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Abstract

This study responds to calls for theory and research on work-family aspects in
entrepreneurship research. This study examines the role of work-family conflict, work-family
enhancement and social support on small business owners’ (SBOs) wellbeing. Drawing from
HILDA panel data, the sample is restricted to small business owners, married with children
under age of 14 during 2010-2011 (two waves), totaling 167 SBOs. Results revealed that
work-family conflict has negative direct effect on mental health, job, family and life
satisfactions. Similarly, work-family enhancement was found to have a direct positive effect
on job, family and life satisfaction but not mental health. A significant interaction term also
suggested that work-family enhancement moderated the relationship between work-family
conflict and SBOs’ job satisfaction. Finally social support was found to have positive main
effect on both subjective and psychological wellbeing. The interventions to wellbeing of
SBOs should aim to balance the work and family lives of SBOs as well as making sure they
have adequate social support networks. For public policy makers, support programs should
extend from traditional means to balancing work-family matters for this particular
occupation. Aside from broadening existing knowledge on the effects of work-family
conflict, enhancement and social support, this is one of the first studies to examine wellbeing
as a measure of success for SBOs. Additionally, the use of cross-wave data in the present
study helps us to reduce this problem and provide a much stronger causal relationship

between the focal variables of interest.
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social support, subjective and psychological wellbeing.
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Juggling or struggling? Work and Family Interface and its buffers among Small
Business Owners

In recent years, the restructuring and downsizing of large businesses provided
opportunities for career advancements in small businesses. The increase of small business
owners (SBOs) has been documented to play a fundamental role in Australia’s economy and
production (Department of Innovation Industry, Science and Research [DIISR], 2011). Of the
four million businesses in the private non-financial sector (e.g., agriculture, construction and
manufacturing), 50% are owned and operated by SBOs (DIISR, 2012). Moreover between
2010 and 2011, small businesses added 34% to Australia’s industry value (gross domestic
product; DIISR, 2012). While there has been a strong growth in the number of SBOs,
research on entrepreneurs and their experience of work—family conflict and its impact on
psychological wellbeing is still relatively limited (Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008; Shelton, 2006).
Moreover, existing entrepreneurship research has been criticised for neglecting the impact of
SBOs’ personal lives on their business-related endeavors (Jennings & McDougald, 2007).
More recent research has adopted the concept of family embeddedness, suggesting that
business and family lives of SBOs are interdependent matters (De Bruin & Dupuis 2004;
Dyer, 2003; Jennings & McDougald, 2007). Consequently, the present study aims to further
the understanding of SBOs’ personal lives by integrating work-family and wellbeing
perspectives, which are a rich and relevant body of literature in psychology but remaining
relatively untapped by entrepreneurship scholars. For the purpose of the present study, line
with the ABS (2001) definition of small businesses, SBOs will be defined as individuals who
own and manage their own business.

Our study makes three primary contributions to the psychology and entrepreneurship
literatures. First, our study responds to calls for theory and research on work-family aspects
in entrepreneurship research. The importance of work-family interaction and wellbeing have

constantly been highlighted by previous studies and postulated to accentuate SBOs’
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performance and wellbeing (Chay, 1993; Hahn, Frese, Binnewies, & Schmitt, 2012; Kim &
Ling, 2001). Much relevant past research often examined work-family conflict as (a) a
dependent variable (e.g., factors which produce work-family conflict), (b) a predictor variable
(e.g., the effect of work-family conflict on career, family and life satisfactions), and (c)
measure of economic wellbeing (Hahn et al., 2012; Parasuraman et al., 1996). However,
newer research suggests that work-family enhancement, a positive construct of work-family
domain, provides a richer and more complete picture of the work-family interface . This
positive view has gained prominence in the work-family research. Working overtime for
example, can definitely cause work-family conflict for workers (McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda,
2009). However, it can also lead to many positive outcomes such as coping skills and
multitasking skills, which can serve to improve performance in parenting roles and thereby
benefitting family relationships (McNall et al., 2009). In relation to SBOs, research notes that
the nature of SBOs’ work is predominately flexible (e.g., no specific work hours; Gorgievski,
Ascalon & Stephan, 2011; Jennings & McDougald, 2007). On one hand, flexible hours allow
SBOs to work overtime, which may reduce the time they allocate for family responsibilities,
and subsequently lead to work-family conflict (Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008). On the other
hand, flexible hours may allow SBOs to have more control over their work and attend to
family matters more frequently than do organisationally employed individuals (McNall et al.,
2009). Ultimately, the nature of SBOs’ work can have both benefits and deleterious effects on
their work and family lives. Thus, it is evident that the work-family interface needs to be
examined from both the negative (conflict) and positive (enhancement) aspects in order to
develop an accurate understanding of this phenomenon. Therefore, in our study, we aim to
assess both work-family conflict and enhancement, when investigating the impact work-

family interface has on SBOs’ wellbeing.
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Second, our study extends the existing knowledge of relationship among conflict and
enhancement of work family interface. Past researchers who examined the effect of these two
constructs (conflict and enhancement) only assumed the independent effect of them on
dependent variables (Gareis, Barnett, Ertel, & Berkman, 2009). That is, these studies have
generally examined the main effects of work-family conflict and enhancement whilst
disregarding the potential moderating effects of these constructs. In the present study, we
postulate that: although work-family conflict can impact on individuals’ wellbeing, the
perception of work-family enhancement or social support is likely to promote spillover into
the conflict and wellbeing relationship. The concept of enhancement is defined as
participation in one life role being made easier through participation in another (Butler et al.,
2005; Grzywacz & Bass, 2003). Similarly, social support is understood as the perception and
actuality that one has assistance from other people (Michel, Mitchelson, Pichler, & Cullen,
2010). These concepts can be considered as supportive resources for individuals in times of
conflict. Aligning with Clark’s (2000) Border Theory, (1) permeable and flexible borders
borders, and (2) the support of border-keepers can act as resources can buffer the negative
impact of job stress and individuals’ wellbeing. Resources refer not to what people do, but to
what is available to them in their work and life domains. These resources can be physical,
psychological or social aspects. Consequently, the present study will utilise work-family
enhancement and social support as two key resources to examine the buffering effect on
work-family conflict and wellbeing.

Third, unlike other small business and entrepreneurship research that heavily focuses
on economic measures as the outcome, the present study aims to further our understanding of
SBOs’ wellbeing. It was originally believed that SBOs’ career success was exclusively
measured through their business’s financial criteria (e.g., profit, number of sales, number of

employees and turnover costs; Chaganti & Schneer, 1994; Dess, 1984; Loscocco &
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Roschelle, 1991). However, in light of newer research, studies have argued that financial
criteria are not the only form of success that SBOs strive for. According to Chay (1993),
some SBOs place a heavy emphasis on being physically and mentally healthy rather than
being financially successful. To them, having a healthy work and family life is considered to
be a form of success. This finding was also supported by international studies which have
shown that SBOs’ mental health was a stronger predictor of success than financial criteria
(Lee & Peterson, 1998; Srivastava, Locke, & Bartol, 2001). In our study, we suggest that
wellbeing should be captured through different measures of subjective and psychological
wellbeing. Subjective wellbeing is associated with happiness and is often defined as the
positive and negative affective balance (Linley et al., 2009). On the other hand, psychological
wellbeing is defined as individuals’ psychological functioning (i.e., individuals’ mental
health; Chay, 1993; Ryff, 1989; Keyes, Shmotkin, & Ryff, 2002).

Finally, work-family conflict and enrichment are assumed to be bidirectional, from
work to family and vice versa. The present study, however, focuses on examining conflict
and enhancement stemming from work because it is more likely that SBOs can directly
influence how the business is operated than what happens in the non-work domain. SBOs
would have much influential authority to provide a strategic direction of the business in order
to reduce work-family conflict and increase positive spillover between work and family. That
is, it would be much more straightforward for SBOs to change their work operation than try
to change family agenda. Further, research indicates that the family domain is more
permeable than the work domain, making work more likely to impact family than the reverse
(Butler et al., 2005; Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008; Shelton, 2006). Thus, investigating how
work experience might positively influence on family domain carries the opportunity to
provide practical recommendations for small business strategic management to enhance

SBOs’ wellbeing, which in turn could affect their business performance.
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The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Next, we review the relationship
between work-family conflict and wellbeing. We then identify the potential buffering
variables between work-family conflict and wellbeing, i.e., work-family enhancement and
social support. The key hypotheses are then developed and follow with methodology, results
and analysis explanation. Finally, the discussion and implications are presented. The

conceptual model that guided our research is presented in Figure 1.

Insert Figure 1 about here

Work to Family Conflict and Wellbeing

Demands for presence and commitment do not derive only from work but also from
the home. Although these demands are not necessarily negative, they can turn into work-
family stress when there is an imbalance between work and family demands. This is because
individuals have a limited amount of attention and time. According to past studies, the
participation in multiple roles (e.g., work and family), if not managed properly, could swiftly
drain an individual’s physical and psychological resources (Boyar & Mosley, 2007;
Grzywacz & Bass, 2003; Gronlund, 2007). That is, the participation in, for example, work
roles is likely to reduce resources available for the participation in family roles, which in turn
results in role conflict (Boyar & Mosley, 2007). This phenomenon is akin to work/family
Border Theory, which explains how individuals manage work and family domains, and the
borders between them to obtain work-family balance (Clark, 2000).

According to Clark (2000), individuals are “border-crossers who make daily
transitions between [work and family] settings, often tailoring their focus, their goals, and
their interpersonal style to fit the unique demands of each” (p. 750-751). In this sense,

borders are lines of demarcation between work and family domains that influence
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individuals’ degree of segmentation or integration between these domains (Clark, 2000).
Integration is achieved when individuals have fully integrated work and family domains, or,
in another word, attaining work-family balance (Clark, 2000). In contrast, segmentation is
believed to be associated with inter-role conflict whereby individuals struggle to balance
conflicting demands from work and family domains (i.e., work-family conflict or
dissatisfaction and bad functioning in these areas; Clark, 2000).

Accordingly, work-family conflict is a common type 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). It resolves around the idea that increased
demands in one role (such as work) result in preoccupation in that role and leads to difficulty
with engaging in another role (such as family; Boyar & Mosley, 2007). Work-family conflict
can be based on the competitive demands for time, the depletion of personal resources as a
result of physical and psychological strain and in-role behavior (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000;
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). This view is also consistent with the role scarcity perspective
explaining that individuals have limited time and energy to spend (Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer,
& King, 2002).

A substantial body of research has associated work-family conflict with many
detrimental consequences, particularly negative impacts on individuals’ wellbeing (Frone,
Yardley, & Markel, 1997). Wellbeing refers to a stable state of being well and feeling
satisfied (Abele & Spurk, 2009). Broadly speaking, studies of wellbeing have categorised it
into two core dimensions of subjective wellbeing or psychological wellbeing (Bradburn,
1969; Ryff & Keyes, 1995). Subjective wellbeing is defined as individuals’ cognitive (people
belief about their life satisfaction) and affective (positive and negative feelings) evaluations
of their lives (Linley, Maltby, Wood, Osborne, & Hurling, 2009) while psychological

wellbeing is understood as the “engagement with existential challenges of life” (Keyes,
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Shmotkin, & Ryff, 2002, p. 1007). Subjective wellbeing is often measured by a person’s
affect, job satisfaction, marriage satisfaction, family satisfaction and life satisfaction (Diener,
Suh, Lucas, & Smith, 1999; Pinquart & Sorensen, 2000; Schimmack, Radhakrishnan, Oishi,
Dzokoto, & Ahadi, 2002). In contrast, the conceptualisation of psychological wellbeing was
developed and termed mental health (Steel, Schmidt, & Shultz, 2008). Mental health
measures encompass a variety of theoretical concepts such as an individual’s vitality and
emotionality (Stephan & Roesler, 2010) and are widely acknowledged due to their high
psychometric values (Cole, Daly, & Mak, 2009; Pirkis et al., 2005). In the present study, we
employ the term wellbeing to capture both the subjective and psychological aspects.

Work and family conflict generally leads to decrements in the psychological
wellbeing of individuals (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Frone et al., 1997). Generally,
studies of the physical health aspect of psychological wellbeing suggest that work-family
conflict results in negative outcomes such as backache, dizziness, fatigue, headache and
insomnia (Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998; Netemeyer et al., 1996). More specifically, in the
National Study of the Changing Workplace, Bond, Galinsky, and Swansberg (1998)
highlighted that approximately 30% of married men and women (N=2,877) who are working
reported having a significant amount of work and family conflict. These employees reported
feeling more pressured to meet work responsibility in order to attain financial rewards that
will assist with their family obligations.

Work-family conflict has also been shown to have a negative relationship with
domain-specific measures of subjective wellbeing such as job satisfaction, family satisfaction
(Pinquart & Sorensen, 2000) and life satisfaction (Ernst & Ozeki, 1998). A study by Ford,
Heinen, and Langkamer (2007) proposed that dissatisfaction with life is attributed to work-
family conflict. This is because work pressures reduce the time workers allocate for their

family, which, in turn, leads to lower levels of life happiness (Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005).
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Although existing research has identified the negative impacts of work-family conflict
(e.g., Aryee et al., 2005; Frone et al., 1992; Frone et al., 1997), few have examined the
influence of it on the wellbeing of SBOs. Due to the nature of SBOs’ work (e.g., working
overtime and therefore unable to attend to family responsibilities), they are more predisposed
to accentuated experiences of work-family conflict (Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008).
Accordingly, in response to the proposed limitation, the present study will assess the
relationship between work-family conflict and SBOs’ wellbeing. Aligning with previous
research, we hypothesise that:
Hypothesis 1 Work-family conflict will negatively affect SBOs’ levels of subjective wellbeing
[i.e., job satisfaction (Hla), family satisfaction (H1b), life satisfaction (Hlc)] and
psychological wellbeing [mental health (H1d)].
Buffering Effects between Work-family Conflict and Wellbeing

One model that may clarify the job characteristics associated with spillover between
work and family is Border Theory (Clark, 2000). As previously mentioned, borders can
influence the degree of segmentation or integration between individuals’ work and family
domains. Clark (2000) additionally notes that the strength of a border is determined by its
permeability, flexibility, and blending. Permeability refers to the extent to which elements of
work or family domain may enter the other. Permeations can be physical (e.g., physical walls
around a family office) or psychological (e.g., positive/negative emotions spillover from
work to family lives; Clark, 2000). Flexibility, another pivotal border characteristic, is
defined as “the extent to which a border may contract or expand, depending on the demands
of one domain or the other” (Clark, 2000, p. 757). When a border has high permeability and
flexibility, this results in blending. Blending can be physical and psychological and occurs
when work and family merge together, and can no longer be exclusively called either domain.

An example of physical blending is when an entrepreneur is answering work-related calls at
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home whilst simultaneously feeding her children. An example of psychological blending is
when work-related skills are used to enrich home life. Finally, Clark’s (2000) Border Theory
also suggests that the supportiveness of border-keepers (e.g., family members or peers) can
also enhance work-life balance (e.g., peers providing individuals with social support).

Aligning with Border Theory, we propose that (1) weak borders, characterised by
high permeability, flexibility and allows blending, and (2) the support of border-keepers can
act as resources to buffer the negative impact of job stress and individuals’ wellbeing (Clark,
2000). Resources refer not to what people do, but to what is available to them in developing
their coping repertoire (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Hausser, Mojzisch, Niesel, & Schulz-
Hardt, 2010). These resources are derived from an individual’s work roles and can be
psychological (personal skill/characteristics) or social (interpersonal network) aspects and
can act as moderators to (1) influence the strength of the border between individuals” work
and family domains, and (2) influence the strength and direction of the relationship between
work-family conflict and wellbeing outcomes (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Consequently, in
the present study, we incorporates two key resources (work-family enhancement and social
support) in order to gain a deeper understanding of their moderating effects on SBOs’ work-
family conflict and wellbeing.
Work- Family Enhancement

More recently, due to the positive psychology movement, researchers gained more
interest in studying the enhancement perspective — a more positive aspect of work and family
domain (Jennings & McDougald, 2007; Wadsworth & Owens, 2007). Work-family
enhancement is defined as “the extent to which experiences in one role improve the quality of
life in another role” (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73) and is conceptually independent
from work-family conflict (Shockley & Singla, 2011). The concept of work-family

enhancement is depicted by interchangeable terms such as work-family enrichment (Wayne,
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Randel, & Stevens, 2006), enhancement (Greenhaus, Ziegert, & Allen, 2012), facilitation
(Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004) or positive spillover (Hanson, Hammer, & Colton,
2006).

Work-family enhancement can act as a support mechanism to buffer or moderate the
conflict workers experience in their work and family lives by eradicating threatening work
and family conflicts and making them nonthreatening. In line with Clark’s (2000) Border
Theory, the concept of work-family enhancement is commonly associated with weak work-
family borders, characterised by ones high in permeability, flexibility and allows blending. In
this instance, individuals’ participation in both work and family roles (also termed border-
crossers; Clark, 2000) provides them with more opportunities and resources that could be
utilised to enhance functioning in other aspects of their life. Success at work may spill over
onto the home, thereby benefitting family relationships and influencing an individual’s
quality of life. For example, a construction worker may apply conflict management strategies
learned at work (i.e., accommodation or collaboration, compromising) to better manage
arguments that breaks out between family members at home. Research in work-family
enhancement also suggests that individuals who are more satisfied with their work tend to
experiences less family stress and increased wellbeing (Barnett, Marshall, & Sayer, 1992).
Similarly, work-family enhancement can also increase individuals’ mental health (Grzywacz
& Marks, 2000), job and family satisfactions (McNall et al., 2009; Pinquart & Sorensen,
2000). Satisfaction in work and family domains, in turn, will also have additive effects on an
individual’s life satisfaction (Rice, Frone, & McFarlin, 1992).

A limitation of past research on work-family enhancement is that researchers only
tested a simple main effect relationship, treating conflict and enhancement as independent
variables. Only two studies in this area attempted to examine the interaction effect between

conflict and enhancement based on the same panel data - the National Survey of Midlife
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Development in the United States. Grzywacz and Bass (2003) found a significant interaction
between work-family enhancement and conflict on anxiety disorder, while Gareis and
colleagues (2009) found a significant interaction between work-family enhancement and
conflict on relationship quality. Despite these important findings, to our knowledge, no other
studies have examined the buffering effects of work-family enhancement on work-family
conflict in relation to SBOs and their wellbeing. Moreover, studies such as Grzywacz and
Bass (2003) and Gareis et al. (2009) did not concurrently examine both types of wellbeing
(subjective and psychological).

Similar to previous literature, we argue that work-family enhancement may buffer the
negative effects of work-family conflict on SBOs’ wellbeing. When SBOs feel that their
work practices are inhibiting them from attending family responsibilities, having access to
work-family enhancement can act as a personal resource that will mitigate these negative
experiences. That is, being an owner, SBOs may be required to work long hours and thus
have less time for personal life or family activities (work-family conflict). However,
successful SBOs may apply time management and organisation skills learned at work to
better manage their personal and family time, and, as a result can better balance their work
and family responsibilities (work-family enhancement). Therefore, work-family enhancement
can be viewed as a support mechanism that helps moderate the conflict SBOs experienced in
their work and family lives by eradicating threatening work and family conflicts and making
them nonthreatening. Accordingly, we hypothesise that:

Hypothesis 2: Under conditions of high work-family conflict rather than low, work-family
enhancement will moderate the negative effect between work-family conflict and SBOs’ levels
of subjective wellbeing [i.e., job satisfaction (H2a), family satisfaction (H2b), life satisfaction
(H2c)] and psychological wellbeing [mental health (H2d)].

Social support
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In line with research in the work-family interface (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) and
Clark’s (2000) Border Theory, stress models have also considered social support to be an
important resource that can buffer the negative effects that work-family conflict has on
individuals’ wellbeing (Frone et al., 1992; Michel et al., 2010). Social support is defined as
the availability of people (e.g., family members or colleagues) on whom an individual can
rely for physical, emotional, instrumental, informational, and social aid (Michel et al., 2010).

According to Border Theory, the support from influential individuals (i.e., border-
keepers) in border-crossers’ lives (e.g., SBOs) can buffer the negative effects of work-family
conflict (Clark, 2000). Previous researchers also support this notion by postulating that
nonwork-related social support from influential family members can also reduce work-family
conflict (Wadsworth & Owens, 2007). For example, given the pivotal role of spouses in an
individual’s decision making process and family lives, having a supportive spouse who
sympathies with SBOs’ flexible work patterns may reduce arguments, and in turn, work-
family conflict (Wadsworth & Owens, 2007). In addition to nonwork-related social support,
that the degree of social support individuals receive from work may also reduce their work-
family conflict (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999). When individuals are experiencing conflict
arising from their job, having access to support from work peers can greatly mitigate the
negative effects of the conflict felt (i.e., work related social support; Carlson & Perrewé,
1999). Aligning with the above studies, it is imperative to consider both work-related and
nonwork-related sources of social support that individuals may have access to.

Work-related social support is derived from work domains and refers to the support
that individuals’ colleagues, and broader organisations in which they are embedded provides
to them in order to help facilitate a more positive working environment (Michel et al., 2010).
According to the meta-analysis by Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, and Hammer (2011), this type of

social support can increase job satisfaction and moderate the negative impacts work-family
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conflict has on individuals’ wellbeing. For example: in similar work conditions, workers who
receive more assistance and support from their colleagues often report having lower work-
family conflict (Kossek et al., 2011).

In the context of SBOs, social support, which is derived from work-domain, can refer
to members from related business network business mentors or local community (Stuart &
Sorenson, 2005). The relationship between community support and small business success
has been highlight in many studies (e.g., Besser, 1999; Kilkenny, Nalbarte, & Besser, 1999).
Having a supportive working environment can contribute to a supportive organisational
network, which, in turn, increases job satisfaction and wellbeing (Kossek et al., 2011).
Nonwork-related social support refers to the support provided by family, spouse and peers
from an individual’s nonwork domains (Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Much
like work-related social support, nonwork-related social support has been found to reduce
work-family conflict. More specifically, a supportive relationship with one’s spouse is
associated with decreased work-family conflict in married couples (Halbesleben, Wheeler, &
Rossi, 2012). For example: men tend to report higher job satisfaction when their wives
support their work choices. Halbesleben and colleagues (2012) further notes that a supportive
and understanding spouse is less likely to become upset when work demands interfere with
family demands, thereby reducing work-family conflicts.

While previous studies have argued that social support is the moderating variable that
influences the strength and direction of the relationship between work-family conflict and
wellbeing, the evidence from these studies has generally been inconclusive (Carlson &
Perrewé, 1999). The three studies that specifically examined the moderating role of social
support on work and family domains have also found mixed results. Studies by Phelan,
Schwartz et al., (1991) and Frone et al. (1992) both found that social support did not

significantly moderate the effect work-family conflict has on workers’ levels of depression.
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In contrast, Parasuraman, Greenhaus, and Granrose (1992) found that social support had a
small but significant moderating effect on the relationship between work-family conflict and
psychological wellbeing. Finally, a recent meta-analysis by Kossek et al. (2011) argued that
social support has a strong relationship with work-family conflict. Finally the aforementioned
studies all utilised cross-section correlational data, and as a result, were unable to draw casual
inferences. As suggested by Frone et al. (1992), a cross-wave data would allow for stronger
casual inferences. Given the lack of agreement and limitations in the literature, in our study,
we aim to utilise a time lag design to validate the moderating role of social support in relation
to work-family conflict. Accordingly, we hypothesise that:

Hypothesis 3: Under conditions of high work-family conflict rather than low, social support
will moderate the negative effect between work-family conflict and SBOs’ levels of subjective
wellbeing [i.e., job satisfaction (H3a), family satisfaction (H3b), life satisfaction (H3c)] and

psychological wellbeing [mental health (H3d)].

Methodology

Participants and procedure

The participants in the current study are limited to small business owners (SBOs). In
line with the Australian Bureau of Statistics, small businesses are defined as having fewer
than 20 people. This definition will also include non-employing and micro businesses
(DIISR, 2012). The sample of SBOs was drawn from The Household Income and Labour
Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey. The initial sample of households was selected using
a multi-stage approach. Refer to the HILDA manual for more details regarding the sampling
methodology (Summerfield et al., 2011). The HILDA survey is designed to gather basic
information about the composition of the household as well as attitudinal questions. Given

the complexity of these instruments, the HILDA survey thus provides enriching information
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to researchers, government officials and social welfare agencies to assist them in making
better decisions to benefit the Australian population.

The present study utilised data collected at two time points over a two year period

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

10 from 2010-2011 (Wave 10-Wave 11). The analysis sample contains participants who have

12 participated in the HILDA since wave 10 and have had no changes to the composition of their
14 original households during the period covered by Waves 10-11. As we were interested in the
impact of work on family context of SBOs, our sample was restricted to SBOs who are

19 married and have at least one child (dependent child classified as being under 14 years old) in
21 their household, totaling 167 SBOs. Of these participants, there were 102 male (61%) and 65
23 female (39%), aged from 23-66 years (M4 = 42 years, SD = 7.71). Participants’ highest

25 education levels varied with most having completed a certificate or diploma and all are
currently working full-time. Average occupational tenure is 13 years, and the average

30 business income after tax is $32,996. Demographic variables of the participants at wave 10

32 are presented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here

42 Measures

44 Control variables

46 Based on previous empirical studies, individuals’ subjective and psychological

48 wellbeing is not only contingent on work-family conflict, enhancement and social support,
but also on their occupational tenure and business income (Gudmunson, Danes, Werbel, &
53 Loy, 2009). Similarly,

55 Adkins et al. (2013) found that women business owners’ desire for work-life balance

57 generally leads to a more positive work-family culture within their organisation. Similarly,
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Gudmunson and colleagues (2009) also suggest that, female SBOs tend to suffer from more
liabilities associated with income, size and newness in comparison to male SBOs. In response
to these findings, gender, occupational tenure and business income were controlled. Because
SBOs’ family lives can also influence their business and experiences of work-family conflict
(Baron, 2004; Jennings and McDougald, 2007), marital status and number of children under
14 years old were controlled. We also included age and highest education level as control
variables because research has shown that these variables may influence an individual’s
work-family experiences (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Chen et al., 2009). These variables were
included to rule out the possibility of alternative explanations when finding significant
relationships between our study’s focal variables.
Independent Variable

Work-family conflict. We assessed work-to-family conflict/interference at wave 10
with a three item scale adapted from Marshall and Barnett’s (1993). Participants rated their
answers a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with
high scores indicating greater work-family conflict. Sample items are “Because of the
requirements of my job, I miss out on home or family activities that [ would prefer to
participate in” and “Working causes me to miss out of some of the rewarding aspects of being
a parent.” Refer to Appendix A for the full list of questionnaire items. Reliability analysis
indicated that this scale was reliable (o = .87).
Potential Moderating Variables

Work-family enhancement. Work-to-family enhancement was assessed at wave 10
using a five-item scale adapted from Marshall and Barnett (1993). Participants rated their
agreement with each of the five items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with high scores indicating greater work-family

enhancement. Sample items are “My work has a positive effect on my children” and
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“Working makes me feel good about myself, which is good for my children.” Refer to
Appendix B for the full list of questionnaire items. Reliability analysis indicated that this
scale was reliable at measuring work-family enhancement (o = .84).

Social support. For the purpose of our study, we will utilise the term ‘social support’
as a global term that incorporates both work-related and nonwork-related social support.
Following Kossek et al. (2011), a global measure of social support was used to capture all the
possible sources of support available to SBOs. Accordingly, social support was assessed at
wave 10 using six items adapted from Henderson, Duncan-Jones, McAuley, and Ritchie
(1978), to reflect the overall support that SBOs receive from their social (work and non-work
related) networks. Sample items are “I often need help from other people but can’t get it”
(reverse coded) and “I seem to have a lot of friends.” Participants were asked to rate the
extent of their agreement with these items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) with higher scores indicating greater amounts of social
supported received. Refer to Appendix C for all questionnaire items. Reliability analysis of
this scale indicated that it had strong reliability (a = .80).

Dependent Variables

The dependent variables were mental health (psychological wellbeing), job
satisfaction, family satisfaction and life satisfaction (subjective wellbeing).

Psychological wellbeing. Psychological wellbeing was assessed at wave 11 using a
nine-item subscale adopted from the SF-36 health survey (Ware, Kosinski, Turner-Bowker,
& Gandek, 2002). Participants were asked to score their positive mental health conditions on
a 6-point rating scale ranging from 0 (all of the time) to 100 (none of the time) with higher
scores indicating greater psychological wellbeing. Sample items are “Have you felt so down
in the dumps that nothing could cheer you up?” (reverse coded) and “Have you been a happy

person?” Previous studies have indicated that the SF-36 and all it subscales have good
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psychometric properties (Cole et al., 2009; Summerfield et al., 2011). Refer to Appendix D
for all questionnaire items. Reliability analysis indicated that this scale was reliable for
measuring psychological wellbeing (o = .88).

Subjective wellbeing. We assessed subjective wellbeing based on three measures of
job satisfaction, family satisfaction, and life satisfaction at wave 11.

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was six items adapted from the British Household
Panel Survey (Taylor, Brice, Buck, & Prentice-Lane, 2010). Participants were asked to score
their satisfaction of their current job on a 10-point rating scale ranging from 0 (very
dissatisfied) to 10 (very satisfied) , with high scores indicated greater job satisfaction. A
sample item is “How satisfied are you with the hours you work?” Refer to Appendix E for all
questionnaire items. Reliability analysis indicated that this scale had strong reliability for
measuring job satisfaction (a0 =.79).

Family satisfaction. Family satisfaction was assessed using an eight items scale
adapted from the Australian Living Standards Study (McDonald & Brownlee, 1993).
Participants were asked to score their satisfaction of their family members and circumstances
on a 10-point rating scale ranging from 0 (very dissatisfied) to 10 (very satisfied), with high
scores indicating greater family satisfaction. A sample item is “How satisfied are you with
your relationship with your partner?” Refer to Appendix F for all questionnaire items.
Reliability analysis indicated that this scale had strong reliability (o = 81).

Life satisfaction. Life satisfaction was measured with a nine items questionnaire
adapted from Cummins (1996). Responses are given based on a 10-point rating scale ranging
from 0 (very dissatisfied) to 10 (very satisfied), with high scores indicating greater life
satisfaction. Example items are: “How satisfied are you with your life?”” and “How satisfied

are you with the amount of free time you have?” Refer to Appendix G for all questionnaire
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items. Reliability analysis indicated that this scale was reliable at measuring life satisfaction
(a=.79).
Analyses

In line with empirical research, our unit of analysis is SBOs (De Bruin & Dupuis,
2004; Dyer, 2003; Jennings & McDougald, 2007). In the preliminary stage, correlation
analyses were used to test the strength of the relationship between the independent variable
(work-family conflict), the moderating variables (work-family enhancement and social
support) and dependent variables (job, family, life satisfaction and mental health). To test the
proposed hypotheses, moderation models and accompanied hierarchical multiple regression
analyses were conducted. These analyses examined the hypothesised effects of work-family
conflict (H1) and moderating effects of work-family enhancement (H2) and social support
(H3). It was expected that the dependent variables would be affected by the independent
variables, with some moderation relationships occurring.

We used hierarchical multiple regression method because our sample size is relative
small for an SEM method (Klein, 2011). Yet, A priori G*Power 3.1 analysis for linear
multiple regression, fixed model, R%increase (Faul, Erdfelder, Buncherner, & Lang, 2009)
indicated that for power of .80 and alpha level of .05, a sample of approximately 77
participants was required to reach a medium effect size (f = .15). Therefore, the traditional
regression is deemed to be appropriate method due to our sample size limitation.

Heaney et al. (1994) suggest that it may take approximately a year before individuals’
experiences of job stressors (e.g., work-family conflict) are reflected in impaired well-being.
Accordingly, we aim to examine the impact of our first wave independent variables on
wellbeing 12 months later. Nonetheless, we also ran additional tests to examine the impact of
IVs and DVs within the same wave, as well as cross- wave. Our expectation of these results

would be that IVs influence DVs both within-wave and cross-wave analysis, but cross-wave
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results demonstrate stronger impact (due to the time lag between stressors and outcome as

mentioned prior).

Results
Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 displays the means, standard deviation, standard errors of the mean, 95%

confidence intervals and range statistics for focal variables of the present study.

Insert Table 2 about here

Construct Validity

An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to assess the construct validity of the
independent measures. No assumptions were violated unless specified otherwise.
Accordingly, a Principle Component Analysis as suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell, (2007)
with Varimax rotation was conducted on the 14-items of the work-family conflict, work-
family enhancement and social support to examine their underlying structures.

Three factors (with Eigenvalues exceeding 1.0) were identified and together explained
50.56% of the variance in the data. The first factor (labeled ‘work-family conflict) explained
25.30% of the variance (n = 3 items), the second factor (labeled ‘work-family enhancement”)
14.79% of the variance (n =5 items), and the third factor (labeled ‘social support’) 10.47% of
the variance (n = 6 items). All independent construct items loaded uni-dimensionally on one
factor and had no significant cross-loadings with other factors. Cross-loadings were all well
below the cut-off of .40 suggested by Field (2013) and factor loadings were all above .49,
which is considered a good loading. The factor loading matrix is presented in Table 3. The

factor analysis results thus demonstrated that work-family conflict, work-family enhancement
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and social support were three separated constructs. In order to further demonstrate the
discriminant validity for work-family conflict and work-family enhancement, we calculate
the extent to which the two scales overlap by using the following formula where Tzy is
correlation between x and y, 7'z is the reliability of x, and ' ¥¥ is the reliability of y (John &
Benet-Martinez, 2000). If the result is less than .85 means discriminant validity likely exists
between the two scales. Based on this formula, we obtained 0.2, therefore we can conclude

that the two scales measure theoretically different constructs

Insert Table 3 about here

Statistical Analysis

Bivariate correlations were conducted to examine the strength of the relationships
between predictors and the outcome variables (Field, 2013). Table 4 displays the bivariate
correlations and Cronbach’s alpha reliability statistics for the work-family conflict,
enhancement, social support, measures of subjective (job, family, life satisfactions) and
psychological wellbeing (mental health). The Cronbach’s Alphas revealed that all measures
had good internal consistencies (i.e., ranging from .79 to .88; see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

In line with previous literature (Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005; Ford, Heinen &
Langkamer, 2007; Pinquart & Sorensen, 2000), in the present study, we expected a negative
relationship between work-family conflict and SBOs’ subjective and psychological
wellbeing. In contrast, work-family enhancement and social support should have a positive
relationship with both types of wellbeing. On visual inspections of these data in Table 4, it
can be seen that all the correlations between work-family conflict and life, family, job
satisfactions (subjective wellbeing) and mental health (psychological wellbeing) were all

significant and in the predicted direction. Additionally, work-family enhancement
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significantly correlated with measures of subjective wellbeing but not psychological
wellbeing while social support significantly correlated with both types of wellbeing. While
causality cannot be established, these correlations suggest that the negative effects of work-
family conflict experienced by SBOs are related to reductions in their subjective and
psychological wellbeing. In contrast, work-family enhancement is associated with a positive
subjective wellbeing. Similarly social support was demonstrated to have a positive relation
with both measures of wellbeing. Although the work-family constructs did not significantly
correlate with psychological wellbeing directly, the correlations coefficients show that
psychological wellbeing was positively and significantly correlated with SBOs’ subjective
wellbeing. Correlations also indicated that multicollinearity issues were not present among

variables.

Insert Table 4 about here

Hypotheses Testing

To test the three hypotheses, a series of hierarchical multiple regression analyses were
conducted with measures of subjective and psychological wellbeing as the outcome variables.
To reduce potential multicollinearity problems, the independent variables (predictor and
moderators) were centered before being added into regression equations (Aiken, West &
Reno, 1991). In the first step, gender, age, marital status, education, occupational tenure and
business income were entered into the hierarchical multiple regressions as control variables.
To test the main effect of the predictors on criterion variables after controlling for the
influence of confounding variables, work-family conflict, work-family enhancement and
social support were entered at step two. Finally, the two possible two-way interaction terms

(work-family conflict x work-family enhancement; work-family conflict x social support)

Entrepreneurship Research Journal



Page 35 of 66 Entrepreneurship Research Journal

24

were added in step three. These interaction terms were calculated from the centered versions
of the independent and moderating variables (Aiken, West & Reno, 1991). Result of the

hierarchical multiple regression analyses are displayed in Table 5.

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

12 Insert Table 5 about here

Hypothesis 1 proposed that work-family conflict would be negatively associated with
20 job, family, life satisfaction (subjective wellbeing) and mental health (psychological

22 wellbeing) respectively. Table 5 shows that none of the set of control variables accounted for
24 a significant variability in SBOs’ subjective and psychological wellbeing. The addition of
work-family conflict and enhancement in the second step explained an incremental variance
29 over and above the control variables for job (AR* = .17; AF (1, 121) = 15.09, p < .01), family
31 (AR*= 17, 4F (1, 121) = 17.23, p < .01), life (4R* = .09; AF (1, 121) = 7.46, p < .01)

33 satisfactions (subjective wellbeing) and mental health (AR* = .08; AF (1, 121) = 6.75, p <

35 .01). Further, in the expected direction, work-family conflict negatively influenced job (p = -
0.31, p <.01), family (B = -0.35, p <.001), life (B =-0.17, p <.05) satisfactions and mental

40 health (B =-2.31, p <.05). As work-family conflict increases, SBOs’ subjective and

42 psychological wellbeing decreases. Therefore, hypothesis 1 was fully supported.

44 Hypothesis 2 proposed that work-family enhancement would moderate the
relationship between work-family conflict and wellbeing. Table 5 shows that the set of

49 control variables did not account for a significant variability in wellbeing. Work-family

51 enhancement also positively and significantly influenced SBOs’ job (B = 0.55, p <.01), family
53 (B=0.65, p<.001) and life (B =0.41, p <.001) satisfactions but not mental health ( = 1.65,
55 ns.). Additionally, the interaction term for work-family conflict x work-family enhancement

added a significant increment in variance over and above that explained by the control
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variables and main effects (4R° = .35; AF (2, 117) = 3.04, p < .05). This interaction term also

had a positive and statistically significant coefficient predicting job satisfaction (f = 0.15, p
<.05), suggesting that the relationship between work-family conflict and SBOs’ job
satisfaction differs depending on the level of their work-family enhancement.

To further examine this moderating effect, simple slopes analysis were conducted.
The interaction term was plotted using standardised regression coefficients at one standard
deviation above and below the mean (see Aiken, West & Reno, 1991) which is graphically
represented in Figure 2. As can be seen in Figure 2, work-family conflict was negatively
related to job satisfaction among small business owners reporting low work-family
enhancement (simple slope test: t = -2.90, p <.05), whereas at high levels of work-family
enhancement, the effect of work-family conflict was less prominent (t =-1.15, p <.05).
Finally, the interaction term for work-family conflict X work-family enhancement did not
significantly predict family satisfaction, life satisfaction and mental health. Thus, these

findings provide support for Hypothesis 2 regarding job satisfaction, suggesting that work-

family enhancement buffers the negative effects of work-family conflict on job satisfaction.

From these findings, hypothesis 2 is partially supported.

Insert Figure 2 about here

Hypothesis 3 proposed that social support would moderate the relationship between

work-family conflict and wellbeing. As shown on table 5, the set of control variables did not

significantly account for a proportion of variability in SBOs’ subjective and psychological
wellbeing. When work-family conflict and social support were entered, they together

accounted for a significant proportion of variability in SBOs’ job (4R* = .32; AF (2, 119) =

12.89, p <.001), family (4R? = .39; AF (2, 119) =20.91, p<.001), life (AR = .36; AF (2, 119)
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=24.67, p < .001) satisfactions (subjective wellbeing) and mental health (A1R* = .19; AF (2,
119) =9.45, p <.001) (psychological wellbeing). Further, in the expected direction, social
support positively influenced job (B = 0.22, p <.05), family (f = 0.38, p <.01), life ( = 0.39,
p <.001) satisfactions and mental health (B =4.93, p <.01). This suggests that as social
support increases, SBOs’ subjective and psychological wellbeing also increases. While main
effects were present, the interaction term between work-family conflict and social support
was found to be non-significant, meaning that the relationship between work-family conflict
and SBOs’ subjective and psychological wellbeing did not differ depending on their level of
social support. Consequently, hypothesis 3 is not supported.

Supplementary tests were performed to examine the impact of [Vs and DVs within
the same wave (see Table 5). The results showed that work-family conflict influenced on
family satisfaction, life satisfaction and mental health. Likewise work-family enhancement
influenced on job satisfaction, life satisfaction and mental health. Social support influenced
on all DVs. However, the relationships were weaker than the cross-wave. We also ran
additional regressions by controlling first wave [Vs, the outcomes of relationships yield the

same patter with initial cross-wave analyses.

Discussion
Our study responded to calls for theory and research on work-family aspects in
entrepreneurship research, examining work-family interaction and wellbeing among SBOs.
Despite the extensive evidence base for the effects work and family interactions have on
wellbeing, researchers has not focused on SBOs (e.g., Dyer, 2003; Jennings & McDougald,
2007). Further, our study contributed to small business and entrepreneurship research, which
heavily focuses on economic outcomes, by focusing on intangible outcomes, i.e.,

psychological wellbeing. Our results extended the existing knowledge of relationship among
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conflict and enhancement of work family interface as outlined below. The next section then
explained the relationship of each key variables (that is conflict, enhancement and social
support) and how these variables impact on wellbeing.

Work to Family Conflict/Interference

Increasingly concerns have been raised about the effect of high job demands
negatively affecting the home domain (Grzywacz & Bass, 2003; Maertz & Boyar, 2011).
While numerous past research has examined the effects work-family conflict has on
organisationally employed individuals, few have utilised SBO samples. Accordingly, the
present study aims to examine the relationship between work-family conflict and wellbeing
of SBOs (Jennings & McDougald, 2007; Powell & Eddleston, 2013). Based on theory and
research on work-family conflict and wellbeing in the literature (Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan,
2005; Ford et al., 2007), it was hypothesised that work-family conflict would have a negative
impact on SBOs’ subjective and psychological wellbeing (H1). In line with prior research
(Butler et al., 2005), the current study found, after controlling for confounding variables, that
work-family conflict significantly and negatively influenced subjective wellbeing (life,
family and job satisfactions) and psychological wellbeing (mental health).

The observed relationships between work-family conflict and the two types of
wellbeing measures are consistent with Border Theory which postulates that work-family
conflict and work/life dissatisfaction may occur when individuals cannot balance demands
from their work and family domains (Clark, 2000). Our findings are also consistent with role
theory. Underlying role theory is the idea that individuals have a limited amount of attention
and time (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Therefore, the participation in multiple roles (e.g.,
work and family), if not managed properly, could swiftly drain an individual’s physical and
psychological resources (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). In support of Greenhaus & Beutell

(1985), Boyar and Mosley (2007) suggested that the depletion of resources can become
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2
2 overwhelming and results in detrimental consequences to individuals’ wellbeing. In line with
2 these findings, the present study found that SBOs who experience inter-role conflict between
; work and family experience decreased wellbeing.
20 While the nature of being SBOs is flexible and autonomous (Marjan & Evelina,
E 2011), there is a trade-off between advantages and disadvantages of the work and family
E experiences that they face. Research suggests that, while SBOs enjoy greater autonomy and
i? flexibility, they are also more susceptible to psychological strain caused by excessive
ig involvement in their work, which is necessary for the survival of their company (Chen et al.,
3(1) 2009; Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001). High amounts of work involvement can thus interfere
g% with parental demands and in turn, causes role conflict and insurmountable pressures that are
gg not easily resolved by autonomy and flexibility (Pinquart & Sorensen, 2000). Consequently,
% SBOs will experience greater work-family conflict and reduced wellbeing. Accordingly, the
ég present study underscores the importance of research into identifying factors that reduce the
g; impacts of work-family conflict on SBOs’ subjective and psychological wellbeing. While
%‘z previous research has provided valuable insight into the impact of work-family conflict, few
g? researchers have systematically examined this concept over an extended period of time using
gg appropriate control variables as the present study has done. Accordingly the present study
22 extends previous research by demonstrating that the negative impacts of work-family conflict
%E on SBOs’ wellbeing occurs over a long period of time, and warrant more careful attention.
jg Moderating Role of Work-family Enhancement
j; The second aim of this study was to examine the moderating role work-family
gg enhancement has on the relations between work-family conflict and wellbeing. Based on
g; entrepreneurship theory and research on work-family enhancement (Gareis et al., 2009;
gz‘ Grzywacz & Bass, 2003) it was hypothesised that the amount of work-family enhancement
gs SBOs received would moderate the relationship between work-family conflict and wellbeing
58
59
60
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outcomes, such that they would be more positive in high conflict situations. The results show
that under high level of conflict, even if SBOs perceive greater level of work-family
enhancement, it would not lessen the negative impact of the conflict on their family
satisfaction, life satisfaction and mental health. This suggests that once aspects of subjective
and psychological health are harmed by work-family conflict, the negative consequence of it
would be remain unchanged. These findings thus emphasise the important issue of work-
family conflict and wellbeing within this occupation.

While work-family enhancement was not a significant moderator for the
aforementioned relationships, it did, however significantly moderate the consequences work-
family conflict has on the job satisfaction of SBOs. That is, the access to work-family
enhancement can help buffer the negative consequences of work-family conflict for job
satisfaction. This finding is consistent with Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) model of the
work-family enhancement process and previous research auguring that work-family
enhancement is related to positive work attitudes and satisfactions (Gareis et al., 2009;
Grzywacz & Bass, 2003). A possible explanation as to why work-family enhancement
moderated the effects of conflict for job satisfaction could be attributed to Wayne et al.’s
study (2004). Research by these authors found the role from which work-family enhancement
originated has a stronger buffering effect for various wellbeing outcomes than the role from
which the enhancement was received. For example: when individuals perceive work-to-
family enhancement, they attribute good things arising from their work, and because of this
attribution, they will generally have a more positive experience with work domains (Wayne
et al., 2004).

Aside from supporting Wayne, Musisca and Fleeson’s (2004) findings results from
the present study also supported the social exchange theory (McNall, Nicklin & Masuda,

2009). According to this theory, individuals are more likely to have favorable attitudes
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towards the domain that they perceived to be the originator of the enhancing resource
(McNall, Nicklin & Masuda, 2009). That is, resources generated at work (work-family
enhancement) are more likely to be related to work-related outcomes. As the present study
examined the work-to-family interface, the findings are in line with social exchange theory
(McNall, Nicklin & Masuda, 2009) by showing that work-family enhancement had a stronger
effect on work-related outcomes such as job satisfaction.

While experiencing enhancement in the work domain may assist SBOs to cope with
work-family conflict, they are still exposed to conflicts arising from other aspects of their
lives (e.g., family-related conflicts; Powell & Eddleston, 2013). This experience may reduce
the initial buffering effects of work-family enhancement and offers an explanation as to why
it did not significantly moderate the consequences of conflict for SBOs’ family satisfaction,
life satisfaction and mental health. Likewise, it is also possible that work-family enhancement
is not associated with family, life satisfaction and mental health because wellbeing in these
domains does not depend of work-related factors (Powell & Eddleston, 2013). Nonetheless,
the present study provides insight into existing entrepreneurial and psychology literature by
showing that the moderating effects of work-family enhancement may differ depending on
the type of conflict that SBOs experience (work-to-family may differ from family-to-work).
Future research should advance understanding about this relationship by examining which
wellbeing outcomes work-family enhancement is likely to be associated with and why.
Moderating Role of Social Support

Social support has been shown to have a moderating effect on the relationship
between work-family conflict and individuals’ wellbeing (Kossek et al., 2011; Parasuraman
et al., 1992). However, evidence for this effect has not been consistently supported in
entrepreneur and psychology literature (Frone et al., 1992; Phelan et al., 1991). Consequently,

the final aim of this study is to examine whether social support could moderate the relation
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between work-family conflict and SBOs’ wellbeing. It was hypothesised that the amount of
social support SBOs have access to would moderate the negative effects work-family conflict
has on their subjective and psychological wellbeing. In contrast to this prediction, the present
study found that social support did not significantly moderate the relationship between work-
family conflict and SBOs’ subjective and psychological wellbeing. Nevertheless, consistent
with a meta-analysis by Chu, Saucier and Hafner (2010) social support was found to only
have a direct main effect with job, family, life satisfactions and mental health. That is, SBOs
who have access to social support are likely to have increased subjective and psychological
wellbeing. These findings suggest that having access to social support can increase SBOs’
wellbeing but this additional benefit would not necessarily decrease the negative
consequences of work-family conflict.

Two possible explanations can be offered as to why no moderating effect was found
for social support in this study. Firstly, social support may be beneficial to SBOs’ wellbeing
but not necessarily helpful when they are experiencing work-family conflict. Bolger,
Zuckerman, and Kessler (2000) proposed that individuals are reluctant to seek support from
their networks in times of stress because it is embarrassing and may make others looks down
on them. Therefore, social support may mitigate the negative relationship between work-
family conflict and wellbeing only if individuals seek or receive the support in time (Chu et
al., 2010). Thus, it could be argued that the non-significant moderating effect found in the
present study is caused by the delaying or lack of social support perceived by respondents at
the time of work-family conflict/stressful event.

The second alternative explanation as to why the findings did not support our
hypothesis could be attributed to the type of social supported measures. The present study
examined global rather than specific forms (work-related or nonwork related) of social

support. Thus it is possible that specific types of support are differentially related to the
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relation between work-family conflict and wellbeing outcomes. In Frone et al.’s (1992) study,
they found that work-related social support is more likely to moderate the impact of work-to-
family conflict. In contrast, nonwork-related social support moderates family-to-work
conflict (Carlson & Perrewé, 1999; Phelan et al., 1991). Similarly, Beehr, Farmer, Glazer,
Gudanowski, and Nair (2003) also postulated that the moderating effects of social support are
more common when the sources of support and conflict are similar. For example, when
conflict arises from the workplace, family members may not fully understand the situation
and thus be unable to give effective feedback and support.

Finally, methodological issues surrounding items in the social support questionnaire
could also have affected the results. According to Abbey, Abramis, and Caplan (2010), the
degree of specificity participants are required to think differs depending on the terminology
used in the questionnaire items. For example: terms such as “person” often requires
individuals to consider only a single source of social support while “people” allows them to
considers multiple sources of support (Abbey et al., 2010). As the social support
questionnaire used in the present study utilised the term “people”, respondents may have just
considered the more general sources of social support instead of considering each and every
support network he or she has access to on a daily basis. Thus, responses are likely to have
reflected an assessment of global rather than of specific types and sources of social support.
Consequently, the findings regarding the social support may not be an accurate representation
of the actual buffering effect it has on SBOs’ wellbeing.

Although the present study did not provide information regarding the buffering
mechanisms of social support on the relationship between work-family conflict and
wellbeing, it does emphasise the importance of examining the main effects of social support
on wellbeing. As noted by Abbey et al. (2010), having a clear understanding of the main

effects of social support on wellbeing is crucial in creating interventions to reduce work-
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family conflict. Thus, it is vital for researchers to not underestimate the important role social
support’s main effects have on SBOs’ wellbeing.
Strengths, Limitations and Future Research

The findings from the present study need to be considered within the context of a
number of limitations. Firstly, our study is limited by the design. The use of self-report
measures is associated with the problem of common method bias and lead to informants
inflating their opinion or responses (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, the use of a cross-
wave data allows us to reduce this bias by separately measuring out predictor and outcome
variables. The use of a two-wave study design also allowed us to reduce the likelihood of
inflated associations by assessing our moderators and outcome variables at distinct points in
times. Moreover, exploratory factor analysis revealed that our study’s variables were
independent constructs at their respective time points (waves 10 and 11). Lastly, common
method bias can only account for bivariate associations and not interaction effects (Podsakoff
et al., 2003; Siemsen et al., 2009). From our assessment of the correlations in the present
study, the absence of both multicollinearity issues and intuitive relationships, we thus believe
that it is unlikely that the findings were exclusively caused by common method bias.

Second, our study only examined work-to-family conflict and enhancement and thus
was unable to fully capture the dimensionality of the work-family interface. Multiple trends
of empirical reports have asserted that work-to-family conflict/enhancement is different from
family-to-work conflict/enhancement (Frone et al., 1992; Frone et al., 1997; Netemeyer et al.,
1996). Samples from these studies suggested that the correlation between these concepts are
low to moderate, thus supporting the idea that they are distinct concepts (» = .30-.55; Frone et
al., 1992; Frone et al., 1997; Netemeyer et al., 1996). A recent meta-analysis (Shockley &
Singla, 2011) of the work-family literature has also highlighted that the effect of conflict and

enhancement on wellbeing is dependent on their direction. While the present study argued
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that it is more likely for conflict/enhancement to stem from work domains (Daniel &
Sonnentag, 2014), it would be interesting to also examine how SBOs’ family dynamics can
interfere or enhance their work lives.

Third, our study identified social support as a moderator in the relationship between
work-family conflict and subjective and psychological well-being. However, social support
did not attenuate the relationship between the aforementioned relationships. Some other
research has shown that different types of social support moderate work-family conflict
differently (Kossek et al., 2011). Therefore, future research should aim to identify different
types of social support that buffer this relationship. Moreover, other moderators should also
be identified. An important moderator could be conflict management skills at the workplace.

Fourth, business characteristics such as industry, number of employees and
profitability were not available for this panel data. These variables are common in small
business research as it focuses on firm level. Yet, our study aimed to explain personal
variables at individual level, therefore studied variables were captured at a person level,
rather than firm level. Nonetheless, the merit of the present study can be further validated by
examining the relationship between individual and firm characteristics in future research.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned limitations, the present study makes a number of
primary contributions to the psychology and entrepreneurial literatures. First, we
complement and broaden existing knowledge about the impact of work-family conflict on the
subjective and psychological wellbeing of SBOs. Second, we advance existing knowledge of
the buffering effects work-family enhancement and social support have on the relationship
between work-family conflict and SBOs’ wellbeing. Finally, unlike previous studies that
have used financial measures (such as growth, and profitability) to understand SBOs’

economic wellbeing, in line with newer research (Srivastava et al., 2001), our study utilised
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SBOs’ satisfactions (job, family, life) and psychological functioning (mental health) to
measure their subjective and psychological wellbeing respectively.
Conclusion and Practical Implications

The present study contributes to the entrepreneurial and psychology literature by
examining the effect work-family conflict, enhancement and social support has on the
subjective and psychological wellbeing of SBOs. Results were generally consistent with
previous research, indicating that work-family conflict has a negative consequences on
wellbeing while work-family enhancement can offset some of these impacts. Given that
SBOs play a fundamental role in Australia’s economy and production, this research is
necessary to develop interventions for the government that will best address the work-family
conflict that SBO experiences. Government officials should examine the work and family
environment and offer assistance so SBOs can pursue their careers without hindrances. The
implementation of interventions will help in building healthier work and family lives, and
therefore improve the health and wellbeing of SBOs.

The practical implications of our research for SBOs revolve around acknowledging
the importance of work-family management to their psychological health and safety.
Psychologically-ill individuals may not be able to perform well, likewise ill-being SBOs may
not be able to effectively manage successful ventures. Thus, it is crucial to reduce work-
family conflict and increase work-family enhancement in order to provide SBOs with a better
work-family balance. There should be individual and organisational coping interventions
developed to assist SBOs achieve the most positive work-family balance and wellbeing.
Work-family management should be a part of managing their business and expectation. For
public policy makers, existing small business support programs should extend from
traditional means (i.e., financial and business advisory services) to work-family management

strategies and counseling services for this occupation.
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Appendices

Appendix A.1

Summary of the items used as a measure of Work to Family Conflict /Interference

1.

Because of the requirements of my job, I miss out on home or family activities that |
would prefer to participate in.

Because of the requirements of my job, my family time if less enjoyable and more
pressured.

Working causes me to miss out of some of the rewarding aspects of being a parent

Because of the requirements of my job, I have too little time for my family

Appendix A.2

Summary of the items used as a measure of Work-family Enhancement

1.

2.

Having both work and family responsibility challenges me to be the best I can be
Working makes me feel good about myself, which is good for my children

My work has a positive effect on my children

Working helps me better appreciate the time I spend with my children

The fact that [ am working makes me a better parent

Appendix A.3

Summary of the items used as a measure of Social Support

1.

2.

3.

4.

People don’t come to visit me as often as I would like
I often need help from other people but I can’t get it

I seem to have a lot of friends

I don’t have anyone that I can confide in

I have no one to lean on in times of trouble

I often feel very lonely
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Appendix A.4

Summary of the items used as a measure of Mental Health

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

10 1. Did you feel full of life?

12 2. Have you been a nervous person?

14 3. Have you felt so down in the dumps that nothing could cheer you up?
Have you felt calm and peaceful?

19 5. Did you have a lot of energy?

21 6. Have you felt down?

23 7. Did you feel worn out?

25 8. Have you been a happy person?

9. Did you feel tired?
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Appendix A.5

Summary of the items used as a measure of Job Satisfaction

How satisfied are you with:

1.

N

Your total pay?

Your job security?

The work itself (what you do)?

The hours you work?

The flexibility available to balance work and non-work commitments?

All things considered, how satisfied are you with your job?

Appendix A.6

Summary of the items used as a measure of Family Satisfaction

How satisfied are you with:

1.

2.

Your relationship with your partner?

Your relationship with your children?

Your partner’s relationship with your children?

Your relationship with your stepchildren?

How well the children in the household get along with each other?
Y our relationship with your parents?

Y our relationship with your step-parents?

Y our relationship with your (most recent) former spouse or partner?
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Appendix A.7

Summary of the items used as a measure of Life Satisfaction

How satisfied are you with:

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

10 1. The home in which you live?

12 2. Your employment opportunities?

14 3. Your financial situation?

How safe you feel?

19 5. Feeling part of your local community?
21 6. Your health?

23 7. The neighbourhood in which you live?
25 8. The amount of free time you have?

9. All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life?
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Work-family conflict
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\ 4

Wellbeing

Subjective Wellbeing
= Job Satisfaction
= Family Satisfaction
= Life Satisfaction

Psychological Wellbeing
=  Mental health

Work-family enhancement

Social support

Figure 1. Predicted Research Model for the Present Study
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4.5 A

4 —o— Low Work-
family
enhancement

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

3.5 1

--#-- High Work-
family
enhancement

[
N
Job Satisfaction

19 1.5 A

22 Low Work-family conflict High Work-family conflict

26 Figure 2. Interaction between work-family conflict and enhancement on job satisfaction
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Table 1
Demographic and Descriptive Statistics for Wave 10
Demographic Variables Frequency %
Number of children under the age of 14 living at home
One child 32 19
Two children 65 39
Three children 49 29
Four or more children 21 13
Education
High School 55 33
Certificate III, IV or Advanced diploma 75 45
Bachelor or Honours degree 22 13
Graduate degree (Graduate diploma or certificate) 7 4
Postgraduate degree (masters, PhD or doctorate) 8 5
Occupational Tenure
1-10 years 74 45
11-20 years 50 30
20 or more years 42 25
Business income
Under $10,000 54 32
$10,000 - $30,000 50 30
$31,000 - $50,000 24 14
$51,000 - $100,000 16 10
Over $100,000 7 4
Did not answer 16 10
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Table 2

Descriptive Statistics for Work-family Conflict, Enhancement, Social Support, Subjective and Psychological Wellbeing in Waves 10 and 11

©CoO~NOUTA,WNPE

10 95% CI

12 Variable N M SD SE Lower  Upper Range Skewness  Kurtosis

14 Work-family conflict (wave 10) 163 3.62 1.48 0.12 3.39 3.85 1.00-7.00 -.09 -.66
Work-family enhancement (wave 10) 159 4.92 0.95 0.08 4.77 5.65 2.20-7.00 -.08 .08
19 Social Support (wave 10) 150 5.30 1.06 0.09 5.13 5.48 2.50-7.00 -.46 -.54
21 Job Satisfaction (wave 11) 167 7.34 1.31 0.10 7.35 7.55 2.83-10.00 -.78 .82
Family Satisfaction (wave 11) 167 6.50 1.57 0.12 6.26 6.74 1.82-10.00 -.69 45
Life Satisfaction (wave 11) 167 7.24 1.06 0.08 7.08 7.40 3.78-10.00 -39 .65

28 Mental Health (wave 11) 167 76.23  15.32 1.18 73.87 78.54 32.00-100 -.94 .20

30 Note. SD = Standard Deviation; SE = Standard Error; CI = Confidence Intervals for Mean
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Table 3

Pattern Matrix for Principle Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation for Work-family Conflict, Enhancement and Social Support Measures

Items Pattern Loading
Work-family Work-family Social
conflict enhancement support

Because of the requirements of my job, my family time if less enjoyable and more pressured. .67

Working leaves me with too little time or energy to be the kind of parent I want to be. 77

Working causes me to miss out of some of the rewarding aspects of being a parent. 78

Having both work and family responsibility challenges me to be the best I can be 49

Working makes me feel good about myself, which is good for my children .68

My work has a positive effect on my children .55

Working helps me better appreciate the time I spend with my children .65

The fact that I am working makes me a better parent 72

People don’t come to visit me as often as [ would like .62

I often need help from other people but I can’t get it .67

I seem to have a lot of friends .56

I don’t have anyone that I can confide in 81

I have no one to lean on in times of trouble .82

I often feel very lonely .68

Percentage of Variance: 25.30% 14.79% 10.47%

Note. Extraction Method: Principle Axis Factoring; Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization; Factor loadings <.2 are suppressed
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Table 4

Pearson correlations and Cronbach’s alphas for focal variables (N=167)

Entrepreneurship Research Journal

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.  Work-family conflict (.87) -.39% -33* -.20%* -31%* -.32% -.15
2.  Work-family enhancement (.84) .07 29% 25% 29% 13
3. Social Support (.80) .36%* 39% 28% 37%*
4. Life satisfaction (.79) A40%* 59% 45%
5. Family satisfaction (.81) 34% 28%*
6. Job satisfaction (.79) 22%
7. Mental health (.88)

Note. *p<.01. Cronbach’s alphas (internal reliabilities) are in the diagonals.
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Table 5
A Series of Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses between IVs (W10) and DVs (W10 and W11) (N=167).

Subjective wellbeing Psychological
B wellbeing
B

Step 1: Control variables Job Satisfaction Family Satisfaction Life Satisfaction Mental Health

W11 W10 W11 W10 W11 W10 W11 W10
Gender 0.31 0.02 0.29 0.01 -0.16 -0.02 -1.26 -0.50
Age -0.03 0.08 -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.13 -0.01 0.07
Marital Status -0.08  -0.06 0.01 0.02 -0.08 -0.13 -0.08 0.01
Education -0.05  -0.05 -0.09 -0.01 -0.02 0.01 -0.25 0.02
Occupation tenure -0.06 -0.06 0.01 0.06 0.02 -0.08 -0.01 -0.03
Business income -0.00 0.04 -0.08 -0.02 -0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.01
Step 2: Main effects of predictor
Work-family conflict -0.31**  -0.16 -0.35%**% - -0.14%* -0.17%  -0.15*%| -0.29*  -0.20*
Step 3: Main effects of moderators
Work-family enhancement 0.55** (0.34** 0.65%** 0.01 0.41***  0.24** | 0.20**  0.07
Social Support 0.22% 0.18* 0.38** 0.25% 0.39***  0.34%* | 0.37**  (.33**
Step 4: Two-way interaction
Work-family conflict x work-family enhancement 0.15* 0.11* -0.06 0.04 0.04 0.09 -0.02 0.10
Work-family conflict x social support 0.03 0.03 0.12 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.38 -0.40
R* for Model 35% 24 40 .08 37 22 19 23
Adjusted R* for Model 29% .01 35 .05 31 19 12| 19

Note. ***p < .001, **p <.01, *p <.05. Significance of AR tested with partial F-tests in regression equations.
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