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Abstract

Orientation: Considering the negative and positive consequences of burnout and work engagement, respectively (i.e. concepts used in reference to well-being), for both workers and organisations, it is crucial to identify their antecedents in order to prevent burnout and foster work engagement.

Research purpose: We investigated the mediating role of work-to-family conflict (WFC) and work-to-family enrichment (WFE) in the relationships between work environment (i.e. emotional load and workload as job demands; support and recognition from supervisors as job resources) and well-being (i.e. work engagement and burnout). The buffering effect of job resources in the job demands–WFC relationships was also tested.

Motivation for the study: The present research tries to respond to recent recommendations in the field of work–family interface and burnout.

Research approach/design and method: A total of 226 employees of a Belgian Federal Public Service were surveyed. Our cross-sectional research model was tested using structural equation modelling with Mplus.

Main findings: Workload and support were related to WFC, whereas only recognition was related to WFE. Both WFC and WFE were related to work engagement and burnout. The two job resources buffered the workload–WFC relationship.

Practical/managerial implications: Supervisors can increase WFE by recognising employees’ efforts and reduce WFC by promoting a supportive work environment and reducing the workload. By doing so, supervisors increase work engagement and decrease burnout, thus enhancing workers’ well-being.

Contribution/value-addition: This study highlights that the two job resources operate in different ways regarding work-to-family interface: recognition activates the resource generation and motivational processes, whereas support operates in the resource depletion and health impairment processes. The role of supervisors is thus crucial in the emergence of workers’ well-being.
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Introduction

Nowadays, employees are more likely than ever to be concerned with how to manage their work and family lives. Several factors explain that satisfying the demands of work and family is one of the biggest challenges for employees (Kinnunen, Rantanen, Mauno, & Peeters, 2014). These factors mainly include changes in the composition of the workforce, demographic shifts, or changes or advances in technology. Moreover, globalisation and competition between companies have placed a burden on workers and organisations, pushing them to be more flexible and responsive to changes in working life. Indeed, pressures at work have increased in recent decades (Kuschel, 2017), therefore increasing the probability for workers to have difficulties in managing work and family. All of these factors have considerably blurred the lines between work and family, modifying the way in which individuals manage their work and family domains (e.g. Kinnunen et al., 2014). Therefore, managing the work–family interface is becoming not only increasingly important but also increasingly complex.

Over the years, a substantial number of papers have identified that the work–family interface (i.e. work–family conflict and enrichment) has a significant influence on a variety of well-being variables, such as burnout and work engagement (e.g. Babic, Stinglhamber, Bertrand, & Hansez, 2017; Baeriswyl, Krause, & Schwaninger, 2016; Verweij et al., 2017; Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). Considering the negative and positive consequences of burnout and work engagement, respectively, for both workers and organisations, it is crucial to identify their antecedents in order to prevent employee burnout and foster employee work engagement.

In line with this objective, the job demands and resources model (JD-R model, Bakker & Demerouti, 2008, 2017), a well-tested and widely used theoretical framework for describing the relationships between work characteristics and well-being, is often mobilised to explain the emergence of burnout and work engagement. For example, studies investigating the role of work-to-family conflict (WFC) as a lever in the health impairment process of the JD-R model found that work characteristics (e.g. workload, supervisors support) were related to WFC which in turn was related to emotional exhaustion (e.g. Baeriswyl et al., 2016).

Even if there is a plethora nowadays of studies applying the JD-R model, some recommendations have been made to better understand the influence of work-related factors on work–family interface and well-being outcomes. Baeriswyl et al. (2016) suggested to not only focus on the negative side of the interface (WFC) but also to explore the role of the positive side (i.e. work-to-family enrichment; WFE) in the motivational processes of the JD-R model.

Indeed, several authors have recommended integrating both conflict and enrichment into research on work–family interface (e.g. Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006). Conflict and enrichment are not opposite of each other but co-exist (Grzywacz & Butler, 2005). One may experience more conflict or enrichment at certain times in life, but both are always present (e.g. Rantanen, Kinnunen, Mauno, & Tement, 2013).

Therefore, focusing on only one of the two sides of the work–family interface may limit the understanding of the processes influencing work–family issues (Boz, Martínez-Corts, & Munduate, 2016).

Baeriswyl et al. (2016) also suggested testing the interactive effects of job demands and job resources (i.e. JD-R model; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008, 2017) by investigating the moderating effects of job resources such as supervisor’s support in the health impairment process of the JD-R model.

Research purpose and objectives

In this study, we tried to respond to recommendations formulated by Baeriswyl et al. (2016) by investigating the mediating role of WFC and WFE in the relationship between some work characteristic variables (i.e. emotional load and workload as job demands; supervisors support and recognition from supervisors as job resources) and well-being outcomes (i.e. work engagement and burnout). Moreover, we tested the buffering effect of job resources on the job demands–WFC relationships.

This research focused on workload (having a lot of work to do within a short time span; Baeriswyl et al., 2016), emotional load (the affective component of work and the degree to which one’s work puts one in emotionally stressful situations; Peeters, Montgomery, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2005) and supervisor support (workers’ perceptions concerning the degree to which their supervisors care about their well-being and value their contributions; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) because they have been consistently recognised as crucial for the majority of employees across different occupations (e.g. Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). We included recognition from supervisors (spontaneous, sincere and personal appreciation of employee efforts; Yoo, Shin, & Yang, 2006) because it is an important variable that predicts high levels of burnout and low psychological well-being (Amutio, Ayestaran, & Smith, 2009). While we recognise that work–family conflict and enrichment are bidirectional (i.e. perceptions of conflict and enrichment not only from work to family but also from family to work; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), the present research focused only on the work-to-family direction (i.e. WFC and WFE) considering that work-related variables (i.e. JD-R) are more likely to predict these types of work–family interfaces (e.g. Michel, Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011).

Literature review

Burnout and work engagement

Instead of being two opposite poles, burnout and engagement are viewed as independent, yet negatively correlated states of mind (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Burnout was defined as ‘a syndrome of chronic exhaustion, a cynical, negative attitude regarding work, and reduced professional efficacy that could occur in any job (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001)’ (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017, p. 273). Burnout is a tripartite syndrome (Maslach et al., 2001) consisting of emotional exhaustion, feelings of depersonalisation (also disengagement) and a diminished sense of personal accomplishment. Emotional exhaustion refers to ‘the depletion or draining of emotional resources caused by interpersonal demands’ (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 296). Depersonalisation refers to ‘the development of negative, callous and cynical attitudes towards the recipients of one’s services’ (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 296). Reduced personal accomplishment is ‘the tendency to evaluate one’s work with recipients negatively’ (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 296). Although the multidimensional nature of this construct has been vigorously debated (e.g. Maslach et al., 2001), many researchers advocate a two-dimensional concept. For example:


Schaufeli and Taris (2005) argued that exhaustion and depersonalization constitute the core of burnout and that rather than being a constituting dimension, reduced personal accomplishment should be a consequence of exhaustion and depersonalization. (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 297)



Therefore, researchers argued that the specificity of the burnout syndrome lies in the combination of general reactions linked to stress (i.e. exhaustion dimension) and specific attitudinal manifestations that signal a crisis in the individual–work relationship (i.e. depersonalisation dimension) (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014). Therefore, throughout the present study, we focused on these two principal components of burnout (i.e. exhaustion and depersonalisation).

Since the beginning of the 21st century and with the influence of positive psychology (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000), research has begun to focus on a phenomenon more positive in nature, that is, work engagement. Work engagement refers to ‘a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption’ (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). Vigour is ‘characterized by high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in one’s work and persistence even in the face of difficulties’ (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 300). Dedication refers to ‘being strongly involved in one’s work and experiencing a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride and challenge’ (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 300). Absorption is ‘characterized by focused attention, being fully concentrated and happily engrossed in one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and one has difficulties detaching oneself from work’ (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2014, p. 300).

The JD-R model is mainly used to explain burnout (e.g. Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005) and work engagement (e.g. Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). This model assumes that all types of job characteristics can be modelled using two different categories, namely, job demands and job resources (Proposition 1; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Job demands refer to ‘physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or psychological effort and are therefore associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs’ (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017, p. 274). Job resources describe:


[P]hysical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that are functional in achieving work goals, reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs, and/or stimulate personal growth, learning, and development. (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017, p. 274)



The central proposition of this model is the assumption of dual processes to well-being (Proposition 2; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). Within the first process of the JD-R model, the motivational process, job resources are assumed to activate a motivational process whereby resources may:


[P]lay either an intrinsic motivational role because they foster employees’ growth, learning and development, or they may play an extrinsic motivational role because they are instrumental in achieving work goals. (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004, p. 298)



As mentioned by Schaufeli and Salanova (2014), such resources may be located notably at the interpersonal level (i.e. social support from supervisor, recognition and rewards). The availability of job resources stimulates employee’s motivation notably in the form of work engagement (e.g. Bakker et al., 2007). This motivational process is in line with the conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 2002), arguing that people are motivated to obtain, retain, foster and protect things that they value most, known as resources. Therefore, individuals will try to expand these resources if possible and accumulate them. People invest resources in order to enrich their pool of resources. The idea is that initial resources generate more resources, ultimately creating a spiral gain of resources. The accumulation and gain of resources may result in positive outcomes such as better well-being (Hobfoll, 2002). According to Chen, Westman and Eden (2009), work engagement can be conceptualised as a result of continuous resource gain.

Within the second process, the health impairment process, job demands:


[A]re assumed to activate an energy depletion process whereby an employee’s sustained increases in effort to meet perceived job demands are met with an increase in compensatory psychological and physiological costs that drain the employee’s energy. (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010, p. 836)



This energetic process is also in line with the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002). Over time, increasing demands threaten one’s available resources. People try to react to resource losses by investing resources. However, when resource losses are not counterbalanced by resource gains in situations of resources investment, a progressing stressful process appears. This stressful process also appears when no action is taken facing situations of resource losses. When losses continue, there is an accelerated negative effect of ongoing loss spirals (i.e. loss spirals of resources) which can lead to burnout.

Consequently, job demands drain more and more individuals’ resources, leading them to perceived burnout.

Even if job demands are known to play a crucial role in the health impairment process, they could also have a motivational role. In line with this idea, LePine, Podsakoff and LePine (2005) distinguished two types of job demands. The first one is the hindrance job demands that refer to ‘job demands or work circumstances’ (e.g. role conflict, role ambiguity, etc.) ‘that involve excessive or undesirable constraints that interfere with or inhibit an individual’s ability to achieve valued goals (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000)’ (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017, p. 277). The second one is the challenge job demands (e.g. workload, time pressure, responsibility, etc.) that are defined as ‘demands that cost effort but that potentially promote personal growth and achievement of the employees (Podsakoff, LePine, & LePine, 2007)’ (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017, p. 277). The latter type of demands could be considered as ‘rewarding work experiences well worth the discomfort involved, and are therefore considered as “good” stressors’ (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017, p. 278). However, depending on the context, a challenge demand may be experienced as a hindrance demand, and vice versa.

Many empirical studies have tested these dual pathways, which have an influence on workers’ well-being.

Concerning the motivational process, through their study conducted on teachers, Bakker et al. (2007) demonstrated that supervisor support enhanced work engagement. In the same vein, Laschinger and Finegan (2005) showed that recognition from supervisors was related to employees’ work engagement. Even if job resources are related to such positive outcomes, they may also be related to negative outcomes. Indeed, according to the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002), job resources should be negatively related to burnout because individuals with greater resources are more capable to meet demands and to protect themselves from the strains of further resource depletion. Empirical studies highlighted that perceived supervisor support was negatively related to burnout (e.g. Rich et al., 2010). The lack of recognition has negative consequences on variables such as burnout, turnover and a low sense of well-being (e.g. Amutio et al., 2009). Indeed, a failed reciprocity between effort and rewards is likely to elicit negative emotions, and conversely, appropriate rewards (e.g. recognition) evoke positive emotion and well-being (Siegrist, 2000).

Concerning the energetic process, meta-analyses have found that workload is amongst the key determinants of emotional exhaustion (e.g. Bowling, Alarcon, Bragg, & Hartman, 2015). Emotional demands contributed positively to emotional exhaustion and disengagement (e.g. Verweij et al., 2017). Even if job demands are related to negative outcomes such as burnout, they may also be related to positive outcomes like work engagement. Job demands, such as workload, drain employees’ energy, exhausting them mentally (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Workers perceiving that their resources are drained because of workload may engage in their work into a lesser extent in order to protect their remaining resources (Hobfoll, 2002).

Work-to-family interface

Throughout their life, people have to perform multiple social roles (i.e. parent, husband or spouse, employee, etc.). The question of compatibility of these roles is important in the prediction of workers’ health and well-being. Several models or theories have been advanced to explain the relationship between work and family roles.

According to the scarcity hypothesis (Sieber, 1974), people have limited resources (i.e. time and energy) and are therefore unable to satisfy the demands of all their roles. When too many demands are placed on an individual’s limited resources, he or she may experience work–family conflict generally defined as ‘a form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect’ (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77). In situations where work-role demands impede the performance of family responsibilities, workers may perceive WFC between their work and family lives (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996).

According to the expansion theory (Sieber, 1974), by having multiple roles, individuals have access to more resources, leading them to expand their level of energy and increase their psychological well-being.

Therefore, individuals may experiment work–family enrichment when, because of participation and experience in one domain, the quality of their life in the other domain is enhanced through the transfer of resources from one role to the other (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). When work provides resources that enhance the individual’s functioning in the family domain, workers may perceive WFE (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Job demands generally imply that employees devote such time and efforts (i.e. resources) to their work that they are left with insufficient time and energy for their personal and familial activities (i.e. depletion of resources; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Amongst job demands, workload and emotional load are highlighted by numerous studies as importantly associated with WFC and/or WFE. According to the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002), the negative effect of these job demands on employees’ functioning in their family domain is because of the depletion of resources resulting from the important efforts required by workload and emotional load.

This resource depletion may hamper the amount and the effectiveness of resource transferred from the work to family domain, causing WFC and preventing WFE. Indeed, high workload reduced the perception of WFE (e.g. Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) and increased the perception of WFC (e.g. Molino, Cortese, Bakker, & Ghislieri, 2015), whereas emotional job demands increased the perception of WFC (e.g. Peeters et al., 2005).

Concerning job resources, a resourceful work environment creates a sense of personal control, self-esteem, self-efficacy, self-confidence, psychological resources and positive emotions (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), which have positive impacts on workers’ ability to manage their work and family lives. Job resources may also stimulate the motivational process (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017) facilitating enrichment between work and family. According to the enrichment process (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), resources gained from work may be transferred to the family in a direct way (i.e. transfer of skills, behaviours and rewards; referring to the instrumental path) or an indirect way (i.e. transfer of mood and emotions; referring to the affective path), helping individuals to perform better in the family domain. Support at work indicates that emotional and material resources or help are available when needed to allow workers to carry out their job more effectively (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Support at work also enhances workers’ perceived competence (i.e. self-efficacy) and a sense of being able to cope effectively with the demands of various roles (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Social support generates feelings of love, care and value (Hobfoll, 2002) that enable individuals to more effectively transfer resources gained in one domain to the other domain. The more the employees feel supported, the more they know that help is available, perceiving WFC less and WFE more. Indeed, supervisor support has been associated with lower WFC (e.g. Bowling et al., 2015) and higher WFE (e.g. Nicklin & McNall, 2013). We are not aware of any study investigating the relationship between recognition from supervisors and WFE or WFC. However, we reasonably assume that positive emotion resulting in a reward such as recognition from a supervisor (Siegrist, 2000) and the positive psychological functioning resulting from recognition at work (i.e. autonomy, resilience, self-esteem and optimism; Merino & Privado, 2015) can be transferred to the family domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Workers who feel recognised and valued by supervisors will be better able to manage their work and family lives effectively (i.e. perception of lower WFC), and enhance the quality of life in their family sphere (i.e. perception of higher WFE).

Concerning WFC’s outcomes, it is well established that conflict has a negative influence on health and well-being (e.g. Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). From a COR perspective (Hobfoll, 2002), resources (such as time, money, mental and physical energy, etc.) are lost in the process of managing work and family demands. When this resource depletion is not offset by resource gain, burnout occurs. Indeed, several studies found that WFC can foster emotional exhaustion (e.g. Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2005) and disengagement (e.g. Verweij et al., 2017). In order to protect their remaining resources in situations of resource depletion, workers perceiving WFC are more likely to reduce their level of work engagement, which is also in line with the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002). Indeed, WFC was found to have a negative impact on work engagement (e.g. Babic et al., 2017).

Concerning WFE’s outcomes, it is established that enrichment has a positive influence on health and well-being (e.g. Zhang, Xu, Jin, & Ford, 2018). According to the COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002), being involved in several roles has advantages for people because of greater access to resources. Work-to-family enrichment can be viewed as a resource-generating process which could protect from burnout (Tement & Korunka, 2015). Moreover, when employees perceive that their work provides something (i.e. resources) beneficial to themselves or their family (i.e. WFE), they want to obtain or gain more resources (COR theory; Hobfoll, 2002) and consequently they get more involved in their job. Indeed, empirical research found that when people experience WFE, they report putting greater efforts into their work and being better engaged in their job (e.g. Wayne et al., 2004).

Even if research on WFE and burnout is limited (e.g. Dishon-Berkovits, 2014), the few studies examining these relationships found that WFE was negatively related to burnout (e.g. Verweij et al., 2017).

Therefore, based on these elements, we postulated that:


H1a: WFC will mediate the relationships between job demands (i.e. workload and emotional load) and well-being (i.e. burnout and work engagement).

H2a: WFE will mediate the relationships between job demands (i.e. workload and emotional load) and well-being (i.e. burnout and work engagement).

H1b: WFC will mediate the relationships between job resources (i.e. recognition from supervisors and perceived supervisor support) and well-being (i.e. burnout and work engagement).

H2b: WFE will mediate the relationships between job resources (i.e. recognition from supervisors and perceived supervisor support) and well-being (i.e. burnout and work engagement).



Interaction effects

In addition to the main effects of job demands and job resources on well-being (i.e. Proposition 2), the JD-R model also postulates that job resources can buffer the impact of job demands on strain (Proposition 3; Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In other words, job resources may offset the negative impacts of job demands on employee well-being. Several studies have provided evidence for such an interaction effect. For example, Xanthopoulou et al. (2007) conducted a study amongst home care professionals and found that job resources (i.e. autonomy, social support, performance feedback and opportunities for professional development) buffered the relationship between job demands (i.e. emotional demands, patient harassment, workload and physical demands) and burnout.

Based on these elements, we postulated that:


H3: Job resources (i.e. recognition from supervisors and perceived supervisor support) will moderate the relationships between job demands (i.e. workload and emotional load) and WFC.



Figure 1 depicts the hypothesised theoretical model.
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Research design

Research method

Research procedure and ethical considerations

We collected data through an online survey. Participants received an email explaining the purpose of the study and emphasising the confidentiality of the responses (anonymous participation). Informed consent was obtained from each participant. This article followed all ethical standards for carrying out research.

Research participants

To test our hypotheses, an electronic questionnaire was administered to employees working in the medical division of a Belgian Federal Public Service, active in the field of security. A total of 1157 people were invited to participate in the research. People were given 1 month to complete the questionnaire, which was anonymous and confidential. We received 226 questionnaires in return, providing a response rate of about 20%. This sample consisted of 120 (53%) Dutch-speaking and 106 (47%) French-speaking persons. Most of the respondents were men (68%). A total of 66 participants (29%) were employees, 82 (36%) were team leaders and 38 (17%) were executives. Most of the respondents (56%) worked between 36 h and 40 h per week. One hundred and eighty-nine respondents (84%) had been employed by their company for more than 10 years. On average, participants were 44.02 years old (standard deviation [SD] = 9.41). The majority of respondents had a high school diploma (46%) and were either married or living with a partner (51%). Of the participants, 58% had children (22% had one child, 23% had two and 14% had three or more children). Of the respondents, 33% had children studying in preschool or primary school, 13% had children studying in secondary school and 12% had children pursuing a university education or children in the labour market.

Measuring instruments

Questionnaires were sent in French and Dutch. We possessed some scales validated in French or in English, but not necessarily in Dutch. Therefore, we translated scales following a translation back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1980). The original English versions were first translated into French and Dutch, and then back-translated from Dutch and French to English by native speakers. In the same manner, the validated French versions were first translated into Dutch and then back-translated from Dutch to French by native speakers. For all scales, there was no major discrepancy between the original and translated versions of the scales; therefore, the translation process was considered as appropriate.

Workload was measured using the French version (Niedhammer, Chastang, Gendrey, David, & Degioanni, 2006) of the nine items of the Job Content Questionnaire (Karasek, 1985), for example, ‘My job requires working very hard’. Answers were given on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 4 (totally agree).

Emotional load was measured using the seven English items of the emotional load subscale of the Questionnaire on the Experience and Assessment of Work (Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994), for example, ‘Does your work demand a lot from you emotionally?’. Items were scored on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always).

Perceived supervisor support was measured using the validated and adapted French and Dutch versions of the ad hoc subscale of the Survey of Perceived Organisational Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). For each of the four items, the term ‘organisation’ was replaced by the term ‘supervisor’ (e.g. ‘My supervisor really cares about my well-being’). Participants responded to a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Recognition from supervisors was measured with the five French items ad hoc subscale developed by Fall (2015), for example, ‘My superiors congratulate me or thank me for highlighting a good job’. The response scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Work-to-family conflict and WFE were measured using the validated French version of the two ad hoc subscales of the Survey Work-Home Interaction – Nijmegen (i.e. eight items for WFC subscale, e.g. ‘I’m irritable at home because my work is demanding’; five items for WFE subscale, e.g. ‘I come home cheerfully after a successful day at work, positively affecting the atmosphere at home’; Hansez, Etienne, & Geurts, 2006). Participants answered using a four-point Likert-type scale (0: never to 3: always).

Work engagement was measured using the validated French and Dutch short versions of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2002). The scale includes three dimensions: vigour (three items; e.g. ‘At my work, I feel bursting of energy’), dedication (three items; e.g. ‘I am enthusiastic about my job’) and absorption (three items; e.g. ‘I feel happy when I am working intensely’). The response scale ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Burnout was measured using the validated French and Dutch versions of the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) (Demerouti, Bakker, Vardakou, & Kantas, 2003). The OLBI evaluates burnout using two dimensions: exhaustion with eight items (e.g. ‘After my work, I regularly feel worn out and weary’) and disengagement with eight items (e.g. ‘I frequently talk about my work in a negative way’). Participants were asked to respond by using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

Covariates. Based on the full partial method recommended by Little (2013), we accounted for the influence of covariates by specifying paths from all socio-demographic variables included in our survey to all endogenous and exogenous variables. After running this initial model, we removed the non-significant effects. We thus statistically controlled two socio-demographic variables, that is, gender was significantly related to WFE and the number of hours worked per week was significantly related to WFC. As recommended by Becker et al. (2016, p. 162), the inclusion of control variables has to be based on ‘relevant theory, or at least on sound reasoning and empirical evidence’. Women were found to experience higher levels of positive work-to-family interface than do men (e.g. Van Steenbergen, Ellemers, & Mooijaart, 2007). Higher number of work hours was found to increase the perception of WFC (e.g. Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Consequently, we included these two socio-demographic variables as covariates in our analyses.

Statistical analysis

Analyses were performed using Mplus 6 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010). We assessed the measurement models through a series of confirmatory factor analyses to evaluate the independence of constructs examined in our study. Concerning hypotheses 1 and 2, we proceeded with the assessment of the hypothesised structural relationships amongst latent variables. We used the bootstrapping technique to estimate indirect effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Concerning Hypothesis 3, we tested the moderation hypotheses using the two-step estimation procedure proposed by Klein and Moosbrugger (2000) for estimating latent moderated structural (LMS) equations in Mplus. By using the balancing technique (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002), we reduced the number of items to three for each factor (except for work engagement because the three sub-dimensions were already evaluated using three items).

Results

Measurement models

We compared several nested models in order to test the distinctiveness of the constructs included in our study. Firstly, we examined the fit of our hypothesised 11-factor model (that comprises emotional load, workload, recognition from superiors, perceived supervisors support, exhaustion, disengagement, vigour, dedication and absorption) as well as a series of more constrained measurement models. Chi-square difference tests were used to compare the fit of these nested models with that of the 11-factor model. Results indicated that the 11-factor model was significantly superior to all alternative models.

Consequently, we treated these 11 constructs as independent from each other in subsequent analyses. Table 1 presents fit indices of some of these alternative models.
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Relationships amongst variables

Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s alphas and correlations amongst variables are presented in Table 2.
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Internal consistency reliabilities ranged from 0.72 to 0.93. Table 3 presents fit indices for the hypothesised structural model (Model 0) and several alternative models (models 1–20). In all models, disturbance terms of our outcomes were allowed to correlate. Model 0 fit the data reasonably well, as indicated by the following indices: χ²(df) = 1060.85(525), root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.07, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.90. We compared this Model 0 with 20 alternative nested models containing additional paths that were theoretically plausible. The Chi-square difference test was used to compare the fit of these alternative nested models with that of Model 0. Results of the comparisons indicated that Model 19 fit the data reasonably well (χ²[df] = 1023.90(520), RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.91) and was significantly superior to all models. We thus retained Model 19 as the best fitting model. In Model 19 we added, starting from Model 0: (1) a path from emotional load to exhaustion, (2) paths from recognition from supervisors to disengagement, vigour and absorption and (3) a path from perceived supervisor support to dedication.
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Standardised parameter estimates for this model are shown in Figure 2. For ease of presentation, we show the structural model rather than the full measurement model. Amongst the four independent variables included in the model, only two were significantly related to WFC. Workload and perceived supervisor support were found to be, respectively, positively and negatively associated with WFC. In turn, WFC was found to be positively associated with exhaustion, disengagement and absorption and was negatively associated with vigour. As specified in Table 4, the results of the bootstrap analyses indicated that the indirect effects of workload on burnout and work engagement (except dedication) through WFC were significant, with WFC playing the role of a total mediator. These findings partially supported Hypothesis 1a (i.e. WFC will mediate the relationships between job demands and well-being). The indirect effects of perceived supervisor support on burnout and work engagement (except dedication) through WFC were significant (see Table 4), with WFC playing the role of a total mediator. These findings partially supported Hypothesis 1b (i.e. WFC will mediate the relationships between job resources and well-being).
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Only one of the four independent variables studied was significantly related to WFE. This finding did not support Hypothesis 2a (i.e. WFE will mediate the relationships between job demands and well-being).

Recognition from supervisors was found to be positively associated with WFE. In turn, WFE was found to be negatively associated with exhaustion and disengagement and was positively associated with vigour and dedication. Moreover, recognition from supervisors was also directly and negatively related to disengagement and positively related to vigour. The indirect effects of recognition from supervisors on burnout and work engagement (except absorption) through WFE were significant (see Table 4). Thus, WFE totally mediated the effects of recognition from supervisors on exhaustion and dedication. Moreover, WFE partially mediated the effects of recognition from supervisors on disengagement and vigour. These findings partially supported Hypothesis 2b (i.e. WFE will mediate the relationships between job resources and well-being).

The results also highlighted three direct effects. Emotional load was found to be positively related to exhaustion. Perceived supervisor support was found to be positively related to dedication. Recognition from supervisors was found to be positively related to absorption.

To investigate moderation, Hypothesis 3, we tested structural models using latent interactions separately. The relative fit of LMS models versus the model without interaction terms was determined using log-likelihood ratio tests. Only two log-likelihood ratio tests were significant, that is, Mod 3: D = −2 [(−8202.999)–(−8200.662)] = 4.67(1) (p < 0.05); Mod 4: D = −2 [(−8202.999)–(−8197.915)] = 10.17(1) (p < 0.01). Within Mod 3, the recognition from supervisors × workload interaction on WFC was significant (−0.16, SE = 0.08, p < 0.05). High workload when combined with high recognition from supervisors resulted in lower perception of WFC (see Figure 3a for a graphical representation of this moderation). Within Mod 4, the perceived supervisor support × workload interaction on WFC was significant (−0.21, SE = 0.07, p < 0.01). High workload when combined with high perceived supervisor support resulted in lower perception of WFC (see Figure 3b for a graphical representation of this moderation). These findings partially supported Hypothesis 3 (i.e. job resources will moderate the relationships between job demands and WFC).
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Discussion

Outline of the results

Based on recent recommendations (Baeriswyl et al., 2016), the present study had three objectives. The first two objectives consisted of investigating the mediating role of WFC (i.e. hypotheses 1a and 1b) and WFE (i.e. hypotheses 2a and 2b) in the relationships between work environment (i.e. emotional load and workload as job demands; supervisor support and recognition from supervisors as job resources) and well-being outcomes (i.e. work engagement and burnout). The third one consisted of investigating the buffering effect of job resources in the job demands–WFC relationships (i.e. Hypothesis 3). These hypotheses were tested on employees working in the medical division of a Belgian Federal Public Service active in the field of security.

On one hand, our findings indicate that WFC mediates the effects of workload and perceived supervisor support on burnout and work engagement (except the dedication sub-dimension). These results are consistent with some previous research investigating the relationships between workload and WFC (e.g. Molino et al., 2015), between supervisor support and WFC (e.g. Bowling et al., 2015), between WFC and burnout (e.g. Verweij et al., 2017) and between WFC and work engagement (e.g. Babic et al., 2017). By depleting individual’s resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), workload increases workers’ perception of WFC, whereas supervisor support through energising the motivational process (Bakker et al., 2005) reduces the perception of WFC. The resource depletion because of the process of juggling work and family demands (Hobfoll, 2002) leads workers to experience burnout and to reduce their level of vigour in order to protect their remaining resources (Hobfoll, 2002). Surprisingly, WFC is found to be positively related to absorption. This unexpected result could be explained by the reactive compensation theory (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000) postulating that unpleasant experiences in one domain are remedied by pleasant experiences in another domain. By perceiving unpleasant experiences in their family domain, workers confronted with WFC could make some efforts at work (by being fully concentrated and engrossed in their work) to increase positive experiences within their professional sphere and therefore counter the negative experiences in the family sphere.

On the other hand, our findings indicate that WFE mediates the effects of recognition from supervisors on burnout and work engagement (except the absorption sub-dimension). These results are consistent with some previous research investigating the relationships between WFE and burnout (e.g. Verweij et al., 2017) and between WFE and work engagement (e.g. Wayne et al., 2004). Being recognised by supervisors generates happiness and a positive mood (e.g. Siegrist, 2000), which overflows into the family domain and improves the quality of workers’ life in their family sphere, leading them to perceived WFE. The resource-generating process resulting in the WFE (Tement & Korunka, 2015) reduces workers’ experience of burnout and increases their level of vigour and dedication to work in order to obtain or gain more resources (Hobfoll, 2002). We found no impact of job demands on WFE experiences. This is consistent with the fact that the relationships between job demands and positive outcomes are less pronounced than the relationships between job demands and negative outcomes (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). This is also in line with the fact that WFE originates mainly in a resource-rich work environment (Carlson et al., 2006).

One interesting finding of the present study concerns the fact that recognition from supervisors is related to WFE, whereas support from supervisors is related to WFC. These results assume that these two job resources operate in different ways regarding work-to-family interface. The fact that WFC is only influenced by supervisor support highlights the importance of social support. When individuals feel socially supported at work, they feel cared for by socially related others and feel that they have access to help (Hobfoll, 2002) and that emotional and tangible support is available when needed (George, Reed, Ballard, Colin, & Fielding, 1993).

By perceiving more social support, workers’ emotional and psychological supplies for coping with daily stressors increase, and perceptual appraisals of stressors decrease (Jex, 1998). By being supportive, supervisors indicate that they are sensitive to the workers’ needs (notably their needs related to family obligations). Employees feeling supported by supervisors would expect managers to show greater empathy and emotional support when they are confronted with difficult work-related problems. When individuals have more social support and content specifically for managing work–family issues, these positive dynamics may overflow into the family role, thereby reducing WFC (e.g. Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992).

Support received from supervisors is viewed by workers as a sign that managers take care of their well-being and are sensitive to their needs, thus reducing the resource depletion process induced by WFC.

Recognition from supervisors refers more to the resource generation and motivational processes, therefore increasing the perception of WFE. Indeed, incentives, rewards and recognitions are the prime factors that impact employee motivation (Danish & Usman, 2010). Implementing effective rewards and recognition within an organisation generates a favourable working environment, which motivates employees to perform better in their work (Freedman, 1978). Taking recognition as their feelings of value and appreciation boosts up the morale of workers, which increases their productivity. According to the instrumental path of the enrichment process (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), rewards gained are directly transferred from one role to another, and help one to perform better in the receiving domain, increasing workers’ perception of WFE. In the same vein, the increased performance at work generated by recognition produces a positive environment at work which seeps in and positively impacts how one feels, acts and behaves in the receiving domain (i.e. affective path of the enrichment process) Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

These results emphasise the fact that recognition from supervisors activates the resource generation and motivational processes more, whereas support from supervisors is more important in the resource depletion and health impairment processes. Recognition can motivate and help to build feelings of confidence (Keller, 1999), as well as encourage employees to extend their efforts (Freedman, 1978). Perceiving supervisors as supportive, who take care of worker’s well-being, is an important resource for workers. Social support notably reduces the likelihood that work situations will be perceived as stressful impacting the perception of work–family conflict (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999).

However, the fact that we found no significant relationship between supervisor support and WFE might be explained by the very low level of WFE experienced by the respondents of our study (i.e. mean of 0.80, range = 0–3). Nicklin and McNall (2013) found that the relationship occurred when WFE was experienced at a higher level. Possibly, within a sample perceiving more WFE, the support–WFE relationship would become significant. According to Greenhaus and Powell (2006), the social capital resources generated from work can improve the quality of life in the family. This issue should be investigated in future studies.

The study findings also indicate some direct effects of work environment on well-being. Firstly, emotional load is positively related to exhaustion. In line with previous studies (e.g. Verweij et al., 2017), emotional load increases exhaustion by draining individuals’ resources. The fact that emotional load was found to be unrelated to the second sub-dimension of burnout (i.e. disengagement) is consistent with the fact that job demands relate more strongly with exhaustion than with the other sub-dimensions of burnout (Alarcon, 2011). Secondly, support from supervisors is directly related in a positive way to only one dimension of work engagement, namely, dedication. By fulfilling socio-emotional needs (e.g. Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), support leads workers to be more involved in their work. The effects of support on the other four investigated outcomes were found to be indirect through WFC. Thirdly, recognition from supervisors is directly positively related to vigour and absorption and directly negatively related to disengagement. These results are consistent with some previous research investigating the relationships between recognition from supervisors and work engagement (e.g. Laschinger & Finegan, 2005) and between recognition from supervisors and burnout (e.g. Amutio et al., 2009). By stimulating the resource generation and motivational processes (Freedman, 1978), recognition from supervisors increases the level of workers’ vigour and absorption and reduces workers’ level of disengagement. The effects of recognition on the other investigated outcomes (i.e. dedication and exhaustion) were found to be indirect through WFE.

Considering the buffering effects, our findings indicate that both support and recognition from supervisors moderate the positive effect of workload on WFC. These results are consistent with previous research investigating the moderating role of social support (e.g. Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). These results reveal that under demanding work conditions (i.e. perception of workload), employees receiving support and recognition from their supervisors dispose more supplies and, thus, are better able to deal with these demands, protecting them from a negative outpour from the work domain into the private domain (i.e. WFC). This finding is in line with the fact that resources become salient and gain their motivational potential when employees are confronted with demanding jobs (Hobfoll, 2002).

Conclusion

Limitations and recommendations

Our study has several limitations, leading us to interpret the findings reported here with caution. The first major limitation is the fact that the data are cross-sectional, precluding any inference of causality amongst the studied constructs. Secondly, the specificity of our data makes it difficult to generalise the results to other professional sectors. Thus, it would be helpful to replicate these results amongst other organisations. Thirdly, as we used self-reported data, common method variance may have biased our results (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). However, considering that the single-factor model showed a poor fit to the data, this common method bias was partially treated (i.e. Harman’s single-factor test; Podsakoff et al., 2012). Despite these limitations, our study has some strong points too. Indeed, this study extends previous research by integrating WFE in the JD-R process to explain well-being. Our study is also in line with theories or models largely acknowledged in the literature (i.e. COR theory; JD-R model; enrichment process). Moreover, by including recognition from supervisors, our study also contributes to the literature considering that, to the best of our knowledge, no previous research has investigated the relationship between recognition and work-to-family interface.

Practical implications

From a practical perspective, our findings suggest that workload, support and recognition from supervisors may play a crucial role in the emergence of WFC, WFE, burnout and work engagement. Promoting a supportive work environment and reducing the workload may contribute to reduce the perception of WFC, and therefore enhance workers’ well-being. To promote a positive social climate at work, managers have to provide assurance in forms such as empathy for the employee’s difficulties, confidence in the employee’s abilities and offers of aid as needed. To reduce workload, organisations should, for example, provide workers adequate opportunities to gain control of the amount of time available to spend on various job requirements. Providing training programmes focusing on time and stress management skills could help employees set realistic goals and prioritise them so as to better cope with high workload. However, workload is often difficult to reduce at short notice. But, as suggested by our study, support and recognition from supervisors buffer the impact of workload. Therefore, to inhibit the health impairment process induced by workload, it is important to invest in social support and in social recognition processes. Moreover, if recognition from supervisors buffers the workload–WFC relationship, such job resources also have motivational potential which fosters WFE. To promote recognition, managers could spontaneously praise people, thank the person by name, specifically state what workers did that is being recognised or highlight workers’ competencies and value.
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FIGURE 2: Completely standardised path coefficients for the retained model (Model 19).
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TABLE 4: Indirect pathways using bootstrapping (Hypotheses 1 and 2) (N = 226).

Indirect effect: x >m >y Bootstrapping Percentile 95% Cl
Effect SE Lower Upper

Workload - WFC - exhaustion 0.351 0.072 0.166 0.492

Workload - WFC > disengagement 0.212 0.053 0.109 0.315

Workload = WFC > vigour -0.187 0.058 -0.301 -0.073

Workload - WFC > absorption 0.28 0.064 0.157 0.406

Perceived supervisor support > -0.110 0.047 -0.202 -0.019

WFC > exhaustion

Perceived supervisor support > -0.067 0.027 -0.120 -0.013

WFC > disengagement

Perceived supervisor support > 0.059 0.028 0.005 0.113

WFC - vigour

Perceived supervisor support > -0.089 0.033 -0.154 -0.023

WFC > absorption

Recognition from supervisors > -0.089 0.029 -0.145 -0.033

WFE > exhaustion

Recognition from supervisors > -0.069 0.028 -0.124 -0.013

WFE - disengagement

Recognition from supervisors > 0.087 0.028 0.033 0.141

WFE - vigour

Recognition from supervisors > 0.075 0.027 0.023 0.127

WFE > dedication

Note: 10 000 bootstrap samples.

WFC, work-to-family conflict; WFE, work-to-family enrichment; SE, standard error; Cl,
confidence interval.
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TABLE 3: Fit indices for structural models (V:

MNo. Models df & RMSEA CFI Model comparisons A Adf
Mo Hypothesised theoretical model 525 1060.85 0.07 0.90 = = =
M1 MO + paths between eload and ex 524 1051.83 0.07 0.90 MO vs. M1 9.02 1%
M2 M1 + paths between eload and dis 523 1049.19 0.07 0.90 M2 vs. M1 2.64 1
M3 M1 + paths between eload and vi 523 1051.80 0.07 0.90 M3 vs. M1 0.03 1
M4 M1 + paths between eload and de 523 1048.31 0.07 0.90 M4 vs. M1 3.52 1
M5 M1 + Paths between eload and ab 523 1051.78 0.07 0.90 M5 vs. M1 0.05 1
M6 M1 + Paths between wload and ex 523 1051.56 0.07 0.90 M6 vs. M1 0.27 i
M7 M1 + Paths between wload and dis 523 1051.90 0.07 0.90 M7 vs. M1 0.06 1
M8 M1 + Paths between wload and vi 523 1051.52 0.07 0.90 M8 vs. M1 0.31 1
M9 M1 + Paths between wload and de 523 1051.73 0.07 0.90 M9 vs. M1 0.10 1
M10 M1 + Paths between wload and ab 523 1048.48 0.07 0.90 M10 vs. M1 3.36 1
M1l M1 + Paths between recs and ex 523 1051.61 0.07 0.90 M11vs. M1 0.23 1
M12 M1 + Paths between recs and dis 523 1042.27 0.07 0.90 M12 vs. M1 9.56 e
M13 M12 + Paths between recs and vi 522 1037.82 0.07 0.90 M13 vs. M12 4.45 1*
M14 M13 + Paths between recs and de 521 1036.41 0.07 0.90 M14 vs. M13 1.42 1
M15 M13 + Paths between recs and ab 521 1029.70 0.07 0.91 M15 vs. M13 8.12 1%
M16 M15 + Paths between pss and ex 520 1026.05 0.07 0.91 M16 vs. M15 3.65 1
M17 M15 + Paths between pss and dis 520 1029.26 0.07 0.91 M17 vs. M15 0.44 1
M18 M15 + Paths between pss and vi 520 1029.26 0.07 0.91 M18 vs. M15 0.44 i
M19 M15 + Paths between pss and de 520 1023.90 0.07 0.91 M19 vs. M15 5.80 1%
M20 M19 + Paths between pss and ab 519 1023.38 0.07 0.91 M20 vs. M19 0.52 1

Note: For the evaluation of the model fit, the following cut-off points were used: for the RMSEA, values of 0.08 or lower; and for the CFI, values of 0.90 or higher (Kline, 2005).

MNo., model number; Eload, emotional load; wload, workload; recs, recognition from superiors; pss, perceived supervisors support; ex, exhaustion; dis, disengagement; vi, vigour; de, dedication;
ab, absorption; df; degrees of freedom; chi?, minimum fit function Chi-square; RMSEA, root-mean-square error of approximation; CFl, comparative fit index.

* 1 <0.005; **, p<0.01.
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TABLE 2: Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations amongst variables (N = 226).

No. Variables ™ D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Workload 242 058 (0.77) - - - - - - - - - -

2 Emotional load 2.02 072 034%*  (0.72) - : - - - - - - -

3 Support from 428 168  -0.14*  -031%*  (0.90) - - - - - - - -
supervisors

4  Recognitionfrom  4.40 161 -0.43*%  -020%%  0.77%  (0.93) - - - - - - -
supervisors

5 Work-to-family 068 076 048%* 010 034 012*  (091) - - - - - -
conflict

6  Work-to-family 0.80 079 -0.03 0.02 0.13* 0.26%  -013%  (0.84) - - - - -
enrichment
Disengagement 238 075 0.15* 018%*F  -047%*  -049%**  038** -030%*  (0.89) - - - -
Exhaustion 243 075 030%*F  0.35%*  -044%F  040%* 052  -0.24%* 056  (0.86) - - -
Vigour 457 109 013 -0.09 042%*%  047% -035%*F  030%  -061**  -0.52** (0.83) - -

10  Dedication 474 131 001 -0.02 032%%  042%*  -0.09 028%*F  -0.68%*  -038**F  0.65%  (0.93) :

11 Absorption 4.40 1.20 020%* 010 16 033**  045% 011 045%  -018%*  052%  071**  (0.82)

Note: Correlations amongst variables are provided below the diagonal and Cronbach’s alphas are provided on the diagonal.
M, mean; D, standard deviation; No., number.
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TABLE 1: Fit indices for measurement models (V= 226).

No.  Model dar 7 RMSEA CFI Model comparisons ~ Ay? Adf
1 11-factor model 440 905.76 0.07 0.914 - - -

2 10-factor model (eload and wload) 450 1049.38 0.08 0.889 1vs.2 14362 10%**
3 10-factor model (pss and recs) 450 1026.87 0.08 0.893 1vs.3 12111 10%**
4 10-factor model (wfe and wfc) 450 1317.05 0.09 0.839 1vs.4 41129 10%**
5 10-factor model (ex and dis) 450 1047.52 0.08 0.889 1vs.5 14177  10%**
6 10-factor model (vi and de and ab) 459 1191.70 0.08 0.864 1vs.6 285.95  19%**

Note: For the evaluation of the model fit, the following cut-off points were used: for the RMSEA, values of 0.08 or lower; and for the CFI, values of 0.90 or higher (Kline, 2005).
Eload, emotional load; wload, workload; recs, recognition from supervisors; pss, perceived supervisors support; ex, exhaustion; dis, disengagement; vi, vigour; de, dedication; ab, absorption; d
degrees of freedom; Chi, minimum fit function Chi-square; RMSEA, root-mean-square error of approximation; CFl, comparative fit index; vs., versus; No., number.
i
< »<0.001.





