is not to be disseminated broadly.

n or one of its allied publishers.

ghted by the American Psychological Associa

This document is copyri
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

Journal of Occupational Health Psychology
2017, Vol. 22, No. 2, 218-224

© 2016 American Psychological Association
1076-8998/17/$12.00  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0cp0000033

All in the Family: Work—Family Enrichment and Crossover
Among Farm Couples

Justin M. Sprung
Luther College

Steve M. Jex
Bowling Green State University

This study expands upon the contextualization of the work—family interface by examining positive
work—family experiences within the farming industry. Both individual and crossover effects were
examined among a sample of 217 married farm couples. Results demonstrated multiple significant
relationships between self-reported attitudes, work—family enrichment, and health outcomes. In addition,
crossover effects reveal the importance of individual attitudes (husband work engagement and wife farm
satisfaction) for spousal work—family enrichment and health outcomes. Furthermore, individual work—
family enrichment was positively related to spousal psychological health and negatively related to
spousal physical symptoms. Many of these findings remained significant after controlling for work—
family conflict. Overall, our results suggest the potential beneficial impact of the integrated work—family
dynamic associated with the farming profession for positive work—family experiences. Implications of
these findings, as well as directions for future research, are discussed.
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A recent trend within the work—family literature is an emphasis
on contextualization due to the fact that the interaction between
work and family is a dynamic process that varies according to
one’s particular occupational and family situation (Kossek, Baltes,
& Matthews, 2011). A unique setting that has been relatively
neglected is that of family businesses. This represents a significant
omission because family businesses necessitate an interesting con-
text in which family members cooperate to achieve mutual busi-
ness goals. Furthermore, a key distinguishing factor of family
businesses is their tendency to emphasize the health and well-
being of family members as an important part of business goals
(Rothausen, 2009). To address this gap, the current study exam-
ined work—family experiences among married farm couples.’

Although farming is commonly recognized among the most
stressful and hazardous occupations in the United States, a feature
that is often overlooked within occupational health research is the
unique social and psychological environment in which farmers are
immersed. Gregoire (2002) notes that work in this occupation is
intimately tied with nearly every aspect of farmers’ own lives and
the lives of their families across several generations. Because of
the close proximity and inseparable nature of the work and family
domains within this setting, the farming industry provides an
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appropriate context to explore work—family issues in a family
business setting.

The current study advances the contextualization of the work—
family interface by (a) examining a novel population, (b) focusing
on both individual and dyadic work—family relationships, and (c)
emphasizing the positive side of the work—family interface. Spe-
cifically, we examine several relationships concerning work—
family enrichment (WFE)—when work and family domains en-
hance one another (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006)—and the process
by which positive work—family interactions occur among farm
couples. Both individual and crossover effects (i.e., the dyadic
process by which attitudes and experiences are transferred from
one partner to another; Westman, Brough, & Kalliath, 2009) are
examined.

Theoretical Background

Theoretical rationale for our hypotheses stem from the overar-
ching theme that work, family, and life roles blend together in the
farming context. Within the context of role theory (Kahn, Wolfe,
Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964), we expect individual attitudes,
work—family experiences, and overall well-being to be linked
together within and across husbands and wives. Role theory pos-
tulates two competing perspectives: role scarcity and role enhance-
ment. The role scarcity perspective suggests that engaging in one
role makes participating in other roles more difficult (i.e., work—
family conflict; WFC). In contrast, the role enhancement perspec-
tive states that energy, skills, and resources in one role may
promote functioning and facilitate involvement in other roles (i.e.,
WEFE; Marks, 1977). We focus on positive attitudes and WFE.

! Because of the demographic makeup of those employed in the farming
profession, the current study examined male farmers with female spouses,
as this represents the majority of farming couples.
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It is well established that WFE is a bidirectional construct,
because work may enrich family experiences and vice versa.
However, in the present study we examine the overall construct of
WFE—rather than separate directions—because of the unique
farm setting as it pertains to work and family domains. Specifi-
cally, farm families have different definitions of “work™ and “fam-
ily” than previously studied samples, with much more overlap
regarding work and family activities. For example, Trussell and
Shaw (2007) note that work and leisure are not completely sepa-
rate entities for farm families; instead, these activities often over-
lap and become infused into daily life. Moreover, farming is
commonly referred to as a lifestyle and “way of life”—more so
than any other industry—because of the unique sociocultural
context of the profession (Vanclay, 2011). Melberg (2003) perhaps
states it best, suggesting that “Unlike in most families, work and
family roles are intertwined in farm families and the boundaries
between work and family, duties and relaxation are often unclear”
(p. 56). Therefore, we believe it makes theoretical sense to exam-
ine the overall construct of WFE rather than distinguishing direc-
tionality between the two domains.

Positive Work—-Family Experiences

WEE theory posits that work (family) experiences can improve
the quality of one’s family (work) life because work resources may
lead to a positive affective state at home, or vice versa (Greenhaus
& Powell, 2006). One way in which this can happen is via attitudes
such as work engagement and satisfaction (e.g., Ilies, Wilson, &
Wagner, 2009; Siu et al., 2010). We examine these attitudes
among husbands and wives, respectively.

Work Engagement

A construct receiving increased attention regarding positive
work—family experiences is the attitude of work engagement.
Work engagement is defined as a positive work-related state of
mind in which workers have an energetic and effective connection
to their work activities (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006).
Much of the research on engagement, however, has focused on
beneficial outcomes within the work domain with little attention
given to engagement’s contribution to the family domain and
general health outcomes.

The few studies that have examined work engagement in rela-
tion to the family domain seem to demonstrate positive effects. For
example, Siu et al. (2010) found that work engagement was
positively associated with work—family facilitation among a sam-
ple of hospital and factory workers. Given that employees with
highly integrated work and family roles tend to show stronger
work—family spillover effects (Ilies et al., 2009), it seems espe-
cially likely in the current population. Based on role theory, we
believe that farmers with higher engagement are more likely to
involve their families in their work experiences due to the positive
mood that their work creates, thereby creating a synergy between
the work and family domains.

Hypothesis la: Farmers’ work engagement will be positively
related to their WFE.

Furthermore, a recent review of the engagement literature sug-
gests that to date, few studies have examined work engagement’s

relation to health, and the results from these studies are inconclu-
sive (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011). One study that has ex-
amined this relation—Hakanen and Schaufeli (2012)—found that
work engagement was negatively related to depressive symptoms
and positively related to life satisfaction. The current study sought
to build on this finding by examining global psychological health
and short-term physical symptoms.

Engagement represents a significant portion of one’s work-
related well-being. However, given the blending of family and
business systems within farm families, and paired with the cen-
trality of farmers’ profession to their overall lifestyle (Gregoire,
2002), engagement is also likely to have a significant impact on
farmer’s overall well-being. For example, greater engagement will
likely lead to less psychological worry and general anxiety, as
positive attitudes in the work domain may be transmitted to gen-
eral psychological functioning (Marks, 1977). Furthermore, this
enhanced functioning may prevent—or at least decrease the inten-
sity or perception of—short-term physical symptoms that individ-
uals experience on a daily basis.

Hypothesis 1b: Farmers’ work engagement will be positively
related to their psychological health and negatively related to
their physical symptoms.

Farm Satisfaction

Wives were also expected to experience greater WFE stemming
from their attitudes regarding the farming lifestyle. It is well
established that satisfaction in one life domain is related to satis-
faction within other life domains (e.g., Ilies et al., 2009). Accord-
ingly, wives’ satisfaction with the unique occupational lifestyle
associated with farming—regardless of their own primary occu-
pation—likely has implications for their work—family experiences
and general well-being. This has not been examined previously
and represents an important concept to consider, especially in
settings where work and family are highly interrelated between
spouses. As such, we propose two exploratory hypotheses exam-
ining spouses’ satisfaction with her partners’ occupational life-
style in relation to WFE and health outcomes.

Farm couples lend an appropriate sample to explore this issue
because spouses typically contribute to farm duties even when
employed off the farm. Moreover, the conceptualization of farm-
ing as an occupation and a lifestyle represents a crucial factor that
distinguishes farm families from nonfarm families (Vanclay,
2011). Accordingly, wives that are highly satisfied with the farm-
ing lifestyle will likely experience less competition between roles
and have an open-mind regarding positive work—family interac-
tions and activities due to the integration of work and family roles.
Extending upon WFE and the role enhancement perspective (by
examining individual satisfaction with spousal occupational life-
style), we propose the following:

Hypothesis 2a: Wives’ farm satisfaction will be positively
related to their WFE.

There is a well-established link between job satisfaction and
mental and physical health outcomes (e.g., Faragher, Cass, &
Cooper, 2005). However, previous research has focused on indi-
vidual job attitudes and neglected attitudes associated with a
spouse’s occupation and the work—family environment that it
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creates. Given that individuals are embedded within the larger
family system, and paired with the well-established assumption
that the work—family experience is a joint function of both person
and context, it stands to reason that satisfaction with a spouse’s
occupation/occupational environment is important to consider in
relation to health outcomes. Further rationale for this relation
comes from the concept of gain spirals posited by conservation of
resources theory (COR), suggesting that those possessing re-
sources are likely to gain more resources with time (Hobfoll,
2001). Satisfaction stemming from a spouse’s occupation may act
as a surplus resource resulting from a meaningful family life,
thereby increasing the tendency for positive attitude spillover into
one’s psychological and physical well-being.

Hypothesis 2b: Wives’ farm satisfaction will be positively
related to their psychological health and negatively related to
their physical symptoms.

WFE and Health

Recent research has demonstrated evidence that positive work—
family experiences may enhance one’s general mental and physi-
cal well-being (e.g., McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010). Further-
more, Van Steenbergen and Ellemers (2009) assert that supporting
employees in combining work and family roles may enhance their
well-being. Given that work and family are inextricably linked due
to the nature of the farming profession (Gregoire, 2002), we sought
to replicate these findings with our current sample. We also extend
the literature by examining WFE’s relation to self-reported phys-
ical symptoms. Based on the role enhancement perspective and
gain spirals described above, we propose that WFE will relate to
superior psychological and physical well-being because of the
improved personal functioning created by WFE.

Hypothesis 3: For both spouses, WFE will be positively re-
lated to individual psychological health and negatively related
to individual physical symptoms.

The Positive Crossover Process

Crossover theory posits that individuals in relationships are
influenced by their partners, and therefore the behaviors and atti-
tudes of one member of a dyad cannot be fully understood in
isolation. Interestingly, little is known regarding work—family in-
teractions among family businesses and the self-employed, as
these individuals are usually excluded from analyses. Moreover,
Westman et al. (2009) have called for increased examination of
positive crossover (i.e., the transfer of pleasant attitudes/experi-
ences between couples). Therefore, we examine several direct
crossover relationships between husbands and wives. Direct cross-
over occurs when the experience of one partner directly elicits a
response in the other partner, and typically occurs among closely
related people sharing a great deal of their lives together (Westman
et al., 2009).

Attitude Crossover

Positive crossover often occurs when individual energy is di-
rectly transmitted to the partners’ home resources (Demerouti,
2012). Positive attitudes are one way of transmitting energy to
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one’s spouse, and work engagement has been proposed as a central
construct in positive work—family experiences (Bakker & Demer-
outi, 2013). Although crossover effects are commonly examined
among parallel constructs between spouses, few studies have ex-
amined direct crossover involving nonparallel constructs. We pro-
pose that husbands’ work engagement will be related to wives’
experience of WFE and overall health outcomes. Applying COR
theory and the concept of gain spirals to crossover, when farmers
are highly engaged they may not only enhance their own resources,
but also create a positive, resourceful atmosphere for their spouses.
This positive atmosphere may thereby enhance wives’ work—
family interactions and well-being.

Previous research has also demonstrated that attitudes regarding
the work environment, in addition to individual engagement atti-
tudes, may crossover to influence partners’ work—family experi-
ences (Ho, Chen, Cheung, Liu, & Worthington, 2013). Because the
farm lifestyle is a large part of wives’ livelihood (and pertains to
both work and family domains), it was expected that wives’
attitudes regarding the farming lifestyle would be associated with
husbands’ WFE and health outcomes. When wives experience
higher satisfaction with the farming lifestyle, this is likely to be
evident in their husbands’ work—family interactions and general
well-being due to the intimate work—family setting in which the
couple is nested. This aspect—-crossover of wives’ attitudes re-
garding their husbands’ occupation—has not been examined
within previous crossover research and represents a novel contri-
bution to the literature.

Hypothesis 4: Individual attitudes (husband work engage-
ment, wife farm satisfaction) will be positively related to
spousal WFE.

WFE Crossover

Although previous research has provided evidence that individ-
ual WFE tends to be related to personal health outcomes (e.g.,
McNall et al., 2010; Van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009), few
studies have examined the potential for WFE to impact spousal
health. One study was found that has examined this phenomenon.
Hammer, Cullen, Neal, Sinclair, and Shafiro (2005) found that for
both husbands and wives, positive work—family experiences were
negatively related to spousal depression. Furthermore, Bakker and
Demerouti (2013) have recently proposed that one’s experience of
WEE can have direct effects on spousal well-being.

As noted previously, the health and well-being of family mem-
bers often represent important goals for family businesses
(Rothausen, 2009), and farm families in particular. We believe that
WEFE may serve as a mechanism by which farm families meet this
goal, as positive work—family experiences create enhanced indi-
vidual functioning. Furthermore, because work and leisure activ-
ities often meld together as a part of daily life among farm families
(Trussell & Shaw, 2007), it is likely that the experience of WFE is
beneficial for spousal health outcomes. We sought to build on
current crossover theory and research by examining the crossover
of WFE onto spousal well-being. This answers the call for in-
creased research on the positive crossover process and also ad-
vances recent research examining WFE in relation to health out-
comes.
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Hypothesis 5: Individual WFE will be positively related to
spousal psychological health and negatively related to spousal
physical symptoms.

Method

Participants and Procedure

To be eligible for participation, individuals had to be a member
of a married couple in which farming was the primary occupation
of the husband and wives contributed (at least in part) to farm
activities. A combination of convenience and snowball sampling
was used to recruit farm couples in Iowa. Couples were recruited
with the assistance of the Iowa Farm Bureau, as well as via
personal contacts of the first author. Separate online surveys were
created for husbands and wives, and links to the surveys were
emailed to potential respondents. In exchange for their participa-
tion, couples that completed both surveys were provided with a
$30 cash incentive.

The final sample consisted of 217 couples (434 individuals).
Husbands and wives were primarily Caucasian (husbands: 100%;
wives: 99.5%) with a similar mean age (husbands: M = 52.56,
SD = 11.68; wives: M = 50.82, SD = 11.67). Most couples had
children (94.4%), and 48.4% had a child currently living at home.
As for off-farm employment, 20.4% of the husbands worked an
additional job and 56.7% of the wives were employed off the farm.
According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Census (2012),
the sample demographics were similar to the region in which the
data were collected (i.e., farmers within the state of Iowa).

Measures

WFE. WFE was measured with the 18-item Work—Family
Enrichment Scale (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006).
To ensure participants were reporting WFE associated with farm-
ing (as opposed to a second job), the scale was modified by
replacing “job” with “farm work”. The following represents an
example item: “My involvement in my farm work puts me in a
good mood and this helps me be a better family member.” Partic-
ipants responded on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This scale had adequate reliability
for husbands (« = .92) and wives (a = .94).

Work—family conflict. Work—family conflict was measured
with the 18-item Work—Family Conflict Scale (husbands o« = .91,
wives a = .92; Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000). Similar to
the WFE measure, the word “job” was replaced with “farm” and/or
“farm work” for all items. An example item is “My farm work
keeps me from my family activities more than I would like.”
Participants responded on the same seven-point scale as used for
WEC.

Psychological health. The 12-item General Health Question-
naire (GHQ; Goldberg, 1978) was used to measure participants’
psychological health. This scale includes items such as, “Have you
been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered?” Participants
responded to each item on a 4-point scale (0 = not at all; 3 = very
often). Higher scores indicate better psychological health. Cron-
bach’s alpha for this scale was .84 for husbands and .86 wives.

Physical health. Physical health was measured with the 18-
item Physical Symptoms Inventory (Spector & Jex, 1998). This

scale contains a series of physical symptoms (e.g., loss of appetite,
fatigue). Participants responded on a three-point scale indicating
whether they had each symptom (1 = No; 2 = Yes, but I didn’t see
a doctor; 3 = Yes, and I saw a doctor). The total of all “2” and “3”
responses were summed to calculate an overall physical health
measure (higher scores = poorer health). Coefficient alpha is
irrelevant for this scale (Spector & Jex, 1998).

Work engagement. Husbands’ work engagement was mea-
sured with the nine-item (o = .88) Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006). The word “farming” was used to
replace “job” where appropriate in order to specifically assess farm
engagement. The following represents an example item: “I am
enthusiastic about farming.” Participants responded on a 7-point
scale (0 = never, 6 = every day), with higher scores representing
greater work engagement.

Farm satisfaction. Wives’ farm satisfaction was assessed
with the eight-item Job in General scale (JIG; Ironson, Smith,
Brannick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989), modified to measure farm sat-
isfaction. Example items included “good,” and “undesirable” (re-
verse scored). Participants indicated whether each item described
their experience of the farming lifestyle by choosing “Yes,” “No,”
or “?” if they could not decide, coded as 3, 0, and 1, respectively.
Higher scores represent higher levels of farm satisfaction. Cron-
bach’s alpha for this measure was .80.

Results

Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations, and reliabilities for
study variables are displayed in Table 1. Table 2 displays partial
correlations among study variables (controlling for WFC).

Individual Effects

Hypothesis 1 was fully supported. Work engagement was pos-
itively related to husband WFE, r = .39, p < .05 and psycholog-
ical health, » = .35, p < .05, and negatively related to physical
symptoms, » = —.18, p < .05. These relations all remained
significant after controlling for WFC (Table 2). Hypothesis 2 was
partially supported. Wives’ farm satisfaction was positively related
to WFE, r = .16, p < .05 and psychological health, r = .36, p <
.05, and negatively related to physical symptoms, » = —.18, p <
.05. After controlling for WFC, farm satisfaction was still signif-
icantly related to both health outcomes, but no longer related to
WEE.

For both husbands and wives, respectively, WFE was positively
related to psychological health (r = .42, p < .05; r = .34, p < .05)
and negatively related to physical symptoms (r = —.20, p < .05;
r = —.14, p < .05). This lends support to Hypothesis 3. After
controlling for WFC, WFE was still significantly related to psy-
chological health for both husbands and wives, but no longer
significantly related to physical symptoms. Therefore, Hypothesis
3 was partially supported.”

2 The relation between WFE and psychological health also remained
significant after additionally controlling for husband work engagement
(r = .16, p < .05) and wives’ farm satisfaction (r = .25, p < .05),
respectively.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics, Intercorrelations, and Coelfficient Alphas for Study Variables
Variable M SD 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. WFE (H) 3.82 45 (.92)
2. WEC (H) 248 57 —41™ (91
3. Psychological health (H)  27.79 4.71 427 =50 (.84)
4. Physical symptoms (H) 349 289 —.20™ 23 =33 —
5. Work engagement (H) 4.97 87 39" —.08 357 —.18™ (.88)
6. WEE (W) 383 49 37 —12 26" —.15 21 (94)
7. WEC (W) 2.31 57 —.11 A1 =T .04 —.04 —.29"" (.92)
8. Psychological health (W)  27.62  4.95 28" =25 347 =11 .07 347 =37 (.86)
9. Physical symptoms (W) 352 282 -7 12 —.16" 25" —.10 —.14" 207 =39 —
10. Farm satisfaction (W) 21.77 435 16" -.20"" 217 —.09 .07 16" —.25"" 36" —.18"  (.80)

Note.

*p< .05 *p< 0L

Crossover Effects

Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. Husband work engage-
ment was positively related to wives” WFE, r = .21, p < .05, and
this relationship remained significant after controlling for WFC.
Wives’ farm satisfaction was also positively related to husbands’
WEE, r = .16, p < .05. However, this relation was no longer
significant after controlling for WFC.

Hypothesis 5 was fully supported. Husband WFE was positively
related to wives’ psychological health, r = .28, p < .05 and
negatively related to wives’ physical symptoms, r = —.17, p <
.05. Similarly, wives’ WFE was positively related to husbands’
psychological health, r = .26, p < .05 and negatively related to
husbands’ physical symptoms, r = —.15, p < .05. All four of these
relationships remained significant after controlling for husbands’
and wives’ WFC.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to investigate positive work—
family experiences among a novel sample. Of specific interest
were relationships between attitudes, WFE, and health outcomes
among married farm couples.

Individual Effects

Consistent with the resource enhancement perspective, husband
work engagement was positively related to WFE. This is no surprise,

Table 2

WFE = work—family enrichment; # = husband; WFC = work—family conflict; W = wife. N = 217.

especially given the overlap between work and family domains within
the farming profession. Furthermore, farmers with higher engagement
also reported better psychological health and fewer physical symp-
toms. These findings are congruent with previous work engagement
research (e.g., Siu et al., 2010), and also contribute to the small body of
research examining work engagement in relation to health outcomes.

For wives, farm satisfaction was positively related to psychological
health and negatively related to physical symptoms. This represents a
novel contribution to the work—family literature, as wives’ attitudes
regarding their husbands’ occupation were related to beneficial out-
comes. Although researchers typically focus on individual job satis-
faction, this may not be sufficient when examining work—family
issues, especially with nontraditional work environments.

In addition, WFE was positively related to psychological health
for both spouses. This is congruent with previous research (e.g.,
McNall et al., 2010) and extends the literature by examining the
relation between WFE and short term physical symptoms. Paired
with the findings discussed previously, an interesting area for
future investigation may be to examine longitudinal data to inves-
tigate WFE as a potential mediator in the process by which
attitudes (i.e., engagement, satisfaction) contribute to health out-
comes among closely related couples.

Crossover Effects

As predicted, wives reported more WFE when their husbands
reported higher work engagement. Therefore, we provide evidence

Partial Correlations Among Study Variables After Controlling for Husbands’ and Wives’ Work—

Family Conflict (WFC)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. WFE (H) —
2. Psychological health (H) 27 —
3. Physical symptoms (H) —.12 —.26™" —
4. Work engagement (H) 39" .36 A7 —
5. WEE (W) 39" 25" 14" 20" —
6. Psychological health (W) 23" =297 —.08 .05 26" —
7. Physical symptoms (W) —.15" —.12 24" —.09 —.09 —.35" —
8. Farm satisfaction (W) .10 15 —.06 .06 .10 30 —13" 0 —
Note. WFE = work—family enrichment; H = husband; W = wife. N = 217.

#

p<.05 *p<.0l



n or one of its allied publishers.

ghted by the American Psychological Associa

This document is copyri

°r and is not to be disseminated broadly.

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individua

FARMING AND THE WORK-FAMILY INTERFACE 223

that one partner’s work attitudes might enhance their own, as well
as their partners’ WFE. Wives’ farm satisfaction, however, seems
to have a stronger relation to husbands’ WFC than to husbands’
WEFE. Taken together with the individual effects, these findings
highlight the importance of considering workers’ attitudes regard-
ing their own and their spouse’s occupation for determining work—
family outcomes.

Regarding health outcomes, to the extent that husbands and
wives reported more WFE, their spouses reported better overall
psychological health and fewer physical symptoms. These results
advance crossover research and suggest the importance of positive
work—family experiences not only for one’s own psychological
and physical well-being, but also for the well-being of one’s
spouse. In addition, wives’ farm satisfaction was positively related
to husbands’ psychological health, again demonstrating the impor-
tance of spousal attitudes.

Accounting for WFC

Taken as a whole, our findings highlight the importance of
taking into account both positive (WFE) and negative (WFC)
experiences when examining the work—family interface. Many of
the proposed relationships remained significant after controlling
for husbands’ and wives’ WFC, thus demonstrating the unique
effects associated with WFE in predicting psychological and phys-
ical health. However, a look at the partial correlations in Table 2
suggests that WFC may play a larger role in the relations between
attitudes and health outcomes. For example, farm satisfaction was
no longer significantly related to individual or spousal WFE after
controlling for WFC. This aligns with previous research suggest-
ing that negative experiences in life generally have a greater
impact than positive experiences (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finke-
nauer, & Vohls, 2001). It is interesting, however, that farmers’
work engagement was positively related to husbands’ and wives
WEFE and unrelated to WFC. Similarly, work engagement was
significantly related to WFE and individual health outcomes after
controlling for WFC. This supports Bakker and Demerouti’s
(2013) assertion that engagement represents a crucial construct to
consider with regard to positive work—family experiences and
CrOSSOVer.

Theoretical Implications

The current findings provide insight into the ways in which
positive work—family experiences occur among farm couples and
expand upon the growing trend concerning the contextual nature of
work—family experiences. Furthermore, we extend crossover re-
search by demonstrating the crossover of individual attitudes to
spousal WFE and general well-being.

An interesting area of future investigation would be to examine
whether WFE and WFC differ in prevalence based on occupation.
Future theoretical developments may seek to incorporate specula-
tion as to which types of work contexts may lead to increased WFE
compared with WFC, and vice versa. For example, farming rep-
resents a unique occupation in that workers are typically self-
employed and working in close physical proximity to their fami-
lies. It is possible that either or both of these features may have
played a role in our current findings.

Perhaps the most important implication is the idea that satisfac-
tion with a spouse’s occupational lifestyle—in addition to satis-

faction with one’s own job—is an important aspect to consider
when examining work—family issues, especially when one spouse
has a contextually unique occupation. We encourage further ex-
amination of this phenomenon to determine if this effect general-
izes. Specifically, researchers may examine spousal attitudes to-
ward their partner’s work situation and explore whether certain job
contexts (i.e., occupations with high permeability and/or low flex-
ibility) allow more crossover between spouses.

Practical Implications

The most obvious implication of the current findings is that farm
couples should be aware of the potential beneficial effects that
their attitudes (i.e., work engagement, farm satisfaction) can have
on their own, as well as their partners’ WFE and well-being. Given
the overlap of work and family in this context, the attitudes and
experiences of one partner seem crucial for spousal well-being.
Furthermore, our results suggest the importance of considering the
potential impact that individual career choices have on one’s
spouse. Simple awareness of the impact that individual decisions
can have on one’s spouse will lead to better work—family experi-
ences.

As for more global implications, although the current sample is
rather unique, our findings suggest that it may be valuable for
organizations to provide opportunities—to the extent that it is
possible—to let work and family overlap. This may be beneficial
in that it not only allows the employee to spend time with family
members, but could also serve an educational purpose by provid-
ing family members with a better understanding of their spouse/
parents’ career. Finally, our crossover findings suggest that orga-
nizational programs designed to improve worker attitudes, well-
being, and work—family balance should broaden their focus to
include employees’ spouses. Doing so will likely make the pro-
gram more successful by increasing positive experiences for the
whole family, rather than just a single employee.

Limitations

First of all, because we collected cross-sectional data, causal
conclusions cannot be made. For example, higher WFE may
contribute to higher levels of engagement and satisfaction rather
than vice versa. It is also possible that those with higher psycho-
logical health are more energetic and have a more positive outlook
on life, which in turn may contribute to positive work attitudes.
While this is a limitation, our results provide initial evidence for
positive WFE experiences and crossover among farm couples.
These results, in turn, can be used to direct follow-up studies
among other novel populations. Second, because of the use of
convenience sampling, the results of the current study may be
partially due to who volunteered to participate in the study. On a
related note, because of the relatively small sample size, the
current findings may potentially represent an overestimate of the
actual population parameters (Ioannidis, 2008). Accordingly, fu-
ture studies are encouraged to examine whether the current results
can be generalized to other populations.

Conclusion

The current study establishes individual and dyadic relation-
ships between attitudes, WFE, and health outcomes among farm
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couples. We build upon previous theory and research by exploring
the positive side of the work—family interface and extend the
current focus of work—family contextualization by examining a
novel sample. Given that work—family experiences differ based on
the occupation in which someone works, researchers are encour-
aged to further explore family business populations—as well as
professions in which spouses collaborate on work tasks—to
broaden our understanding of the work—family interface.
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