention to turnover; whereas the relationship between role conflict
and intention to turnover was not significant. In the literature, turnover intention are
examined as outcomes of organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Chen &
Francesco, 2000; Shore & Martin, 1989; Chen, Ployhart, Thomas, Anderson, &
Bliese, 2011). Therefore, it can be inferred that, job satisfaction and affective
commitment can be mediators in the relationship of work stressors and injustice.
Fourth hypothesis suggested that family stressors are predictors of family
related outcomes. According to the results, family role demands and family
communication problems predicted family satisfaction. Therefore hypothesis 4 was
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supported. The findings are consistent with the literature; however the literature
about the relationship between family role demands and family communication
problems is limited. Burns and Pearson (2011) examined the relationship between
family expressiveness and family satisfaction, and found a strong positive
relationship. Schrodt (2009) found a positive relationship between family
expressiveness environment and family satisfaction. Expressiveness and spousal
support has gained attention in the literature for its relationship with family and
marital satisfaction; however family role demands and family communication
problems has not been studied as predictors of family satisfaction. When it is
compared with the relationships between work stressors and work related outcomes,
it is not surprising that the relationships between family stressors and family related
outcomes were significant. As family members communicate with each other, it can
be helpful to know their responsibilities which are essential for a person to know
his/her role demands. If family members have problems with their family role
demands, they can solve these problems by communication. Therefore, family role
demands and family communication can be considered as the key constructs of
family life and family satisfaction.

Fifth hypothesis suggested that the relationships between work stressors and
work related outcomes will be mediated by work to family conflict. Among the
variables, only the correlation between turnover intention and injustice was
significant. Therefore hypothesis 5 was tested in only one step. The relationship
between injustice and turnover intention was not mediated by work to family
conflict, and hypothesis 5 was not supported. The literature about the mediating role
of work to family conflict for the relationship between work stressors and work
related outcomes are limited. Judge and Colquitt (2004) investigated the relationship
between organizational justice and stress and the mediating role of work family
conflict, and the results were significant. However, this relationship was examined in
order to explain how and why injustice acts as a stressor. Therefore, it can be inferred
that this study was the first study to examine mediating role of work to family
conflict between injustice and turnover intention. Since the mediating effect was not
significant, it can be concluded that injustice has a direct effect on turnover intention.
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In addition, work to family conflict was also found a significant predictor of turnover
intention when it was entered into the equation individually. The results of the fifth
hypothesis showed that work stressors and work related factors are not mediated by
work to family conflict, which means work related outcomes are directly affected by
work stressors, and organizations should work on reducing work stressors in order to
increase employees’ work related well-being. In addition, as it was discussed above,
personality characteristics can be examined as moderators, whereas job satisfaction
and affective commitment can be examined as mediators in the relationships between
work stressors and turnover intention.Work stressors have direct effects on
employees’ job satisfaction and affective commitment, which in turn will affect
employees’ decisions about staying in their working places voluntarily.

In the sixth hypothesis, it was suggested that the relationship between family
stressors and family related outcomes are be mediated by family to work conflict.
According to the results, the family stressors and family satisfaction relationship was
not mediated by family to work conflict, thus Hypothesis 6 was not supported. The
literature is limited about the mediating role of family to work conflict. Therefore it
can be inferred that the present study was the first to examine the mediating role of
family to work conflict between family stressors and family satisfaction. Coping
styles may play an important role in family stressors and family satisfaction
relationships. Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo (1999) found problem focused coping
behaviors and emotion-focused coping behaviors as predictors of family satisfaction.
In addition to coping styles, level of spousal support, which is defined as the help,
advice, understanding, and the like that spouses provide for each other (Aycan &
Eskin, 2005), also have positive effects on family satisfaction (Warde, Moonesinghe,
Allen, & Gelberg, 1999). Therefore, personal factors, spousal support can be

examined as moderators in this relationship.

4.1.2 Evaluation of the Additional Analyses

In the additional analyses part, the differences according to marital status in
work to family conflict and family to work conflict were examined. In addition,

cross-domain hypothesis was also investigated.
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The results showed that married and single people did not show any
significant difference in their work to family conflict scores; whereas single people
experienced more family to work conflict than married people. One possible
explanation for this can be the effect of spousal support. Since single people are not
able to get spousal support, it may have an effect on the difference between married
and single people for level of experiencing family to work conflict. However, even
the difference between married and single people was significant for family to work
conflict, the difference between their mean scores are low since family to work
conflict was measured with 5 point Likert scale. People may have a tendency to
reflect their family problems to their working life instead of their families. This can
be a result of value that people place on their families. Since family is an important
construct in Turkey, people may not be reflecting their problems in their work
domain to the family domain.

Second, moderating role of relational self-regulation between work stressors
and work related outcomes, and family stressors and family related outcomes were
also investigated. In the analyses of work related variables, relational self-regulation
was found to moderate the relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction and
the relationship between autonomy and turnover intention. That is participants with
high relational self-regulation had less job satisfaction as their scores on autonomy
decreased; whereas participants with low relational self-regulation did not show
much difference in their job satisfaction as their scores on autonomy decreased.
Relational self-regulation refers the tendency to regulate self-esteem, affect and
behavior from a relational perspective (Moretti, Rein, & Wiebe, 1998). Therefore, it
can be inferred that, people with a tendency to regulate their decisions according to
their relations are likely to be less satisfied with their jobs when they have less
autonomy in their jobs. On the other hands, results revealed that people with low
relational self-regulation did not show much difference in their job satisfaction scores
as their level of authority decrease in their jobs. This might be due to the fact that
they do not pay much attention to the relationship with others as they do not drive
their satisfaction related to people. Results of the second moderation analysis showed
that people with a tendency to regulate their decisions according to their relations
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have higher turnover intention when they have less autonomy in their jobs. These
findings have similarities with similar constructs such as promotion focused self-
regulation and interdependent self-construal. Higgins (1997) suggested that
promotion focused people are more sensitive to presence or absence of positive
outcomes. Zhao and Namasivayam (2011) suggested that promotion focused people
experience negative work stressors more seriously. Holmvall & Sidhu (2007)
examined the moderating role of interdependent self-construal in the relationship
between injustice, job satisfaction and turnover intention. The results showed that
people with higher interdependent self-construals experience lower levels of job
satisfaction and higher levels of turnover intention since they percepive injustice as
being undervalued. The findings of the present study suggests that, people with a
tendency to regulate their behaviors according to others may experience injustice
more seriously, and feel themselves as not being able to change work-related
decisions, which can be perceived as being insufficient for that job. Therefore, their
job satisfaction may decrease and they may seek for new jobs which they can feel

adequate.

4.2 Contributions of the Study

This study provides several important contributions to the existing literature.

The first contribution of the present is about the direct effects of work/family
stressors on work/family related outcomes. Results showed that work role demands,
injustice and autonomy are better predictors of job satisfaction, affective
commitment, and turnover intention rather than work to family conflict. The results
provided similar patterns for family stressors and family related outcomes. Family
role demands and family communication problems are better predictors of family
satisfaction rather than family to work conflict. It is the first study that compared the
role of work/family stressors in WFC/FWC and work/family related outcomes.

The second contribution of the current study was providing a new scale about
relational self-regulation, which is a subject that has been rarely studied. The internal
consistency of the scale was .82 and the results of confirmatory factor analysis

confirmed its unidimensional nature. Findings about relational self-regulation
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showed that people with higher tendency to regulate their behaviors according to
others experience job autonomy more seriously than people with low relational self-
regulation, and which in turn decrease their job satisfaction level and increase
turnover intention. The moderating effect of relational self-regulation provided
evidence for the moderating role of individual differences in the relationship between
work stressors and work related outcomes.

Third contribution is about the difference between single and married people
in experiencing family to work conflict. It was found that married people experience
less family to work conflict than single people, which can be a culture-specific since
individualistic and collectivist people differ in the value that they place on their
family and work domains. Therefore, Turkish people may have a tendency to reflect
the problems that they experience in their family domains to work domains.
Moreover, in work family conflict literature, studies were usually conducted for only
married people, however in the present study; single people who have partners were
also included. They were asked to fill the questionnaire about family variables based

on their relationships with their partners.

4.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

The present study has some limitations. Firstly, the study has too many
variables and therefore the survey package was long. In addition, use of self-report
measures and its effect on common method bias might have influenced the scores.
Some objective measures could be used such as frequency of working overtime,
spouse’s employment status, and length of relationship/marriage.

Second, job satisfaction and affective commitment could be used as mediators
between work stressors and turnover intention since in general turnover intention are
predicted by work-related outcomes in the literature.

Third, role demands only predicted job satisfaction significantly. The reason
behind it can be measuring role conflict and role ambiguity together as in one
dimension. It can be a recommendation for further studies. In addition to measuring
them separately, as Amason (1996) suggested, role conflict can be also examined as

task conflicts and relationship conflicts.
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Fourth, it was suggested that work to family conflict and family to work
conflict will mediate the relationships between work and family variables, however
results did not support the suggestions. In addition, among the work stressors, only
injustice predicted work to family conflict. Every person might have different
strategies to handle their problems. Therefore coping strategies, such as problem
focused coping strategies and emotion focused coping strategies can be used as
moderators between work /family stressors and work family conflict in further
studies. In addition, culture dimension such as being individualistic and collectivistic
can be also added as a new variable in order to have an insight about the value that is

placed on family and work.

4.4 Implications for Organizations

The current study has several implications for organizations. First, injustice
was the only variable that predicted work to family conflict. It was also significant
predictors of all work related outcomes. In order to decrease work to family conflict,
and increase employees’ positive attitudes towards their jobs, such as job satisfaction
and affective commitment, organizations should focus on their policies about justice
since employees may feel undervalued when they experience injustice in their work
context. In addition, employees’ job satisfaction levels are also affected by their work
role demands. Therefore, organizations should be clear on employees’ work role
demands in order to avoid work role conflict and ambiguity.

Second, family to work conflict is only affected by family roles demands
whereas family satisfaction was predicted by family role demands and family
communication problems. Organizations may not help their employees to solve their
problems about family role demands; however trainings on communication can be
provided, which will increase their family satisfaction. Thus, employees may also
feel that they are considered as important stakeholders by their organizations.

Last but not least, there can be some working positions which employees may
have less autonomy on their jobs. In order to increase employees’ job satisfaction
levels and decrease their turnover intention, people who have low relational self-

regulation levels can be hired for the positions which has less job autonomy.
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APPENDICIES

APPENDIX A

BILGILENDIRILMIS ONAM
Goniillii Katilim Formu

Sayin Katilimci,

Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Psikoloji boliimii, Endiistri ve Orgiit
Psikolojisi yiiksek lisans programi, tez ¢alismasi kapsaminda hazirlanan bu aragtirma
projesinde aile — is catismasi ilizerine bir ¢aligma yapilmaktadir. Gelecekte bu alanda
yapilacak ¢alismalarin iyilestirilmesi ve catismalarin yagsandigi durumunda
yasanacak sorunlar1 engelleyebilmek adina daha net bilgiler edinebilmemiz i¢in, bu
calismanin sonuglar1 bliyiik 6nem tagimaktadir.

Arastirma i¢in size bir dizi testler verilecektir. Bilgilerinizi girerek ve
anketleri yanitlayarak bu calismaya katilmak istediginizi gdsteriyorsunuz. Eger
caligmaya katilmak istemiyorsaniz, liitfen anketleri yanitlamayiniz. Anketler
icerisinde, kimlik belirleyici ya da ¢alistiginiz kuruma dair herhangi bir bilgi
istenmemektedir. Biitlin anketler anonim olarak toplanacak ve sadece bilimsel amagl
yayinlarda kullanilacaktir. Anketleri doldurmak yaklasik olarak 30 dakika siirecektir.

Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul etmeniz durumunda, liitfen sorularin hepsini, hi¢
bir maddeyi atlamadan ve size en uygun cevabi bularak, eksiksiz bir sekilde
cevaplayiniz.

Yanitlariniz kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir ve sadece arastirma ekibinden kisiler
bu yanitlara erisebilecektir. Bu arastirmaya katilmaniz mecburi degildir. Katilim
tamamen goniilliiliik tizerine kuruludur. Herhangi bir sorunuz olmasi halinde liitfen
bizimle iletisime ge¢iniz.

Bu arastirmanin gergeklestirilebilmesi ancak sizlerin katkilari ile miimkiin olacaktir.
Zaman aywdiginiz icin tesekkiir ederiz.

Tez Ogrencisi Tez Danismani

Yesim UZUMCUOGLU Reyhan Bilgic
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Ankara Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, Ankara
yesim.uzumcuoglu@metu.edu.tr rey@metu.edu.tr

Katilimcinin Adi:
Tarih:
Imza:
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APPENDIX B
DEMOGRAFIK BiLGi FORMU

Cinsiyetiniz : () Erkek () Kadin

Yasimiz :

Egitim Diizeyiniz :

flkokul () Ortaokul ( ) Lise () Universite ( ) Master ( ) Doktora ()
Miski durumunuz: Evli () Bekar ()

Cocugunuz var ise, ¢ocuk sayimniz:

Mesleginiz:

Yasaminizin ¢ogunun gegtigi yer:

Biiyiiksehir  (Ankara, istanbul, izmir) Sehir Kasaba Koy

Ailenizin gelir diizeyi:

Yiikksek ~ Orta  Disiik
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APPENDIX C
ILISKiSEL OZ-DUZENLEME OLCEGI

Bu dlgekte sizin 6z diizenlemeniz ile ilgili tutumlarinizi yansitan ¢esitli ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Ifadelerde yer alan “yakin cevrem” tanimy, aileniz, aileden olarak
gordiigiiniiz akraba ve arkadaslariniz i¢in kullanilmaktadir. Sizden istenen bu
ifadelerin sizin aginizdan ne 6l¢lide dogru oldugunu uygun yanit araligina bir (X)
isareti koyarak belirtmenizdir.

Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum
Katilmiyorum
Kararsizim
Katiliyorum
Kesinlikle

Katiliyorum

1 | Yakin ¢evrem ile iliskilerimin zarar
gormemesi i¢in is ile ilgili verdigim
kararlar1 bu yonde sekillendiririm.

2 | Yakin ¢evrem ile iligkilerimin kuvvetli
kalabilmesi i¢in is performansimi
yiikseltmeye cabalarim

3 | Yakin ¢evrem ile iliskilerimin
bozulmamasi i¢in 6zel yasamim ile
ilgili verdigim kararlar1 bu yonde
sekillendiririm.

4 | Yakin ¢evremdekilerin standartlarina
uyamazsam onlarla iligskilerimin
bozulacagini diisliniiyorum.

5 | Yakin ¢evrem ile iligkilerimin zarar
gérmemesi i¢in yasam tarzimi onlara
gore yonlendiririm.

6 | Yakin ¢evrem ile iliskilerimin
bozulmamasi i¢in sosyal hayatimdaki
davraniglarim onlarin beklentilerine
gore sekillenir.

7 | Yakin ¢evremdekilerim ile iligkilerim
zarar gdrmesin diye kendi
isteklerimden vazgectigim olmustur.

8 | Yakin ¢evremdekiler ile iliskilerime
Oonem verdigim i¢in onlarin
diisiinceleri kendi diisiincelerimden
daha 6nemlidir.
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APPENDIX D
ROL CATISMASI — ROL BELIRSIiZLiGi OLCEGI

Asagidaki maddelerden her biri i¢in size uygun gelen ifadenin bulundugu seg¢enegi

X ile isaretleyiniz.

COK YANLIS
YANLIS
BELIRSIZ

1 | Ne kadar yetkiye sahip oldugumu biliyorum

2 Isimle ilgili belirgin, planlanmis hedefler ve amaglar vardir

3 | Birbirinden farkli sekillerde yapilmasi gereken isleri

yapmak zorunda kaltyorum.

4 | Zamanim1 uygun bir sekilde planlayabiliyorum.

5 | Herhangi birinin sdylemesine gerek kalmadan ya da

yardimi olmadan da gérevimi yapabilirim.

6 | Sorumluluklarimin ne oldugunu biliyorum.

7 Gorevimi basarmak icin bazi karar ya da kurallara ters

hareket etmek zorunda kaliyorum.

8 | Birbirinden farkli islevleri olan iki ya da daha ¢ok meslek
gurubuyla birlikte ¢alistyorum.

9 | Benden tam olarak ne beklendigini biliyorum.

10 | Iki ya da daha fazla kisiden farkl1 emirler alabiliyorum.

11 | Biri tarafindan kabul edilirken, digerlerinin kabul

edemeyebilecegi gorevler yapiyorum.

12 | Isimle ilgili uygun kaynak ve malzeme olmadan da

gorevimi yapabilirim.

13 | Gorevimle ilgili olarak ne yapilmasi gerektigine iliskin

aciklamalar yeterlidir.

14 | Cogu kez gereksiz islerle ugrasiyorum.
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APPENDIX E

ORGUTSEL ADALET OLCEGI

Bu dlgekte sizin igleriyle ilgili tutumlarinizi yansitan ifadeler yer almaktadir. Sizden
istenen bu ifadelerin sizin aginizdan ne 6l¢lide dogru oldugunu uygun yanit araligina
bir (X) isareti koyarak belirtmenizdir.

Kesinlikle

1

X7z

Yanlis

Kararsizim

Dogru

Kesinlikle

Dogru

Calisma programim adildir.

Ucretimin adil oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

Is yiikiimiin adil oldugu kanisindayim.

AW —

Bir biitiin olarak degerlendirildiginde, isyerimden elde

ettigim kazanimlarin adil oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.

Is sorumluluklarimin adil oldugu kanisindayim.

Ise iliskin kararlar yoneticiler tarafindan tarafsiz bir
sekilde
alinmaktadir.

Yoneticiler, isle ilgili kararlar alinmadan 6nce biitiin
calisanlarin goriislerini alirlar.

Y oneticiler, isle ilgili kararlar1 vermeden 6nce dogru
ve eksiksiz bilgi toplarlar.

Yoneticiler, alinan kararlar1 ¢alisanlara agiklar ve
istendiginde ek bilgiler de verirler

10

Isle ilgili biitiin kararlar, bunlardan etkilenen tiim
calisanlara ayrim gozetmeksizin uygulanir.

11

Calisanlar, yoneticilerin isle ilgili kararlarina karsi
cikabilirler ya da bu kararlarin iist makamlarca
yeniden gorilisiilmesini isteyebilirler
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APPENDIX F
OZERKLIK OLCEGI

Asagidaki maddelerden sizin isinizle ilgili tutumlariniza yoneliktir. Liitfen her biri

i¢in size uygun gelen ifadenin bulundugu segenegi X ile isaretleyiniz.

HIC BIR ZAMAN
NADIREN
BAZEN
GENELLIKLE

1 | Isimi yaparken esnek olabiliyorum.

2 | Isimin nasil yapildig1 lizerinde kontroliim var.

3 | Isimin yapilisinda karar alma asamasinda yer
alabiliyorum.
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APPENDIX G
iS DOYUMU OLCEGI
Asagidaki ifadeler, calistiginiz kurumdan edindiginiz doyum ile ilgilidir. Asagida

sunulan 3 ifadeye su anda ¢alistiginiz kurum agisindan ne 6lgiide katildigiizi [x] ile
isaretleyerek belirtiniz

b=

2

o |2

JAEIEFINE

= |0 iz 5=

SIREIEE
4 = =

éig:a.za

o | B 1E |2 &

:§'5_§ M§

Genel olarak konusmak gerekirse, bu is beni ¢ok
1 |tatmin ediyor.

Bu iste yaptigim caligsmalar, genel olarak, beni
2 | tatmin ediyor.

3 | Genel olarak konugmak gerekirse, isimi seviyorum.
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APPENDIX H
ISTEN AYRILMA NiYETi OLCEGI
Anketin bu boliimiinde sizin isten ayrilma niyetlerinizi belirlemeyi amaglayan

maddeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen asagida yer alan ifadelere ne dl¢giide katildiginizi
yalnizca bir rakami [x] isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

S B | s
S| o = §
ez 2| E|S|eE
<E|E | S| &2 |Z3
: Ha : 2y
VBB |< | B |45
1 Oniimiizdeki bir sene i¢inde su an 1 2 3 4 5
calistiginiz firma disinda bir firmada aktif
olarak is arama ihtimaliniz nedir?
=
JE| 228t
=22z |8|=E
cE|E|E | 2|2
2 Istifa etmek nadiren aklima gelir 1 2 3 4 |5
3 Oniimiizdeki sene biiyiik bir ihtimalle suan | 1 2 |3 |4 |5
calistigim firmadan baska bir yerde yeni bir
1§ artyor olacagim.
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APPENDIX 1
ORGANIZASYONEL BAGLILIK
Asagidaki ifadeler, calistiginiz kurum hakkinda gesitli duygu ve diisiincelerini

yansitmaktadir. Asagida sunulan 9 ifadeye su anda ¢alistiginiz kurum agisindan ne
Olctide katildiginizi [x] ile isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

g

P Sa)
z |8 |8 |8
= = O | T
z %) Dz Oz |d
< Z AE | XE =
> § <n |Pwn | &
= N 5% (5% <2c
T < O» | m»™ | =

1 | Bu kuruma kars1 giiclii bir aidiyet hissim yok.

Kendimi bu kuruma duygusal olarak bagl
2 | Hissetmiyorum

Bu kurumun bir ¢alisan1 olmanin gurur verici
3 |oldugunu diisliniiyorum.
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APPENDIX J
AILE DEGERLENDIRME OLCEGI

Asagidaki maddeler sizin aile yapiniz ile iliskilidir. Her biri i¢in size uygun gelen

ifadenin bulundugu secenegi X ile isaretleyiniz.

S = .
45| s |2 | wi
18|52 z23
g n o | =d
dz | &= |235
1212|244
SEIEREREL
=R .
1 | Bizim evde, kisiler verilen her gorevi diizenli bir sekilde yerine
getirmezler.
2 | Bazen evde ihtiyacimiz olan seylerin bittiginin farkina varmayiz
3 | Gerektiginde aile iiyelerine gorevlerini hatirlatir, kendilerine
diisen isi yapmalarini saglariz.
4 | Ailemizde esit bir gorev dagilimi yoktur.
5 | Gelirimiz (iicret, maas) ihtiyaclarimizi karsilamaya yetmiyor.
6 | Ailemizde, her birimizin belirli gérev ve sorumluluklari vardir.
7 | Aile i¢inde birbirimizle ilgilenmeye pek zaman bulamiyoruz.
8 | Evislerinin kimler tarafindan yapilacagini hep birlikte
konusarak kararlastiririz.
9 | Evde birinden bir sey yapmasi istendiginde mutlaka takip
edilmesi ve kendisine hatirlatilmasi gerekir.
10 | Ailede bize verilen gorevler pek hosumuza gitmez ¢iinkii
genellikle umdugumuz gorevler verilmez.
11 | Isimize (okulumuza) yetismekte giicliik ¢cekiyoruz.
12 | Evde biri iizgiin ise, diger aile iiyeleri bunun nedenlerini bilir.
13 | Bizim evde bir kisinin sOylediklerinden ne hissettigini anlamak
pek kolay degildir.
14 | Bizim evde herkes, sdylemek istediklerini tistii kapali degil de
dogrudan birbirlerinin yiiziine soyler.
15 | Sevgi, sefkat gibi olumlu duygularimizi birbirimize belli
etmekte giicliik ¢ekeriz.
16 | Evde herkes her istedigini birbirinin yiiziine sdyleyebilir.
17 | Evde genellikle sdylediklerimizle, sdylemek istediklerimiz
birbirinden farklidir.
18 | Evde birbirimize kars1 agik sozliiytizdiir.
19 | Sinirlenince birbirimize kiiseriz
20 | Aile i¢inde birisi, hoglanmadigimiz bir sey yaptiginda ona bunu

acikea sOyleriz.
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APPENDIX K
AILE DOYUM OLCEGI

Asagidaki maddeler aileniz ile ilgili tatmin duygulariniza yoneliktir. Liitfen her biri
i¢in size uygun gelen ifadenin bulundugu segenegi X ile isaretleyiniz.

HIC
BIRAZ
ORTA
OLDUKCA
COK

Ailem idealime biiyiik 6lciide yaklasiyor.

Aile kosullarim miikemmel.

Ailemden memnunum

AIW(IN|—

Ailemde su ana kadar istedigim 6nemli seylere
sahip oldum.

5 | Ailemi bir daha se¢seydim hicbir seyi degistirmek
istemezdim.
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APPENDIX L

AILE-iS CATISMASI OLCEGI

Asagidaki maddeler aile-is iliskinize dair tutumlariniza yoneliktir. Liitfen her biri

icin size en uygun gelen ifadenin bulundugu secenegi X ile isaretleyiniz.

213 s | s
m % Qof' = ) m =
— N < — &
~zlz |5 |9 | ¥9
05| = & ol o
Z=2 | & 3 = | £2
nE | B E 7% E
23| < |8 |2 |28
1 | Isimin yarattig1 stres aileme kars1 olan
gorevlerimi yerine getirmemi
zorlagtirmaktadir.
2 | Isime harcadigim zaman aileme kars1
sorumluluklarimi yerine getirmemi
zorlastirmaktadir.
3 | Isimin bana yiikledigi sorumluluklardan
dolayi ailemle ilgili yapmak istedigim bazi
seyleri yapamiyorum.
4 | Isim yiiziinden, ailece yaptigimiz planlar:
degistirmek zorunda kalirim.
5 | Isimle ilgili sorumluluklarim aile hayatimi
etkiliyor.
6 | Ailemle ilgili sikintilarim, is performansimi
olumsuz etkiler.
7 | Aileme ayirmam gereken zaman nedeniyle,
islerimi erteledigim olur.
8 | Ailemin ya da esimin talepleri, isimi
etkilemektedir.
9 | Aile hayatim yliziinden isimdeki temel
sorumluluklarim aksayabiliyor.
10 | Ailemin ya da esimin taleplerinden dolay1

isimle ilgili olarak yapmak istedigim bazi
seyleri yapamam.
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APPENDIX M

IS BILGILERI

Glinliik ortalama ¢alisma saatiniz

nedir?

Calisma sekliniz nedir?

Yar1 zamanli ()

Tam zamanl ()

Hastalik gibi durumlarda kolaylikla izin | Evet () Hayir ()
alabiliyor musunuz?
Calisma saatleriniz esnek mi? Evet () Hayir ()
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APPENDIX N
KATILIM SONRASI BiLGi FORMU

Bu calisma daha dnce de belirtildigi gibi ODTU Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Yiiksek Lisans 6grencisi Aras. Gor. Yesim Uziimciioglu (Danismani, Prof. Reyhan
Bilgic) tarafindan yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda ytiriitiilen bir caligmadir.
Calismanin amaci, is-aile ve aile is catismasinin olas1 nedenleri ve sonuglari
hakkinda inceleme yapmaktir. Ayn1 zamanda, iligkisel 6z diizenlemenin olas1
nedenler ve sonuglar arasindaki iliskilerin lizerindeki etkisi de incelenecektir.

Literatiirde, is-aile ve aile-is catismasinin olasi nedenleri is yiikii, 6zerkligin
az olmasi, rol belirsizligi, rol ¢atigsmasi, algilanan esitlik, aile igi iletisim, problem
¢ozme becerileri ve rol problemleri olarak ge¢gmektedir. Sonuglar ise, aile, is ve
evlilik tatmini ve orgiitsel baglilik olarak belirtilmistir. Bu degiskenlerin biitiintini
iceren ¢aligmalar literatiirde sinirli olarak bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmadan alinacak
bulgular ile, bu nedenler ve sonuglarin hangilerinin ig-aile ve aile-is ¢atismasinda
daha ¢ok etkili oldugunu incelenecektir. iliskisel 6z diizenleme, literatiirde, kisinin
kendisini yakin ¢evresi ile iligkilerine gore diizenlemesi olarak ge¢cmektedir. Bu
calismada, iligkisel 6z diizenlemenin, is-aile ve aile-is ¢atismasinin nedenleri ve
sonuglart arasindaki iliskinin tizerindeki etkileri de incelenecektir. Kendisini, yakin
cevre ile iligkilerine gore diizenleyen kisilerin is ve aile yasaminda daha az stres
kaynagi olmasina ragmen, is, aile, ve evlilik tatminini, ve orgiitsel baglilig1 daha az
yasamalar1 beklenmektedir.

Bu ¢alismadan alinacak ilk verilerin Temmuz 2013 sonunda elde edilmesi

amaglanmaktadir. Bu calismadan elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel aragtirma ve

yazilarda kullanilacaktir. Calismanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da bu aragtirma
hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak icin asagidaki isimlere bagvurabilirsiniz. Bu

arastirmaya katildiginiz i¢in tekrar ¢cok tesekkiir ederiz.

Ars. Gor. Yesim Uziimeiioglu(210 51 10; E-posta: yesim.uzumcuoglu@metu.edu.tr)
Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢(210 31 85; E-posta: rey@metu.edu.tr)
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APPENDIX M

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisii

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii
Enformatik Enstitiisii

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisii
YAZARIN

Soyadi :

Adi

Bolimii :

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans

Doktora

Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIiHi:
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