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Abstract

:

The objective of this paper is to explore the dynamic factors of the work–family interface (WFI) of construction professionals in South India. It also aims to develop a model of the factors that influence the WFI. This study identified seven factors from the literature: work environment, family, stress, personal satisfaction, work culture, top-level acceptance, and work–family balance. Data were collected using questionnaires distributed among the construction professionals in South India. Data analysis was performed using SPSS. The mean standard deviation and shape measures (skewness and kurtosis) revealed that personal satisfaction (3.55) was rated the top factor for WFI, followed by work–family balance (3.15), stress (2.91), and work culture (2.83). The study found that the work culture was not significantly correlated with work environment, family, stress, personal satisfaction, or top-level acceptance. The developed SEM model emphasises the need to pay keen attention to the work environment and the work–family balance among the construction professionals in India. Management should consider these factors to design standard policies to improve the WFI and design work–life balance strategies to create stability in the lives of construction professionals. The current research is limited to only two cities in Kerala and Tamil Nadu in South India. More studies must be carried out for more states in India to better understand the current situation of WFI as there is limited evidence of studies on the WFI of construction professionals in India. Therefore, the findings of this study fill the existing knowledge gap and provide a clear insight into improving the mental and social well-being of construction professionals in the Indian construction industry and construction professionals in other developing countries.
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1. Introduction


The Indian construction industry is vast and is the second largest sector contributing to the national GDP. The industry employs many people, however, it is highly fragmented and diversified in nature. As it is a challenging and complex sector requiring a high amount of investment, the productivity of human resources is a key concern [1]. Lingard et al. [2] observed that low productivity is prevalent within the construction industry and it contributes to the low level of work–life balance (WLB) among professionals in this sector. A low level of WLB has adverse effects on individuals, families, and the workplace. According to Townsend et al. [3], stress in the family and workplace negatively impacts family life, sleep dysfunction, and workplace health and safety risks. Given this, Lingard and Francis [4] and Townsend et al. [3] have suggested that organisations should support their workforce to reduce emotional exhaustion by improving the WLB practices. However, in the management of construction projects, much attention seems to be paid to the arrangements of contracts, legal issues, the adaptation of technology, and the milestones, with little consideration of the emotional and physiological well-being of the employees [5,6]. It is concerning that the construction industry has been characterised by long working hours and overtime, which contributes to stress. In the specific context of developing countries, the construction sectors face many challenges and has low productivity. Studies have identified several factors that contribute to productivity, including human factors, personal factors, work-supporting factors, motivation, change in lifestyle and job satisfaction [7,8,9,10,11,12]. The improvement of individual performance can be achieved by understanding human nature and the structural nature and indeterminateness of organisations. Top-level management should aim to manage emotions and reduce pressure based on the understanding that employee turnover and productivity are determined by organisational commitment. This will also be reflected in the retention rate of employees in the construction organisation [13,14,15].



Researchers worldwide are trying to understand WLB in the construction profession, including Australia, UK, Poland, South Africa and US. However, in India, very few studies have attempted to familiarise the various factors that influence the WLB of construction professionals [5,6]. The current study aims to fill this gap and direct future research into the work–family interface (WFI) of construction professionals in India and other parts of the world. This study’s objectives are to identify the predominant factors that influence the WFI of construction professionals in South India. In addition, to identify the association between the WFI factors the independent sample t-test, correlation analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were used.



1.1. Work–Life Balance (WLB) and Work–Family Interface (WFI)


Every employee should know what they do, that is, ‘live to work’ or ‘work to live’. In the construction industry, there is no defined work time, and work personnel must be available at any time for work. WLB refers to the equilibrium between work-related activities and personal life responsibilities. It involves effectively managing and integrating work and non-work domains to reduce conflict and enhance well-being. WLB aims to create harmony and satisfaction in both work and personal life. Work–family interface (WFI) refers to the interaction and interplay between an individual’s work life and family life. The amount of WFI states the degree of segmentation versus integration among work and family spheres. The quality of WFI refers to negative versus positive interactions between work and family domains and examines how work-related demands and family-related demands can influence each other, leading to various outcomes, such as conflict, enrichment, or segmentation. A positive WLB, where people are able to effectively manage their demands in work and personal life, can contribute to a positive WFI. When individuals have a good WLB, they are better able to meet the demands of both their work and family roles, thereby reducing conflict and improving the compatibility between the two domains. On the other hand, a poor WLB, characterised by excessive work demands, long working hours, and neglect of personal life, can result in a negative WFI. It can lead to work–family conflict (WFC), where the demands and pressures from work interfere with family responsibilities, causing stress and strain in both domains [2]. Every employee works to provide financial support for their family, but when he or she cannot spare personal time for their own family, the WFC arises. WFC also has an unfavourable consequence on work satisfaction, organisational commitment, productivity, etc. On an individual level, it is related to employee burnout and mental health issues. Career development includes the ability to focus on personal and professional values, the appropriate attribution of responsibilities, ethics, roles, knowledge, and mature decision-making; all these aspects must be developed through education at the beginning of the training level so that conflict can be reduced [16]. Work-related pressure and stress will be reflected in the personal lives of the individuals, thus negatively impacting the family life of construction professionals. Most professionals working in the construction industry are exposed to WFC. Therefore, WLB becomes an essential issue in the construction industry in terms of both organisational effectiveness and occupational health. The WFI can be described in terms of amount, quality and context. The context of WFI refers to the perspective from which the WFI is studied. The working environment should be positive and comfortable enough to allow deadlines and goals to be met. Many sub-factors, such as working hours, nature of work, etc., also make it complicated. Stress is also a significant factor, including stress from work, family, and health problems. Additionally, family support is essential to make a person perfect at work. Top-level acceptance is another essential factor. The culture of work of an employee and their co-workers too is a crucial factor affecting the WFI [2].



Lingard and Francis [17] showed a disproportional link between work and family life in the construction industry, providing a significant contribution to the research on WFI, particularly in the construction sector. The factors that they focused on were individualistic, gender, the phase of life, and degree of job or family focus. In summary, WLB and WFI are closely linked. A good WLB can positively influence WFI by reducing conflict and improving the compatibility between work and family domains. In contrast, a poor WLB can lead to WFC and negative outcomes in both work and family life.



Employers should provide a healthy WLB for all employees, as this will enhance the work culture. In Western countries, there is ample evidence of WLB practices; when it comes to developing countries, the implementation of such practices is still in the early stages. Therefore, there is no evidence in the literature for WLB practices in developing countries in the construction industry, which adds significance to the present study [18]. Job satisfaction involves considering various probable work, personal, and cultural incentives or motivations. The nature of the job, the designation of the job, the income rate and the work environment have all been considered; the three elements that they evaluated for WLB were balance of time, participation and satisfaction relevant to work and family [19]. WLB has also been correlated with quality of life, but is limited to assertive conditions [20]. Regarding job satisfaction, self-respect, a fair approach, professional treatment by co-workers, and understanding the human values of employees are all key factors. Specifically, all of this can lead to better job fit while promoting WLB in the construction industry. In particular, women have the strongest influence on this strategy, despite the fact that the construction industry is largely a male-dominated industry. There has been an increasing acceptance of the fact that a healthy WLB can benefit organisations. However, several factors within an organisation must be considered before implementing WLB practises. Management support, employee effectiveness, intentional and behavioural outcomes, work environment, organisational culture, and acceptance by top-level management must all be considered integral to promoting work–family support [21,22].




1.2. Factors Influencing the Work–Family Interface (WFI)


The work environment, stress, and work culture all are interlinked. The work environment comprises the physical and non-physical factors prevailing in that environment. It includes geographic location, technology, communication systems, physical setup of the building, transportation systems, infrastructure, relationships (internal and external), and the work climate. It has a significant impact on the WFI. Recent studies have stated that stress plays an essential role in human behaviour, both mentally and physically [9,23]. As such, mental and physical illnesses caused at work unequivocally affect conflicts in the family.



Hofstede [24] explained that work culture is similar to work climate. Work culture also has several factors: power distance, individualism-collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity–femininity, and assertiveness. All these factors show mixed results [24]. The influence of family on the WFI generates temporal effects carried out from the family to the workplace. The three main ways in which the family can impact the WFC are balancing time, participation and satisfaction, which means dedicating time equally, participating and satisfying both the organisation and the family [25,26,27].



Employee satisfaction is a critical factor that impacts their success as a worker, dramatically benefiting the company. Therefore, employee satisfaction is an important driving force for organisations [28]. WFC occurs when there is a demand for targets assigned in work that makes it difficult to fulfil the desires of family life. WFC have been derived in terms of the inter-role conflict wherein role pressures from work and family territory are reciprocally conflicting in some respects, e.g., support in the work role is made more difficult by involvement in the family role. There are three main types of conflict: time-based, strain-based, and behaviour-based. Improper WLB leads to poor WFI [4]. Acceptance, depending on the situation, can change its role. Acceptance may or might not influence the WFI. The study identified seven WFI factors affecting the construction industry from the literature, which are shown in Figure 1.




1.3. Impact of the Work–Family Interface (WFI)


The impact of the WFI has both positive and negative possible outcomes: A good work environment has a positive effect in that it increases productivity, organisational commitment and loyalty, and corporate citizenship, which in turn helps the individual to be motivated, recognise their skill, and gain satisfaction from their well-being. Stress unequivocally has negative impacts on the individual’s health. The outcomes of the work culture have shown mixed results: positive (increased commitment); and negative (degradation of mental and physical status and health). However, employees with better personal satisfaction have reported better psychological well-being due to having more control over their family time and thus having more time to spend with their family. A healthy WLB includes the appreciation of expressiveness and emotional sensitivity. Additionally, employees must not take the work burden home to the family. Finally, top-level acceptance (of the need for a healthy WLB for employees), when effectively transmitted throughout the organisation, helps improve employee retention at work, which is positively reflected in an improved WFI [29].



Research in the construction industry has revealed a high level of stress due to higher job demands and long and irregular working hours, leading to burnout of employees [30,31]. The WFI is associated both negatively and positively with the family domain as well the work domain. When it comes to the Indian construction industry, depending on the role, levels of stress vary. Physiological, physiological, and sociological factors significantly affect professionals in India [30,31,32]. If the employee is satisfied with the quality of work-life (QWL), they may balance their personal and professional life, leading to a healthy WLB. This suggests that critical executives of an organisation should reformulate the firm’s policies to improve the QWL and WLB of their employees. Factors that affect the relationship between QWL and WLB have been identified based on the productivity of an organisation [33,34,35].





2. Methodology


2.1. Data Collection


Figure 2 shows the study methodology flow chart. In this study, a quantitative approach research was adopted using a questionnaire. Many professionals working in private construction companies are invited to take part in the survey. Construction work is nomadic, therefore, the simple random sampling method was used to gather evidence. The questionnaire was distributed to civil engineering professionals working in two cities, Chennai (Tamil Nadu) and Ernakulum (Kerala) in South India. This included project managers, planning engineers, site engineers, and design engineers.



The questionnaire was designed based on the factors identified in the literature and expert interviews. Respondents were requested to rate the items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Stress, personal satisfaction, work culture, and top-level acceptance were measured using a 25-item instrument. Respondents were requested to rate the items on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (almost all the time). The WLB was measured using a two-item instrument with a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (low) to 5 (very high). A total of 360 construction industry professionals, located in Chennai and Ernakulum in South India, were invited to participate in the survey. A total of 200 people completed the survey, 50% each from Chennai and Ernakulum. All the participants worked in reputable construction companies.




2.2. Data Analysis


Data analysis was performed using the SPSS version 23.0 software (Statistical Package for Social Sciences). Following the review of the literature, the study identified that seven factors (work environment, family, stress, personal satisfaction, work culture, top-level acceptance, and work–family balance) were essential for a detailed and practical study of the WFI among construction workers. The mean standard deviation and shape measures (skewness and kurtosis) were found. The result shows that personal satisfaction (3.55) was rated as the top factor for the WFI of employees in the construction industry, followed by work–family balance (3.15), stress (2.91), and work culture (2.83).





3. Results and Discussion


3.1. Frequency Analysis


The respondents were asked to provide their demographic details, such as sex, age, marital status, number of children, and years of experience. The total working hours per day, and whether they stayed with their family or needed to work night shifts, were also recorded. A total of 78% of the professionals stayed with their family, while 22% lived alone, having left their families in their hometowns. Table 1 shows the demographic characteristics.



The measure of data reliability was measured using the coefficient of reliability under Cronbach’s alpha. From the analysis of all elements, the Cronbach’s alpha scores were found to be 0.786, which were higher than the limit score of 0.7. Henceforth, it can be concluded that the design of the survey instrument for the current work is consistent.




3.2. Independent Sample t-Test


Three hypotheses, with their corresponding null hypotheses, were tested using independent sample t-tests:



H1. 

There is no specified difference with respect to the perception of employees based on the location towards the WFI factors in the construction industry.





H2. 

There is no specified difference with respect to the employees’ perception of gender towards the WFI factors in the construction industry.





H3. 

There is no specified difference with respect to the employees’ perception of marital status towards the WFI factors in the construction industry.





3.2.1. Hypothesis 1


From the results in Figure 3, it was made clear that the male and female respondents of the study differed significantly with respect to the mean rating for the factors work environment (t = 0.003, and p = 0.000), stress (t = 3.062, and p = 0.003), top-level acceptance (t = 3.035, and p = 0.003), and work–family balance (t = 1.981, and p = 0.049). However, the present study did not identify any significant differences in the mean score between employees working in Chennai and Ernakulum for factors, such as family, personal satisfaction, and work culture. Therefore, H1 is supported for the factors family, personal satisfaction, and work culture, but rejected for the factors work environment (1% level), stress (1% level), top-level acceptance (1% level), and work–family balance (5% level). Family, personal satisfaction, and work culture play a vital role in the WFI, even when tested based on two different locations. The analysis shows that personal satisfaction is an essential factor, which can be related to the theory of needs [36]. The highest level of needs according to this theory is self-esteem, which is equivalent to personal satisfaction. Next came work culture, which can be understood through the doctrines of organizational culture; every organization possesses its own culture, which should be aligned to its own people’s culture. Another critical factor is the family, which is the basic element of any social set-up, and any behavioural shortcomings will have both direct and indirect effects on the family.




3.2.2. Hypothesis 2


H2 was tested using independent sample t-tests with gender as the independent variable and the WFI factors as the dependent variables. Figure 4 showed that male and female respondents differed significantly in the mean rating for the factors work environment (t = 2.0978, and p = 0.032), family (t = 2.6681, and p = 0.008), stress (t = 2.23, and p = 0.023), personal satisfaction (t = 2.654, and p = 0.008), and top-level acceptance (t = 2.671, and p = 0.007). However, the present work has not identified any significant differences in the mean rating of male and female employees for the factors work culture and work–family balance. Therefore, H2 is accepted for the factors work culture and work–family balance but rejected for the factors work environment (5% level), family (1% level), stress (5% level), personal satisfaction (1% level), and top-level acceptance (1% level). Work culture and WLB play a critical role in both genders. During the study, it is also seen that some organisational work culture helps employees to spend more time with family. However, at certain times, professional life is affected by family commitments and concerns.




3.2.3. Hypothesis 3


In Figure 5, it was clarified that the single and married respondents in the study differed significantly in the mean rating of factors, such as work environment (t = 2.635, and p = 0.010), family (t = 2.045, and p = 0.042), stress (t = 3.914, and p = 0.000), top-level acceptance (t = 2.7145, and p = 0.007), and balance (t = 3.281, and p = 0.001). However, the current study has failed to identify any significant change in the mean rating between single and married respondents for personal satisfaction and work culture. Therefore, H3 is accepted for the factors personal satisfaction and work culture but rejected for the factors work environment (5% level), family (5% level), stress (5% level), top-level acceptance (1% level), and work–family balance (1% level). Personal satisfaction does not play an important role in marital status, but the level of stress will be greater in the work culture of married people.





3.3. Correlation Analysis


A correlation analysis was conducted to find if there are any relationships between the factors governing the WFI of employees in the construction industry. In Table 2, stress was positively correlated with the work environment of construction management professionals (R = 0.143) at the 5% significance level. The relationship between top-level acceptance and work environment was also significant (R = 0.177) at the 5% significance level. Similarly, the work–family balance was positively correlated with the work environment (R = 0.708) at the 1% significance level. This implies that construction management professionals’ productivity and performance could be negatively impacted if adequate WFI is not maintained. This finding has great implications for construction management leaders and chief executives, and they should formulate measures to make the working environment more conducive for their employees, including those working at the managerial and operational levels.



Finally, the work–family balance was positively correlated with work culture (R = 0.181) at the 5% significance level. This study found that the work culture was not significantly correlated with the work environment, family, stress, personal satisfaction, or top-level acceptance.




3.4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Using Structural Equation Modelling


Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) has been used based on the theoretical model developed in the present work. Figure 6 and Figure 7 represent the unstandardised and standardised evaluations of the dimension model formulated in the present study. This study found that work environment and work–family balance had a significant impact on the WFI of construction professionals. The fit for goodness representing a statistical model defines the ways the model fits into the selected set of explanations. Table 3 predicts the results of the fit for goodness indices of the SPSS analysis of moment structures (AMOS) model developed for the study. The I-value was 0.172, which is higher than the suggested value of 0.05. The attained values of the goodness of fit index (GFI) and the adjusted Goodness of fit index (AGFI) were higher than the recommended value of 0.9 [37]. Similarly, the obtained value for the comparative fit index (CFI) was 0.969, above the threshold value of 0.9 [38]. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) value was 0.042, which is relatively less than the suggested value of 0.09 [39]. Overall, the overall model fit values obtained in the current study are within an acceptable level. Therefore, it was determined that the measurement model was a fit. Table 4 shows the weights of SEM.



In particular, this study found that factors of work environment and work–family balance significantly impacted the WFI (see Figure 6 and Figure 7).





4. Conclusions


This study found that family and personal satisfaction were the most prominent factors that play a vital role in the WFI with respect to location. At the same time, work culture and work–family balance were the dominant factors influencing the WFI in female and male construction professionals. However, this study also revealed that, for married respondents, personal satisfaction did not play a significant role for the WFI. Furthermore, it was revealed that work culture and a high level of stress were the main factors influencing the WFI among married construction professionals. In the future studies, information on their experience can be collected and the results can be compared. Using correlation analysis, this study found that the work environment, stress, work culture, personal satisfaction, and top-level acceptance played a key role. The model was a good fit, as established through confirmatory factor analysis and revealed that the work environment and work–family balance had a significant impact on the WFI. The SEM model developed emphasises the need to pay great attention to the work environment and the balance between work and family among construction professionals in India. In light of these findings, it can be concluded that construction organisations should consider the physical and overall mental health well-being of their employees and not focus only on the delivery of key project performance indicators, such as cost, time, quality, safety, and sustainability. Although this study was limited to South India, the findings could be applied to other parts of India and could direct future studies on WFI in other parts of the world. This study suggests that the prominent factors identified should be considered by management to design standard policies to improve WFI and to develop WLB strategies to create stability in the lives of construction professionals. In the future, longitudinal studies can be conducted as this study is considered to be cross-sectional. Additionally, with the help of a large sample, survey can be conducted and a qualitative method can be adopted for the in-depth exploration of the mindset of the construction professionals, since it differs for each country and context.
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Figure 1. Work–family interface factors. 
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Figure 2. Methodology flow chart. 






Figure 2. Methodology flow chart.



[image: Buildings 13 01511 g002]







[image: Buildings 13 01511 g003 550] 





Figure 3. Independent sample t-test: location vs. work–family interface factors. 
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Figure 4. Independent sample t-test: gender vs. work–family interface factors. 
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Figure 5. Independent sample t-test: marital status vs. work–family interface factors. 
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Figure 6. Unstandardised estimates. 
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Figure 7. Standardised estimates. 
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Table 1. Demographic profile of the respondents.
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Background Information

	
Category

	
Frequency

	
Percentage






	
Place

	
Chennai

	
100

	
50




	
Ernakulum

	
100

	
50




	
Gender

	
Male

	
164

	
82




	
Female

	
36

	
18




	
Marital status

	
Single

	
138

	
69




	
Married

	
62

	
31




	
Type of family

	
Nuclear

	
158

	
79




	
Joint

	
42

	
21




	
Staying with family

	
Yes

	
156

	
78




	
No

	
44

	
22




	
Night shifts

	
Yes

	
20

	
10




	
No

	
180

	
90




	
Age

	
22–32

	
98

	
49




	
33–42

	
43

	
21.5




	
43–52

	
37

	
18.5




	
52 and above

	
22

	
11




	
Years of experience

	
3–5 years

	
10

	
5




	
5–10 years

	
30

	
15




	
11–15 years

	
20

	
10




	
16–20 years

	
28

	
14




	
21–25 years

	
32

	
16




	
26–30 years

	
22

	
11




	
31–35 years

	
30

	
15




	
36–40 years

	
28

	
14








Notes: The background information of the respondents is collected in the form of categorical data. The data are analysed statistically to find the frequency and percentage distribution of the respondent’s information.
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Table 2. Correlation coefficient matrix between the factors.
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	Work

Environment
	Family
	Stress
	Personal

Satisfaction
	Work

Culture
	Top-Level

Acceptance
	Work–Family

Balance





	Work environment
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Family
	0.127
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	



	Stress
	0.143 *
	0.059
	1.000
	
	
	
	



	Personal satisfaction
	0.076
	0.119
	0
	1.000
	
	
	



	Work culture
	0.109
	–0.015
	0.128
	–0.086
	1.000
	
	



	Top-Level Acceptance
	0.177 *
	0.043
	0.125
	–0.019
	0.087
	1.000
	



	Work–family balance
	0.708 **
	0.127
	0.093
	0.121
	0.181 *
	0.062
	1.000







Notes: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3. The goodness of fit: AMOS model.
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	Variable
	Chi-Square Value
	p Value
	RMSEA
	RMR
	GFI
	AGFI
	CFI
	TLI
	RFI
	NFI
	Chi sq./df





	Recommended value
	-
	>0.05
	<0.09
	<0.08
	>0.90
	>0.90
	>0.90
	>0.90
	>0.90
	>0.90
	<5.0



	Obtained Value
	18.819
	0.172
	0.042
	0.014
	0.974
	0.949
	0.969
	0.953
	0.939
	0.913
	1.344
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Table 4. Regression weights of the structural equation model.
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	Observed Variable
	
	
	Unstandardised

Estimate
	Standardised

Estimate
	S.E.
	C.R.
	p





	Work environment
	<---
	Work–family interface
	9.051
	0.885
	4.379
	2.067
	0.039 *



	Family
	<---
	Work–family interface
	0.657
	0.151
	0.450
	1.459
	0.145



	Stress
	<---
	Work–family interface
	0.915
	0.153
	0.622
	1.471
	0.141



	Personal satisfaction
	<---
	Work–family interface
	0.516
	0.106
	0.444
	1.163
	0.245



	Work culture
	<---
	Work–family interface
	1.222
	0.159
	0.815
	1.499
	0.134



	Top-Level Acceptance
	<---
	Work–family interface
	1.000
	0.164
	0.713
	1.426
	0.112



	Work–family balance
	<---
	Work–family interface
	7.040
	0.800
	3.327
	2.116
	0.034 *







Notes: * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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