
 

 

© Copyright by Zahir Ibrahim Latheef, 2015 

 



VOLUNTEERING AS A SOURCE OF CONFLICT OR ENRICHMENT FOR WORK:  
THE ROLE OF EMPLOYER SUPPORT 

 

 

 

A Dissertation  

Presented to 

The Faculty of the C.T. Bauer College of Business 

University of Houston 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

Of the Requirements for the Degree 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

By 

Zahir Ibrahim Latheef 

August 2015 



 



iii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I began this journey six years ago with the name of God who has facilitated my 

completion of this effort and blessed me in more ways than I could ever count.  In this important 

milestone, I recognize that I stand on the shoulders of so many, more than I could list here.  

I start with the two special people who have been praying for my well-being and success 

even before I entered this world, Mom and Dad.  My parents come from a rural village at the 

Southern tip of India known as Kayamoli.  My father, who will always be the real “Dr. Latheef”, 

migrated to Canada in 1967 to pursue his Ph.D. in Entomology at Carleton University.   He was 

the first in his family to receive a college degree.   My journey to this Ph.D. is undoubtedly an 

extension of his journey, as the sacrifices he and my Mom underwent made my path possible.    

This diploma actually belongs to my wife Keran.  She endured my many “freak-out” 

moments and when I was at my weakest, she was my rock - always reassuring me and providing 

just the support I needed.  She has been my Khadija and I pray God gives me the strength to 

repay her generous spirit.  We were fortunate to have three amazing children during the 

program: Sakeena, Bilal, and Ismael.  Their sparkling smiles and warm hugs brighten the darkest 

of days.  They are my “dhurriyathahum bi emaan” and I am so blessed to be their Baba.  

I am indebted to my committee members Dr. DeFrank, Dr. Atwater, Dr. Werner, and Dr. 

Witt.  Their leadership of this process and their support of me no matter how much I fell short 

are greatly appreciated.  Other faculty members such as Dr. Vera as well as the MANA staff 

(Melissa Luna, Calyon Lewis, and Sonnie Curry) have also been incredible sources of support.  

Finally, I thank all those who have been in my corner praying and cheering me on: the 

entire Latheef and Gaziani family, my Aggie brothers and sisters, my MSA family, & my fAMCLI.  



VOLUNTEERING AS A SOURCE OF CONFLICT OR ENRICHMENT FOR WORK:  
THE ROLE OF EMPLOYER SUPPORT 

 

 

 

Abstract of a  

Dissertation Presented to 

the Faculty of the C.T. Bauer College of Business 

University of Houston 

 

 

In Partial Fulfillment 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

By 

Zahir Ibrahim Latheef 

August 2015 

 



v 
 

ABSTRACT 

While numerous studies have explored the relationship between work and family, few 

have examined the connection between work and community, leaving a gap in our 

understanding of the work-nonwork relationship.  Drawing from ecological systems 

theory and conservation of resources theory, this study proposes volunteering as a 

domain that conflicts with and/or enriches the workplace.  Using a sample of 95 

employed individuals who volunteer with nonprofit organizations, this paper 

investigated the role of employer support of volunteering (ESV), suggesting ESV impacts 

key work outcomes (performance, withdrawal, satisfaction) through the mediating roles 

of volunteer-work conflict and volunteer-work enrichment (similar to family-work 

conflict and enrichment).   The results suggest employer support of volunteering is 

multidimensional with organization, supervisor, and coworker support each having 

unique relationships with work outcomes.  Support of volunteering has a direct effect 

on work outcomes, specifically turnover intent, emotional exhaustion, and job 

satisfaction.  Volunteer-work conflict was linked to increased work withdrawal and 

emotional exhaustion, as well as lower performance and satisfaction.  Volunteer-work 

enrichment was linked to higher task and contextual performance.  Lastly, volunteer 

engagement moderated the relationship between support of volunteering (overall and 

supervisor) and enrichment, with support more likely to affect those who are not highly 

engaged in their volunteering. In sum, the study substantiates the notion that 

volunteering is a domain that interacts with the work domain and support of 

volunteering has important consequences for employees. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

The Society for Human Resource Management (2010) conducted a study on 

work-life balance (defined by SHRM as the “dilemma of managing work obligations and 

personal/family responsibilities”) and found that, among the 89 percent of Americans 

who say work-life balance is a problem, 54 percent of those called it a “significant” 

problem.   In addition, 38 percent of workers say their work-life balance has worsened 

because of the recession.  Work-life balance is an inescapable topic, given that each 

individual participates in several life domains, including work, family and the 

community.   Thus, the resulting interface that exists between an employee's work and 

non-work demands is important for policy makers, researchers and practitioners (Frone, 

2003; McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010).  

 Over the past several decades, there has been considerable research on the 

intersection of family and work (Byron, 2005; Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & 

Brinley, 2005), demonstrating that work characteristics (e.g., work hours, workplace 

support, work-family policies) influence an employee’s family life, and that family 

characteristics in turn affect an employee’s work.  This research has guided 

organizations to adopt practices that resolve conflicts between family and the 

workplace (e.g., increased workplace flexibility), and these changes have proved 



2 
 

important for improving work productivity, quality of family life, and individual well-

being (Voydanoff, 2007).  

While the work-family relationship is certainly important, these domains exist in 

the context of community.  The ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) 

suggests work, family, and community are each a microsystem that together comprise a 

larger mesosystem where the domains impact each other.  The literature on work and 

family has demonstrated that the demands and resources associated with one domain 

have important effects on role performance and quality of life in the other, either 

directly or through mediating mechanisms.  Similarly, the characteristics and processes 

associated with the domain of community should be examined in conjunction with the 

domain of work (Voydanoff, 2007).   However, research examining the relationship 

between work and community is “relatively sparse compared with the literature on 

relationships between work and family characteristics” (Voydanoff, 2001).   In fact, 

several researchers have criticized the work-family literature for not adequately 

considering the totality of individuals’ non-work lives, omitting important non-work 

domain variables such as community, religious, and volunteer activities (Eby et al., 2005; 

Parker & Hall, 1992) 

In this study, I explore the connection between work and community, focusing 

on a common form of community engagement, volunteerism.  A recent national survey 

estimated that 62.8 million Americans, or 26.3% of the population, donated their time 

or skills to a charitable or volunteer organization in 2010, and more than half of 

volunteers are also employed (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011).   Additionally, in recent 
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years, employee volunteer programs have become more common, with 35% of 

employed Americans working for firms that have a formal volunteering program (Cihlar, 

2004) and 90% of Fortune 500 companies adopting such programs (Boccalandro, 2009).  

Given this rise in volunteering, understanding the intersection between 

volunteering and the workplace domain is critical.  The abundance of research on the 

work-family domain and the subsequent adoption of family-friendly workplace policies 

has been largely driven by societal trends such as shifts in gender roles.  Societal trends 

related to volunteering, such as Millennials’ attitudes toward volunteerism and 

expectations of corporate social responsibility, suggest that the work-community 

relationship warrants further investigation.  Despite this, little research has examined 

the connection between individuals’ volunteering and their jobs (Rodell, 2013).  Musick 

and Wilson (2008) note that the role of volunteering has historically been missing from 

social science research, overshadowed by work and home domains.  Jones (2010) 

describes existing research (Benjamin, 2001; Booth, Park, & Glomb, 2009; Cihlar, 2004) 

as “largely descriptive and anecdotal in nature, lacking rigorous empirical assessment”.   

A 2013 study by Rodell states that it is one of the first empirical attempts to explore the 

relationship between employees’ volunteering and the job domain.   

To explore the relationship between volunteering and work, I look to constructs 

well-established in the work-family literature, specifically conflict and enrichment.  

Work-family conflict (also called work-family interference) refers to a type of inter-role 

conflict (R. L. Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964) resulting from the 
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conflicting demands of work and family.  Work-family enrichment proposes a different 

relationship between domains, suggesting that experiences in one role can improve the 

quality of life in the other role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).  Based on the theoretical 

lens of Ecological Systems theory (EST) (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) and Conservation of 

Resources (COR) (Hobfoll, 1989), I propose that the relationships of conflict and 

enrichment both apply to the work-community interface as well.  

I also investigate the role of employer support of volunteering and its impact on 

work behaviors.  Literature on perceived organizational support (Eisenberger, 

Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) has demonstrated the value of employers 

creating a supportive environment for employees and how this translates into positive 

outcomes for the individual (e.g., job satisfaction) and organization (e.g., performance, 

commitment) (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). In addition, organizational support has 

been established as an important resource for employees (Hobfoll, 1989), and the work-

family literature has shown workplace support of family can serve as a buffer to reduce 

negative consequences of conflicts between work and family.  Prior research has also 

produced evidence that organizations benefit from family friendly policies (Arthur, 

2003; Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000).  A recent meta-analysis found that even if 

employees do not use work-family policies, just the fact that organizations make family-

friendly policies available was linked to improved job attitudes and performance (Butts, 

Casper, & Yang, 2013). With regard to volunteering and the workplace, the 

organizational science literature has focused on corporate volunteer programs (Grant, 

2012; Jones, 2010).  However, a broader understanding of volunteerism and the 
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workplace, including formal policies, climate for volunteering, and supervisor support is 

largely unexplored despite its potential significance to theory and practice.  

This study attempts to unravel the connections between volunteering and the 

workplace by examining the psychological and behavioral processes that volunteers 

experience.   Specifically, I explore the following research questions: 

 Similar to the family-work relationship, does volunteering serve as another 

domain that conflicts with or enriches the workplace domain (i.e., volunteer-

work conflict, volunteer-work enrichment)? 

 How does volunteering affect an employee’s work behaviors, particularly 

performance and withdrawal? 

 What role does the employing organization play in how volunteerism affects 

behaviors in the workplace? 

My conceptual model and proposed relationships are presented in Figure 1.  

Specifically, I propose that employer support of volunteering will impact an employee’s 

experience of conflict and/or enrichment and, in turn, this will affect employee work 

behaviors including withdrawal and performance.  Finally, I suggest that these 

relationships will be stronger for those employees who are highly engaged in their 

volunteering.   The next section expands on the basis for the model including theory 

development and empirical research.   
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FIGURE 1: Theoretical Model 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW - THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 

 Since the early writings of Karl Marx, Adam Smith, and Max Weber in the 18th 

and 19th centuries, the relationship between work and non-work has generated interest 

(Keller, 1987; Rousseau, 1978).  Centuries later, the work-non-work interface continues 

to be a significant concern to both individuals and organizations.  The past several 

decades have produced much empirical research and theoretical conceptualizations of 

the interaction between work and the non-work domain. Because of the preponderance 

of research on family as a non-work domain, I begin with a discussion of the work-family 

domains, and draw parallels to the work and volunteering domains.  Prior research has 

proposed that the relationship between community and work characteristics may be 

subject to the same processes and linking mechanisms as relationships between work 

and family characteristics (Voydanoff, 2005).  

Work and Family Domains – Conflict and Enrichment 

Over the past three decades, considerable research has been conducted on the 

intersection of work and the family domain.  Much of this research has been sparked by 

trends in the workforce and family, such as the rise of dual-career couples and single-

parent households (Byron, 2005), as well as employers’ increased focus on employees’ 

quality of life (Zedeck & Mosier, 1990).    
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Early conceptualizations of the work-family interface grew out of role theory (R. 

L. Kahn et al., 1964) and the scarcity hypothesis, suggesting that multiple roles would 

have negative effects because of the finite nature of time and energy (RC Barnett, 

Korabik, Lero, & Whitehead, 2008).  Following this approach, one of the most 

researched constructs is work-family conflict (WFC), also referred to as work interfering 

with family (WIF).  WFC is defined as “a form of interrole conflict in which the role 

pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some 

respect” (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).  In other words, participation in one domain is 

made more difficult by virtue of participation in the other role.   

While early research conceptualized WFC as a unidimensional construct, more 

recent research has demonstrated that conflict consists of two related but distinct 

concepts, specifically work-family conflict and family-work conflict (also known as family 

interfering with work) (Byron, 2005).   The domain of work may interfere with an 

individual’s family domain (i.e., work-family conflict), and an individual’s family may 

interfere with work (i.e., family-work conflict).  These cross-domain effects have been 

confirmed by meta-analyses (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011; Kossek & 

Ozeki, 1998; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005) and longitudinal studies (Frone, 

2000; Hammer, Cullen, Neal, Sinclair, & Shafiro, 2005).   

Research has connected WFC and family-work conflict (FWC) to work-related 

outcomes, including negative relationships with job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment and organizational citizenship behavior, and positive relationships with 

intention to quit,  burnout, and absenteeism (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Kossek 
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& Ozeki, 1998).  Family-related outcomes have also been discussed including positive 

relationships with family-related strain and negative relationships with marital 

satisfaction and family satisfaction (Amstad et al., 2011). 

Shift Toward the Positive 

For years, the literature focused on negative aspects of the relationship between 

multiple domains (e.g., work-family conflict).  As an example, an extensive review of 

work and family research in IO/OB from 1980-2002 hardly mentioned positive aspects of 

the relationship between work and family (Eby et al., 2005).   However, there is now a 

growing body of research exploring the positive aspects of multiple roles, realizing that 

the focus on the negative has left a gap in understanding the complexities of the work-

family interaction (Poelmans, Stepanova, & Masuda, 2011).   Early work on role 

accumulation (Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974) and several empirical studies contradicting 

the scarcity hypothesis led some researchers to adopt an expansionist approach (R. 

Barnett & Hyde, 2001).  This approach suggests men and women benefit from multiple 

roles.  While expansionist theorists do not disagree that multiple roles may lead to 

conflict and stress, they suggest that having a variety of roles can also lead to positive 

effects on well-being and health (R. Barnett & Hyde, 2001).   At the turn of the century, 

the expansionist perspective gained more traction through research on work-family 

positive spillover (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), work-family facilitation (J. Grzywacz, 

2002) and work-family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), which will be discussed 

in detail later.  
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Volunteerism and the Workplace  

Research on the relationship between work and family has provided some 

understanding of the relationship between work and non-work.  However, this research 

does not provide a complete picture.  Drawing from an ecological systems approach, 

several authors have highlighted community as an important microsystem to consider in 

its relationship to work.  For example, Kirchmeyer (1992) noted, “To understand the 

needs, motivations, and expectations of an individual at work, psychologists have come 

to regard him or her not simply as a worker but as a spouse, parent, and member of the 

community as well”.  Voydanoff (2001) echoed this idea, suggesting our understanding 

of the work-non-work interface would be enriched by incorporating community into the 

work-family literature.     

 Additionally, looking at demographic and societal trends in volunteering and 

work values, the need for more research on the intersection of work and community 

becomes even clearer.  For example, for members of Generation X (born between 1965 

and 1981), volunteering has trended upward for the past eleven years, rising nearly six 

percentage points during that period according to the Corporation for National and 

Community Service (2013).   As more Millennials (born between 1982 and 2000) enter 

the workforce, expectations about volunteering are changing.  A study by 

PricewaterhouseCoopers (2011) found that 88% of Millennials sought employers with 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) values that matched their own, and 86% would 

consider leaving their job if the employer's CSR no longer met their expectations.  The 

Deloitte Volunteer IMPACT survey (2011) discovered that 70% of Millennials strongly 
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favor companies committed to the community.  Interestingly, even those Millennials 

who rarely or never volunteer (61%) said a volunteer program would be a factor "when 

choosing between two potential jobs with the same location, responsibilities, pay and 

benefits."   The attitudes of Millennials toward volunteering is particularly relevant given 

that they are “now entering employment in vast numbers and will shape the world of 

work for years to come” (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2011).  In response to these 

changes, many companies now offer extensive volunteer programs as a way to attract 

younger employees (Needleman, 2008).   Prior research suggests that companies 

engaging in corporate social responsibility are viewed as more attractive to prospective 

employees because of a) anticipated pride from being affiliated with the organization, b) 

perceived value fit, and c) expectations about how the organization treats its employees 

(Jones, Willness, & Madey, 2014).  

However, the question of whether these programs result in benefits for their 

employees is largely unanswered.  A report on the business case for corporate 

volunteering programs (LBG-Associates, 2005) highlights several hurdles in determining 

whether these programs result in positive benefits for the workplace.  These include: a) 

many companies do not measure/evaluate the effectiveness of their program; b) 

volunteer hours are not tracked; c) lack of resources with inadequate staffing to manage 

the program; d) lack of expertise in research to conduct such analyses; and finally, e) the 

time and expense of resolving the above issues is too high.    
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Although little research has explored the relationship between volunteering and 

the workplace, in the past few years some organizational scholars have devoted more 

attention to the role of volunteering.  For example, Booth et al. (2009) found that 

employer support of  volunteering through formal and informal policies was positively 

related to hours volunteered by the employee.   Additionally, the more hours an 

employee volunteered, the more skills they acquired.  Another study explored why 

employees respond positively to their company’s volunteer program, and results 

suggested employees’ attitudes toward the program affected identification with the 

organization which affected work outcomes (e.g., intention to stay) (Jones, 2010).  

Integrating work design and volunteering theories, Grant (2012) developed a theoretical 

model of sustained volunteering, explaining when and why employees sustain 

involvement in corporate volunteer programs.  Rodell (2013) examined the interaction 

between volunteering and the workplace, and found that a lack of job meaningfulness 

was related to higher levels of volunteering.  Results also suggested that volunteering 

leads to better job absorption (i.e., intense concentration or focus on one activity) and 

job performance.   

Given the relevance of volunteering to researchers and practitioners alike, there 

is a need to better understand the volunteering phenomenon by examining its 

relationship with the workplace.  Scholars have noted the lack of a clear and widely-

accepted definition of volunteering (Musick & Wilson, 2008).  Volunteering can 

encompass a wide range of activities from handing water to runners in a race to serving 

on a nonprofit board.  The challenge of defining volunteering is that “people look at the 
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same activity and assess it differently as to whether it is a volunteer activity” (Cnaan, 

Jones, Dickin, & Salomon, 2011).  For our purposes, I define volunteering similar to 

another study examining work and volunteering interactions (Rodell, 2013).  

Volunteering is defined as giving time or skills for a volunteer group or organization 

(e.g., charitable groups, nonprofit groups, etc.).  Volunteering is an active giving of time 

and/or skills rather than more passive support through monetary donations (Wilson, 

2000), and occurs within the context of a volunteer or charitable organization (Musick & 

Wilson, 2008; Penner, 2002).  I focus on formal volunteering as assistance provided 

through organizations as opposed to informal helping, which is assistance given to 

friends, neighbors, and extended kin (Voydanoff, 2007).  The volunteering literature also 

debates whether volunteering can be considered as such if it is required by an authority 

or organization.  Some have suggested that “mandatory volunteerism” is still 

volunteerism (Stukas, Snyder, & Clary, 1999) while others have required volunteering to 

be of “free will without obligation or coercion” (Snyder & Omoto, 2008).  In this study, 

volunteering that is mandated by the company is not included within our definition.  

Volunteering encouraged but not mandated would be included.  For example, if 

company ABC requires that employees will take one day off every quarter to volunteer 

at the soup kitchen with their work teams, this would not be included.  However, if the 

company sends out an email to all their employees letting them know about an 

opportunity to help build a community garden, but does not mandate participation, this 

would be included within our definition of volunteering.  The distinction between 

company mandated volunteering and other volunteering is significant as the 
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experiences of conflict or enrichment with work are not likely to occur if the 

volunteering is part of work.  

In my study, I expand knowledge of the work-volunteering interface and use 

Conservation of Resources (COR) theory as a foundation to do so.  Researchers have 

suggested COR theory as a key element to understand the relationship between work 

and the family domain (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).  According to COR theory, 

individuals strive to obtain, retain, and protect resources, while the loss of resources, 

the threat of loss, or the lack of return following allocation of resources leads to stress 

(Hobfoll, 1989).  Resources include objects (e.g., home, money), conditions (e.g., 

marriage, social network), constructive resources (e.g., skills, knowledge, experience), 

social support (e.g., advice, love), and energies (e.g., mood, energy, time) (ten 

Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012).  Grandey and Cropanzano (1999) argue these key 

resources are lost as employees struggle to balance the demands of both work and 

family, and others argue that resources are gained through processes such as the 

acquisition of skills or alteration in moods (Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007).   

I propose that a similar phenomenon occurs between work and volunteering, 

such that an employee’s volunteering may: a) create a form of inter-role conflict (i.e., 

volunteer-work conflict), b) enrich their experience in the work domain (i.e., volunteer-

work enrichment), or c) create both conflict and enrichment.  Research by Greenhaus 

and Powell (2006) explored the relationship between work-family conflict (WFC) and 

work-family enrichment (WFE) and found 15 studies in which both constructs were 
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measured.  Of the 21 correlations between WFE and WFC, only 8 were statistically 

significant and these had a mean value of -0.02.  Based on these findings, most scholars 

have concluded that WFE and WFC are independent constructs (Frone, 2003; J. G. 

Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).   Consistent with this literature, I suggest that volunteer-work 

conflict and volunteer-work enrichment are independent constructs and thus may occur 

simultaneously.   

Volunteer-Work Conflict 

 Because information on volunteering and its relationship to work is limited, I 

draw upon the work-family literature as a foundation for the volunteer-work conflict 

construct.  Similar to the definition of work-family conflict by Greenhaus and Beutell 

(1985), I define volunteer-work conflict as a form of interrole conflict in which role 

pressures from the work and volunteer domains are mutually incompatible in some 

respect.    Next, I look to the nature of work-family conflict to explicate why volunteering 

may conflict with work.  

The literature has distinguished among three types of work-family conflict: time-

based, strain-based, and behavior-based (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).  Time is a finite 

resource, and through the process of resource drain, time-based conflict occurs when 

time devoted to one domain limits time available to meet the demands of another 

domain.  Time-based conflict may occur when an individual is physically absent from a 

domain or when they are mentally preoccupied with another domain (Edwards & 

Rothbard, 2000).   
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Strain-based conflict occurs when strain (e.g., stress, fatigue, anxiety) reduces 

personal resources (e.g., energy, physical/mental capacity), and strain is carried over 

from one domain to another, thereby reducing role quality and performance.  For 

example, sources of strain-based conflict in the workplace may include workload 

pressure, role ambiguity, and job insecurity.  Researchers note that strain-based conflict 

does not necessarily occur from conflicting demands, but rather that participation in 

one domain can produce strain that hampers performance in another domain (Edwards 

& Rothbard, 2000).   

A third type of work-family conflict is behavior-based conflict.  This form of 

conflict occurs when behaviors developed in one domain interfere or negatively impact 

role performance in another domain.  As an example, Edwards and Rothbard (2000) 

note that a confrontational approach to solving work problems may be applied 

inappropriately to family contexts.   

Our conceptualization of volunteer-work conflict focuses on time-based and 

strain-based demands as the primary sources of conflict.   Volunteering as a potential 

form of time-based conflict is supported in the literature.  Voydanoff (2007) notes that 

conflict occurs from time-based demands in paid work, family work, or community 

activities such as volunteering.  One study reported a negative relationship between 

time volunteering and job satisfaction (Voydanoff, 2005).  However, no known studies 

have examined time volunteering in relation to experiences of conflict with the 

workplace (Voydanoff, 2007).    
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Volunteering as a potential source of strain is also supported in the literature.  

For example, some reasons cited for why individuals stop volunteering include fatigue, 

role ambiguity, tension with volunteers and staff, and burnout (Dollard, Winefield, & 

Winefield, 2003; Yanay & Yanay, 2008)  Another study by Huynh and Metzer (2008) 

looked at volunteering using a job demands/resources model, a theory which suggests 

strain is a response to imbalance between demands on the individual and their 

resources available to deal with those demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).  Their 

study found that volunteers experience a form of occupational stress that results when 

individuals experience strain from characteristics of the volunteer work (Huynh & 

Metzer, 2008).  In examining more overtly stressful types of volunteering, emergency 

service volunteering has been linked to strain-based conflict with family (Cowlishaw, 

Evans, & McLennan, 2010).  Thus, just as volunteering can serve as a source of strain-

based conflict with the domain of family, I propose volunteering may create strain-

based conflict with the domain of work.  

Conflict and its Consequences 

The negative impacts of conflict have been demonstrated in prior work-family 

research.  A review by Eby et al. (2005) linked conflict to physical and psychological 

health outcomes (e.g., depression, hypertension), family consequences (e.g., lessened 

family satisfaction), and work consequences including lower job satisfaction, greater 

turnover intentions, and counterproductive work behaviors.  Based on COR theory, I 

contend that volunteering leads to the expenditure of finite resources such as time and 
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energy.   The loss of such resources produces time-based and strain-based conflict, 

thereby negatively affecting work performance and withdrawal behaviors.  

Prior research has found that time-based and strain-based demands in the family 

domain were connected to lower work performance (M. R. Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 

1997; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).  Specifically, they found that employees with higher levels 

of family time commitment and family distress reported greater family-work conflict; 

and in turn, those who reported family-work conflict had lower performance.   

In this study, I explore the effects of conflict on two different aspects of 

performance: task performance and contextual performance.  Task performance, also 

referred to as in-role performance, is defined as “actions specified and required by an 

employee’s job description and thus mandated, appraised, and rewarded by the 

employing organization” (Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004).  Contextual performance is a 

“set of interpersonal and volitional behaviors that support the social and motivational 

context in which organizational work is accomplished” (J. R. Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 

1996).  Prior research has demonstrated the validity of distinguishing between these 

constructs (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007; J.R.  Van Scotter, Motowidlo, & Cross, 2000).   

Following research findings in the work-family literature, I predict that volunteer-work 

conflict will be negatively related to all forms of performance.   

I also predict that the negative relationship between volunteer-work conflict and 

performance will be stronger for contextual performance as compared to task 

performance.  In other words, the forms of performance that are not specifically 
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mandated by the job (contextual) will be most affected by conflict.   When employees 

experience conflict between work and volunteering, they will first reduce extra-role 

behaviors.   

Hypothesis 1:  

a) Volunteer-work conflict is negatively related to task performance, and   

b) Volunteer-work conflict is negatively related to contextual performance, and  

c) The negative relationship between volunteer-work conflict and contextual 

performance will be stronger than the relationship between volunteer-work 

conflict and task performance.  

Other research has also linked work-family conflict and family-work conflict to 

work withdrawal including absenteeism, lateness, leaving early and family interruptions 

at work (Ferguson, Carlson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012; Hammer, Bauer, & Grandey, 2003; 

MacEwen & Barling, 1994; Macewen, Barling, Kelloway, & Higginbottom, 1995).   

Specifically, work-family researchers have found a positive relationship between conflict 

and absenteeism, citing studies such as the meta-analysis by Kossek and Ozeki (1998) 

(Dorio, Bryant, & Allen, 2008).  Research on the relationship between conflict and partial 

absenteeism (e.g., tardiness, leaving early) has also found a positive relationship (Dorio 

et al., 2008).  Much research has studied the impact of conflict on turnover intentions 

and consistently found a positive relationship (Allen et al., 2000; Dorio et al., 2008). 

Based on the aforementioned research, I propose volunteer-work conflict will exhibit a 

similar relationship with work withdrawal behaviors as family-work conflict. I propose 
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that volunteer-work conflict will produce a loss of resources, and this loss will lead 

employees to withdraw from the workplace, such that: 

Hypothesis 2: Volunteer-work conflict is 

a) positively related to absenteeism, and 

b) positively related to turnover intentions, and 

c) positively related to psychological withdrawal, and 

d) positively related to physical withdrawal. 

In addition to behavioral outcomes, research on the work-family domain has 

explored the relationship between conflict and job attitudes, most notably job 

satisfaction.  Meta-analyses have found a consistent negative relationship between 

conflict and job satisfaction (Allen et al., 2000; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).  Similarly, I predict 

that conflict between work and volunteering will be related to lower job satisfaction.  

Hypothesis 3: Volunteer-work conflict is negatively related to job satisfaction. 

Prior research has found that employees who experience work-family conflict 

(Bacharach, Bamberger, & Conley, 1991) or family-work conflict (Posig & Kickul, 2004; 

Yavas, Babakus, & Karatepe, 2008) report higher emotional exhaustion.  Similarly, I 

predict that volunteer-work conflict will be related to higher levels of emotional 

exhaustion.  

Hypothesis 4: Volunteer-work conflict is positively related to emotional 

exhaustion.  
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Volunteer-Work Enrichment 

The work-family literature highlights several mechanisms through which family 

impacts the workplace positively, namely positive spillover, enhancement, enrichment, 

and facilitation (Carlson, 2000; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Kirchmeyer, 1992; 

Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 2002) .  Researchers have noted that the negative 

side of the work-family interface has dominated the literature and the positive side has 

developed without clear direction and clearly distinguished constructs (Carlson & 

Grzywacz, 2011) .  For example, enrichment was initially used interchangeably with 

positive spillover and even measured with the same items (Kirchmeyer, 1992).  

Poelmans et al. (2011) outlined four constructs that describe positive interactions 

between work and family: 1) positive spillover – refers to positive moods, skills, values 

and behaviors that transfer from one role to another, 2) enhancement – refers to 

resources (e.g., psychological or social) enhanced through commitment to multiple 

roles, 3) facilitation – form of synergy in which resources associated with one role 

enhance performance in another role, and 4) enrichment – emphasizes that experiences 

in one role improve the quality of life in the other role.    

Researchers have noted the overlap among these constructs and suggested 

much work is needed to clearly differentiate among them (Carlson & Grzywacz, 2011).  

For the purposes of this study, I adopt the construct of enrichment because it “offers 

the broadest conceptualization of the positive side of the work–family interface at the 

individual level of analysis” and is the “most inclusive construct” (McNall et al., 2010).  In 

their review of 19 studies measuring the positive side of the work-family interface, 
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Greenhaus and Powell (2006) found that even studies that did not use the term 

enrichment used items consistent with enrichment “because they assess the positive 

effect of experiences in one role on experiences or outcomes in another role”.  

Researchers have also noted that positive spillover and facilitation can be categorized 

under enrichment (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006; Hanson & Hammer, 

2006).  Accordingly, I define volunteer-work enrichment as the extent to which 

experiences in the volunteering domain improve the quality of life in the work domain.   

I now present specific ways in which volunteering may help work outcomes.  I 

draw from the literature on how work and family domains impact one another positively 

and make connections to the volunteerism literature. First, volunteering may lead to the 

acquisitions of new skills, perspectives, and behaviors that can be applied to the work 

domain.   The literature has found that non-work domains such as community work 

provide an opportunity to develop useful skills such as delegation, teamwork, and 

presentation skills (Kirchmeyer, 1992).  Similarly, the enrichment literature discusses 

family to work development where skills, knowledge, and behaviors developed in the 

family domain bring benefit to the work domain (Carlson et al., 2006).   Hanson and 

Hammer (2006) proposed behavioral-based positive spillover, where the domain of 

family benefits the domain of work and vice versa, through the acquisition of skills and 

behaviors in a particular domain.   Another way to understand how volunteering may 

benefit work is through the exploration of volunteer motives.  The literature on motives 

has outlined six motives, and of those, two motives for volunteering are an 

understanding function and career function (Clary, Snyder, & Ridge, 1992).  The 
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understanding function refers to the opportunity to learn and exercise new or unused 

skills, and the career function refers to the opportunity to gain career-related skills and 

experience.  Both of these suggest volunteering is an avenue to develop new skills and 

perspectives.  These skills can be an important part of facilitating employee proactivity 

and adaptivity.  

Second, I propose that volunteering may serve as a healthy way of managing 

strain at work.   Prior research has found that family may serve as a buffer for strain 

experienced at work (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), and the non-work domain may 

provide enhanced energy and a means to disconnect from work problems (Kirchmeyer, 

1992).   Clary et al. (1992) proposed that volunteering may serve a protective function to 

address personal problems experienced in another domain.  Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) 

discussed psychological detachment (disengaging oneself mentally from work) as an 

important form of unwinding, and volunteering may serve that function as well.  

Third, volunteering is another role employees need to juggle, and the additional 

role forces them to be more efficient in all their roles.  In their discussion of enrichment, 

Carlson et al. (2006) proposed that family involvement requires employees to avoid 

wasting time and concentrate on tasks, which translates to being a better worker.  This 

is similar to the idea often attributed to Benjamin Franklin: “If you want something 

done, ask a busy person”.   

Fourth, volunteering may impact work positively through the development of 

positive moods.   The conceptualization of affective enrichment proposes that family 

puts individuals in a good mood which in turn makes them a better worker (Carlson et 
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al., 2006).  Affective positive spillover also suggests that being happy, in a positive 

mood, or having a good day in the family domain can lead to positive outcomes on the 

job.  The literature has found that volunteering is linked to positive moods (Musick & 

Wilson, 2003), and thus I propose that these moods can lead to positive outcomes on 

the job as well.  

Fifth, I posit that volunteering serves as a source of psychological support for 

employees.  Prior research has discussed the role of work-family capital, where 

psychological resources (e.g., sense of security, confidence, self-fulfillment) are acquired 

in one role and bring benefit to another role (Carlson et al., 2006).  Psychological 

support, particularly the idea of sense of fulfillment, is a resource volunteers may gain 

and translate to the workplace.  In their discussion on volunteer motives, Clary et al. 

(1992) note that the enhancement function is a key motive, as volunteers strive to grow 

and develop psychologically through their involvement.  Research has also found that 

time volunteering is positively associated with physical health and negatively associated 

with depression (Voydanoff, 2007). 

 Sixth, volunteering may lead to the acquisition of another key resource, social 

support.  The organizational stress literature has focused more on work-related sources 

of support rather than family, but a few examples are noteworthy.  For example, Adams, 

King, and King (1996) reported that family members have a unique opportunity to 

provide emotional and instrumental support unattainable through the work 

environment.  Other research has found that support from family and friends was 

positively related to job satisfaction and negatively associated with boredom and 
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depression (Kaufmann & Beehr, 1989).   One study found that family and friend support 

enhanced positive mood, thereby predicting creative work performance (Madjar, 

Oldham, & Pratt, 2002).  The literature has suggested that a motive for volunteering is 

often social in nature, intended to strengthen relationships and develop new networks 

(Clary et al., 1992). Additionally, the career function also includes the opportunity to 

develop valuable networking opportunities, a potential source of instrumental support.  

Research has also shown that volunteering fulfills the need for relatedness (Boezeman & 

Ellemers, 2008).   

  Finally, volunteering may serve as a form of leisure, creating respite from the 

job.  Caldwell and Smith (1988) argued that the essence of leisure is freedom, intrinsic 

satisfaction, and self-determined experiences that result in psychological gains. Using 

the lens of COR theory, Westman and Eden (1997) propose that exhausted resources 

can be replenished through specific experiences of leisure such as relaxation, connecting 

with family and friends, or developing a sense of mastery.   Prior research has explored 

the value of leisure as a source of recovery from work and found that it provides an 

opportunity to prevent further resource loss, rebuild losses (e.g., energy), and gain 

additional resources (e.g., self-esteem) (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007).  I contend that 

volunteering is similar to these conceptualizations of leisure, as it serves as a source of 

intrinsic satisfaction (Boezeman & Ellemers, 2008), provides an opportunity to connect 

with friends (Kirchmeyer, 1992), and creates mastery experiences (Crouter, 1984).  

In light of the research highlighting the positive benefits of multiple roles, and 

specific resources volunteering provides, I predict a positive relationship between 
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enrichment and performance.  Similar to Hypothesis 1c which suggested conflict is likely 

to affect extra-role behaviors more than in-role behaviors, I predict enrichment will also 

affect extra-role behaviors more than in-role behaviors.  This is consistent with work-

family studies that found a stronger relationship between work-family enrichment and 

contextual performance as compared to enrichment and task performance (Odle-

Dusseau, Britt, & Greene-Shortridge, 2012).   

Hypothesis 5:  

a) Volunteer-work enrichment is positively related to task performance, and   

b) Volunteer-work enrichment is positively related to contextual performance. 

c) The positive relationship between volunteer-work enrichment and contextual 

performance will be stronger than the relationship between volunteer-work 

enrichment and task performance. 

The theory of enrichment suggests that if enrichment occurs, employees will likely 

experience more positive affect toward work.  Based on social exchange theory (Wayne, 

Randel, & Stevens, 2006), I propose that individuals who experience enrichment will be 

less likely to withdraw from their work.  

Hypothesis 6: Volunteer-work enrichment is 

a) negatively related to absenteeism, and  

b) negatively related to turnover intentions.  

c) negatively related to psychological withdrawal. 

d) negatively related to physical withdrawal.  
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In their theory of work-family enrichment, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggest 

resources generated in one role can impact both the performance and affect 

experienced in another role.  Their theory of enrichment explains that psychological 

resources gained through one role (e.g., volunteering) can trigger satisfaction in another 

role (e.g., work).  Accordingly, I predict: 

Hypothesis 7: Volunteer-work enrichment is positively related to job 

satisfaction.  

Earlier we discussed how volunteering can help manage strain at work by 

providing renewed energy and a means of escape from work problems.  Based on this 

research, I propose that volunteer-work enrichment will be linked to lower levels of 

emotional exhaustion.  

Hypothesis 8: Volunteer-work enrichment is negatively related to emotional 

exhaustion.  

I propose volunteering may have concurrent positive and negative effects for an 

individual.  This is supported by work-family research that found conflict and 

enrichment are orthogonal, not isomorphic constructs (Frone, 2003; J. G. Grzywacz & 

Marks, 2000).  Isomorphic would mean that conflict and enrichment are simply opposite 

ends of a continuum, with similar antecedents and consequences except in opposite 

directions (i.e., high conflict = low enrichment).  However, the research supports an 

orthogonal perspective, such that conflict and enrichment are distinct dimensions of the 

work-family interface with both shared and distinct antecedents and consequences.  
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Consistent with this literature, I suggest volunteer-work conflict and volunteer-work 

enrichment may occur simultaneously.   

Employer Support of Volunteering (ESV) 

Describing a social exchange relationship between employees and organizations, 

Eisenberger et al. (1986) developed the concept of perceived organizational support 

(POS), defined as an employee’s global beliefs about the extent to which the 

organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being.   In their meta-

analysis review of the POS literature, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) found that 

consequences of POS include increased affective commitment to the organization, 

increased performance, and reduced withdrawal behaviors.  Several studies have 

examined POS in the context of interactions between work and family (Anderson, 

Coffey, & Byerly, 2002; Casper, Martin, Buffardi, & Erdwins, 2002; Taylor, DelCampo, & 

Blancero, 2009; Thomas & Ganster, 1995).  However, in the context of volunteering, 

support has been studied in two areas: 1) how can nonprofits enhance POS to recruit 

volunteers? (Boezeman & Ellemers, 2008) and 2) how can organizations increase 

participation in formal volunteering programs? (Grant, 2012; Jones, 2010).  To date, 

there has been no published work on organizations supporting employees in 

volunteering performed outside of the company. 

Employer Supported Volunteering (ESV) has been defined as “the formal and 

informal policies and practices that employers use to encourage and help employees 

volunteer in community service activities” (Tschirhart, 2005).  ESV is a common element 

of today’s organizations.   In a study by the Society for Human Resource Management, 
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20% of 368 human resource practitioners reported that their employer provides paid 

time off to volunteer (Gurchiek, 2007) and the number of firms offering ESV grows 25% 

annually (Koss-Feder, 2000).  Despite the pervasiveness of ESV in practice, management 

research is only beginning to explore its theoretical, empirical and practical implications 

(Benjamin, 2001; Tschirhart, 2005).  Others have suggested that there are few rigorous 

studies of ESV and most information is based on anecdotal evidence (Cihlar, 2004).  

Publications on employee volunteerism tend to focus on guidance for company 

administrators, rather than on analyses of data or theory (Benjamin, 2001).   

Additionally studies on corporate social responsibility have focused on the effects of 

volunteering on the employer, not on the employee (Margolis & Walsh, 2003; Turban & 

Greening, 1997).  Support for volunteering from the employer has generally not been 

considered (Booth et al., 2009). 

ESV programs may include a variety of activities.  Booth et al. (2009) discussed 

how organizations may encourage and enable employees to volunteer by “providing 

flextime, time off, reimbursements, monetary gifts, donations, use of facilities, 

corporate transportation, and other tangible goods” (e.g., company giveaways to 

nonprofit organization).   Benjamin (2001) listed other ESV services such as a) providing 

opportunities to volunteer with a pre-selected nonprofit, b) encouraging employees to 

carry out volunteering in teams, c) encouraging employees’ family members to 

participate in company sponsored volunteering programs, d) offering placement 

services for nonprofit Board of Director positions, and e) providing general information 

about nonprofits and volunteering opportunities that employees can explore.  
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Because empirical and theory-based research on ESV is limited, we look to 

studies of POS in the work-family literature to advance our understanding of ESV and its 

potential impact on employees, particularly their experience of conflict and enrichment.  

Studies that examined POS in the context of interactions between work and family 

found that a supportive organization, supervisor, or co-worker can reduce work-family 

conflict (Anderson et al., 2002; Casper et al., 2002; Taylor et al., 2009).  Other studies 

have found that organizational support including supervisor and co-worker support 

promote work-family facilitation and positive spillover (Poelmans et al., 2011).  Similarly, 

I will propose that ESV will be linked to lower levels of volunteer-work conflict and 

higher levels of volunteer-work enrichment based on the following rationale.  

First, ESV may help create Person-Organization Fit (P-O Fit), defined as the 

compatibility between people and organizations.  P-O Fit occurs when at least one entity 

provides what the other needs; they share similar fundamental characteristics; or both 

(Kristof-Brown).  A work environment that supports an employee’s desire to volunteer is 

likely to lead to greater P-O Fit and thereby reduce feelings of conflict.   

It is important to note that, in characterizing a work environment or organization 

as supportive of work-family concerns, the availability of formal family-friendly policies 

does not necessarily impact the experience of conflict; rather, perceptions of the 

organization as family-friendly are what really matter (Ayman & Antani, 2011; Poelmans 

et al., 2011)  For example, Allen (2001) found that work-family policies reduce conflict 

and enhance commitment only if employees perceive their organizations as family 

supportive, regardless of whether employees took advantage of those policies.  Thus, 
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prior research suggests what matters most is not the availability or the use of those 

policies, but rather a general perception of being supported in work-family issues.  In a 

study of managers, O'Driscoll et al. (2003) found that established work-family policies 

were not related to reduced conflict; however, perceived support for work-family 

balance did make a difference.  Research by Taylor et al. (2009) examined different 

types of workplace support and their links to lower work-family conflict and higher 

work-family facilitation; they found no support for formal family-friendly policies.    

Thus, in my operationalization of ESV, I focus more on the perception of volunteering 

support (POVS), drawing from a construct established in the literature, namely 

perception of family support (POFS) (Aryee, Chu, Kim, & Ryu, 2012).  More details about 

POVS are discussed in the measures section.    

  Second, ESV may serve as an important resource in an employee’s conservation 

of resources.  Prior research discusses how family supportive work environments serve 

as important coping resources that enable employees to overcome strain from 

involvement in multiple roles (Allen, 2001).  Hochwarter, Witt, Treadway, and Ferris 

(2006) proposed organizational support as a resource enabling workers to accomplish 

work objectives.   Support may come in various forms including socio-emotional 

support, equipment, physical assistance, funding, technology, and ideas (Kraimer, 

Wayne, & Jaworski, 2001).   

Research has also found that supervisor and co-worker support are key 

resources in allowing an employee to derive benefits from organizational family-friendly 

policies (Poelmans et al., 2011).  Supervisors decide if and how policies are implemented 
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on a day-to-day basis and their willingness to be supportive impacts employee attitudes 

(Andreassi & Thompson, 2008). A family-supportive supervisor is defined as one who is 

“sympathetic to the employee’s desire to seek balance between work and family and 

who engages in efforts to help the employee accommodate his or her work and family 

responsibilities” (Allen, 2001).  While many organizations have adopted family-friendly 

initiatives, actual practice is often determined at the discretion of the manager on a 

case-by-case basis.  Alternative work arrangements are often the result of negotiations 

between employees and their managers and are affected by managers’ personal beliefs 

and past experiences with balancing work and family (Powell & Mainiero, 1999; 

Scandura & Lankau, 1997).  Research has found that supervisor support enhances an 

employee’s sense of control and increases their ability to cope with conflicting work and 

family demands (Thompson & Prottas, 2006).  Supervisor support has also been linked 

to lower levels of work-family conflict (Anderson et al., 2002; M. R. Frone et al., 1997).   

Co-workers can also impact a family-friendly work environment.   Scholars have 

noted that “for most people working in organizations, the most potent and relevant 

contextual effect is that of the group with which they work” (Pfeffer, 1982).  Poelmans 

et al. (2011) gives the example of an employee who plans to take advantage of the 

company’s telecommuting policy, but when she tries to leave early, faces sarcastic 

remarks such as “Are you going home already?”, “Oh, I wish I were you and I would be 

able to go home now”.  Thus, despite a family-friendly policy, co-workers can still cause 

work-family conflict.  A meta-analysis confirmed that co-workers have unique effects on 

employees’ role perceptions and withdrawal behaviors, distinct from those from a 
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supervisor (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008).  Specifically, they found that co-worker support 

was linked with higher task performance and lower levels of role conflict, role overload, 

absenteeism, intentions to quit, and turnover.   

I propose that supervisor and co-worker support of volunteering are important 

for employees.   A meta-analysis by Halbesleben (2006) found differences between non-

work sources of support and work sources of support on burnout.  He argued that family 

and friends may be sympathetic to demands at work (emotional support), but cannot 

provide tangible help to resolve those demands (instrumental support).  Conversely, 

coworkers and supervisors are in a better position to help create situations that lead to 

the reduction of work demands.  A supervisor supportive of volunteering can find ways 

to facilitate employee volunteering, by allowing for flexible work schedules,  

incorporating volunteering in work activities as CSR or team building initiatives, or role 

modeling as a volunteer themselves.  Co-workers may support an employee’s 

volunteering by encouraging one another to volunteer or offering ways to “share the 

load” to facilitate volunteering.  

In their initial model of work-family enrichment, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) 

suggest flexibility is a key resource gained in one domain that can lead to enrichment in 

another domain.  They define flexibility as “discretion to determine the timing, pace, 

and location at which role requirements are met” and note its frequent mention as a 

potent resource in work-family literature.  Similarly, I expect flexibility to be an 

important aspect of ESV that can lead to volunteer-work enrichment.  Supervisors 
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supportive of volunteering can create flexibility by structuring schedules in a way to 

facilitate participation in the community.    

Thus, I predict Employer Support of Volunteering will be negatively related to 

volunteer-work conflict and positively related to volunteer-work enrichment.  As noted 

earlier, empirical studies of ESV are lacking, and using the broad approach found in the 

work-family literature to operationalize organizational support can provide a deeper 

understanding of ESV.  Therefore, ESV is examined through support from the 

organization, supervisor, and co-worker.  Further details are discussed in the methods 

section on the measurement of the ESV construct.  

Prior research in work-family has examined the role of organization, supervisor, 

and co-worker support.  Studies such as that of Allen (2001) found that supervisor 

support decreases work-family conflict, and note that “supervisors play a key role in 

determining whether or not employees are able to use work-life policies”.  In other 

words, the organization may have volunteer-friendly policies, but without a supportive 

supervisor, the organizational support may be useless.  While co-workers may be able to 

provide emotional support, their ability to provide instrumental support is limited.  

Given the ability of the supervisor to provide both emotional and instrumental support, I 

therefore hypothesize that supervisor support will be the source of support that most 

affects feelings of volunteer-work conflict and volunteer-work enrichment.   

Hypothesis 9:  

a) Employer Support of Volunteering is negatively related to volunteer-

work conflict. 
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b) Employer Support of Volunteering is positively related to volunteer-

work enrichment.  

c) Supervisor Support is more negatively related to volunteer-work conflict 

than Organization and Co-worker Support.  

d) Supervisor Support is more positively related to volunteer-work 

enrichment than Organization and Co-worker Support. 

Mediating Role of Conflict and Enrichment 

Prior research has noted that the link between organizational support for family 

and employee outcomes lacks systematic research.  In investigating this link, several 

studies have examined work-family conflict and enrichment as mediators of this 

relationship, such that organizational support facilitates conflict or enrichment, and 

conflict or enrichment impacts employee outcomes.  For example, Anderson et al. 

(2002) found that WFC mediated organizational practices and job-related outcomes.  

Specifically, they found that lack of managerial support was significantly related to 

work-family conflict, and that work-family conflict was related to lower job satisfaction, 

higher turnover intentions and stress, and family-work conflict was linked to stress and 

absenteeism.  Another study by McNall, Masuda, and Nicklin (2009) explored the 

mediating role of work-family enrichment in the relationship between flexible work 

arrangements and employee outcomes.  They found that the availability of flextime and 

a compressed workweek helped employees experience greater enrichment from work 

to home, which in turn, was associated with higher job satisfaction and lower turnover 

intentions.  Carlson, Grzywacz, and Kacmar (2010) found that both work-family conflict 
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and work-family enrichment are mediating mechanisms in the relationship between 

schedule flexibility and outcomes. Specifically, enrichment and conflict fully mediated 

the relationship between flexibility and satisfaction.  Additional support for enrichment 

as a mediator can be found in a study on organizational interventions for work-life 

balance and job outcomes (Baral & Bhargava, 2010).   The authors found that work-

family enrichment mediated the relationship between supervisor support and affective 

commitment.  

I have only highlighted a few studies that examined WFC and WFE as mediators 

of the relationship between organizational support and employee outcomes.  However, 

if one takes a broader look at the literature, there are many more studies establishing 

WFC and FWC as mediators of the relationship between the work and family 

environment with work and family domain outcomes (Eby et al., 2005).  

I propose that volunteer-work conflict and volunteer-work enrichment will be 

mediators in my study.  Thus, ESV will contribute to enhanced performance and 

satisfaction as well as reduced withdrawal by minimizing volunteer-work conflict and 

promoting volunteer-work enrichment.  

Hypothesis 10: Volunteer-work conflict mediates the relationship between 

a) Employer Support of Volunteering and Work Withdrawal, and   

b) Employer Support of Volunteering and Work Performance, and 

c) Employer Support of Volunteering and Job Satisfaction, and  

d) Employer Support of Volunteering and Emotional Exhaustion.  

Hypothesis 11: Volunteer-work enrichment mediates the relationship between 
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a) Employer Support of Volunteering and Work Withdrawal, and   

b) Employer Support of Volunteering and Work Performance, and 

c) Employer Support of Volunteering and Job Satisfaction, and 

d) Employer Support of Volunteering and Emotional Exhaustion.  

Moderating Role of Volunteer Engagement 

My conceptual model also specifies Volunteer Engagement as a contextual factor 

in the relationship between Employer Support of Volunteering, Conflict, and 

Enrichment.  Volunteer Engagement is an aspect of role engagement that has been 

defined as “the harnessing of organizational members’ selves to their work roles where 

employees express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role 

performances”(W. A. Kahn, 1990).   

 Considerable research has explored work engagement and demonstrated its 

connection to employee well-being and work behaviors.  The literature has found that 

work engagement is related to good health and positive work affect (Demerouti, Bakker, 

De Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001), and helps individuals derive benefits from 

stressful work (Britt, Adler, & Bartone, 2001).   A meta-analysis of several studies found 

that a work environment that promoted positive employee engagement was 

consistently associated with reduced turnover, customer satisfaction, employee 

productivity, and company profit (Attridge, 2009).  

Research by Rothbard (2001) examined the dynamics of engagement in work 

and family roles from two competing perspectives, depletion and enrichment.  The 
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depletion perspective suggests that engagement in multiple roles is detrimental to the 

individual and creates strain due to the fixed nature of psychological and physiological 

resources (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).   The enrichment perspective suggests that 

resources such as attention and energy can expand and participation in multiple roles 

can lead to gratification rather than strain (Marks, 1977).  Using a large sample of 

university employees, Rothbard’s (2001) research found that engagement in one role 

(i.e., work or family) can have both resource enriching and resource depleting effects.  

She found evidence of between-role effects and gender effects, where men experienced 

enrichment from work to family, women experienced enrichment from family to work, 

and women experienced depletion from work to family.  

My study proposes that engagement in volunteering is likely to affect the 

relationship between ESV and conflict/enrichment.  At high levels of volunteer 

engagement, the relationship between ESV and conflict will be stronger.  In other 

words, if an employee is highly engaged in their volunteering, the lack of workplace 

support for something they are passionate about will likely lead to more conflict 

between work and volunteering.  Similarly, if an employee is highly engaged in their 

volunteering, the impact of ESV on their experience of enrichment will likely be 

stronger.  For example, employee A is highly engaged in his volunteering, and he wants 

and expects his workplace to support him in areas that are important to him.  On the 

other hand, employee B volunteers but is not highly engaged in it, so he cares less about 

whether his employer supports him in his volunteering.  From a conservation of 

resources perspective, employee A is going to be more in need of resources in the 
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workplace domain and will seek those resources such as flexibility, instrumental 

support, and emotional support.  Thus, I predict workplace support for volunteering 

matters more for those employees who are highly engaged in their volunteering.   

Hypothesis 12: Volunteering Engagement will moderate the relationship 

between Employer Support of Volunteering and volunteer-work conflict such 

that the relationship will be stronger (more negative) when Volunteer 

Engagement is high. 

Hypothesis 13: Volunteering Engagement will moderate the relationship 

between Employer Support of Volunteering and volunteer-work enrichment 

such that the relationship will be stronger (more positive) when Volunteer 

Engagement is high. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Study 1: Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted using MBA students employed full-time.  Because I 

am adapting measures and using different ways to operationalize a construct (e.g., 

employer support of volunteering from organization, supervisor and co-worker), it is 

important to determine whether the measures are unidimensional or represent three 

distinct dimensions.  Factor analysis and reliability analysis (Cronbach alpha) were 

performed to determine if the measures fit the predicted structure of the constructs.  

Pilot Study – Study 1 Results 

The goal of the pilot study was to determine whether the construct Employer 

Support of Volunteering was unidimensional or multidimensional with organization, 

supervisor, and coworker as distinct dimensions representing sources of support.  73 

MBA students were given a 28-item survey with scales representing organization (10 

items), supervisor (14 items) and coworker (4 items) support of volunteering.  Items 

were scrambled in the survey.  The correlation and reliabilities (Cronbach’s Alpha) are 

included in Table 1, and the alphas far exceed the minimum threshold of 0.70 

established by Hair Jr, Black, Babin, Anderson, and Tatham (1998).  Additionally, factor 

analysis was conducted with Oblimin rotation fixed to three factors and factor loadings  
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TABLE 1: Pilot Study – Correlations on Employer Support of Volunteering 

 

 

exceeded the minimum of 0.30 or 0.40 recommended by Hair Jr et al. (1998) (see Table 

2).  These results support the notion that employer support of volunteering is a 

multidimensional construct and the sources of support are distinct, similar to the 

literature on employer support of family as discussed earlier.  

Main Study - Study 2 

Sample  

The sample consisted of 95 volunteers from nonprofit organizations and 

umbrella agencies based in the Southern United States.  Organizations included food 

banks, volunteer centers, and associations such as the Rotary Club and Junior League.   

Additionally, participants were recruited from LinkedIn and Facebook groups related to 

volunteering, such as VolunteerMatch, Employer Supported Volunteering, and Houston 

Young Professionals Nonprofit/Philanthropy.  While these are the organizations that 

responded to the survey, there were more than 50 other organizations that were 

solicited to participate in this research.  These organizations were diverse in their size 

and mission, but they all were not willing to participate, and the primary hurdle was the  

Variables N Mean SD 1 2 3 

1 Organization Support 73 3.27 0.91 (.920) 
  2 Supervisor Support 72 3.25 0.88 .547** (.943) 

 3 Coworker Support 73 3.47 0.82 .447** .433** (.806) 

Note: Alpha reliabilities reported on diagonal.    *p < .05, ** p < .01  
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TABLE 2: Pilot Study - Factor Analysis of Employer Support of Volunteering 

 

  Factor 

  1 2 3 

Organization Item 8 .880 -.003 -.137 

Organization Item 3 .869 .015 -.143 

Organization Item 7 .843 -.040 .050 

Organization Item 2 .766 -.077 -.057 

Organization Item 10 .761 -.001 -.002 

Organization Item 9 .686 .059 .306 

Organization Item 4 .623 .231 .169 

Organization Item 6 .573 .188 .305 

Organization Item 5 .496 .112 .306 

Organization Item 1 .490 .115 .262 

Supervisor Item 11 -.158 .846 -.069 

Supervisor Item 8 -.205 .841 .026 

Supervisor Item 13 .014 .819 .087 

Supervisor Item 12 .049 .801 -.104 

Supervisor Item 9 .192 .779 -.087 

Supervisor Item 6 .073 .768 .104 

Supervisor Item 1 -.023 .749 -.074 

Supervisor Item 4 -.103 .731 .062 

Supervisor Item 10 .307 .712 -.134 

Supervisor Item 2 .029 .694 .079 

Supervisor Item 5 .067 .684 .169 

Supervisor Item 7 .109 .680 .248 

Supervisor Item 14 .177 .524 .045 

Supervisor Item 3 .356 .458 -.030 

Coworker Item 3 -.006 -.031 .820 

Coworker Item 1 -.067 -.032 .780 

Coworker Item 4 .025 .004 .772 

Coworker Item 2 .089 .159 .666 

    Eigenvalue 12.03 3.15 2.12 

    Variance Explained 43% 11% 8% 

    Cumulative Var. Explained 43% 54% 62% 
        

N = 73. Values represent factor loadings after Oblimin rotation.  
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request for co-worker contact information.   Many nonprofits were not willing to put 

their volunteers “at risk” by involving anyone from their employer.   While the 

confidential nature of the study design was explained, this was not enough assurance 

for nonprofits who rely on their volunteer base for so much.  One volunteer 

organization’s president said, “Why would I want my employer to put a magnifying glass 

on my volunteering activities, especially if I know they conflict with my job?”  A list of 

organizations solicited for data collection is included in Appendix A.  

The criteria for study participants were the following: a) 18 years or older, b) 

currently employed, and c) volunteering outside of their company.  Because this study 

focuses on volunteering that is not mandated by the company, respondents were 

screened for their participation in volunteering outside of formal employee volunteering 

programs.  Additionally, in order to have variance on the ESV construct, this study could 

not be conducted inside one organization, and thus, the sample includes individuals 

from many different companies.     

Data Collection Procedures 

Surveys were issued electronically or in-person at volunteering events.  To 

address common method bias, surveys were issued to volunteers and their co-workers.  

Participants were asked to complete a survey and provide names and email addresses 

for two co-workers who would complete a survey on their behalf.  In order to get the 

most accurate responses possible, participants were instructed to choose coworkers 



44 
 

who were in the best position to assess the participant’s job behaviors (and not simply 

the co-workers who liked them the best).   

Surveying supervisors and co-workers is used as a remedy for common method 

bias (Doty & Glick, 1998; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  Recent 

research has suggested that co-workers are more reliable sources of performance than 

self-report data, and ratings by co-workers and supervisors produce similar results 

(Stewart, Bing, Davison, Woehr, & McIntyre, 2009).  Because co-workers may vary in 

their ability to observe each other’s performance and withdrawal behaviors, co-workers 

also completed a scale on their opportunity to observe performance, which is controlled 

for when analyzing work behaviors.  This practice followed the method of a recent study 

on volunteering and the workplace (Rodell, 2013).  Although co-worker data was sought, 

the small number of surveys completed by co-workers limited the analysis that could be 

conducted, and thus self-report data is used for the present study.  The ability to 

examine co-worker data is discussed further in the results section.   

Measures 

The following scales were used to measure the constructs of interest.  As the 

connection between work and volunteering has not much received much attention in 

the literature, the literature lacks adequate measures relevant to the constructs of 

interest (Rodell, 2013).   Therefore, I have adapted measures originally developed for 

the work-family context, a practice established in prior research (Rothbard, 2001).   



45 
 

Perceptions of volunteer-work conflict, volunteer-work enrichment, and 

employer support of volunteering are self-report in nature.  Much research has found 

that perceptions of support are what impact employee outcomes, as compared to 

objective measures of support (Ayman & Antani, 2011; Poelmans et al., 2011).  

Therefore, this study measures those perceptions of support for volunteering directly 

from the employee.  Intent to quit, job satisfaction, and emotional exhaustion are also 

self-report as they are internal states only the employee can adequately provide.  

Withdrawal and performance were measured by the employee as well as their co-

workers.  Table 3 summarizes the measures and number of items per scale.  Complete 

scales are provided in Appendix B.    

TABLE 3: Summary of Measures and Scale Length 

 

  
Construct Dimension # Items 

Employer  
Support 

 of Volunteering 

Organization 10 

Supervisor 14 

Co-worker 4 

Connection between 
Work & Volunteering 

Conflict 5 

Enrichment 9 

Work 
Withdrawal 

Absenteeism 3 

Psych. Withdrawal 5 

Phys. Withdrawal 4 

Intent to Quit 3 

Work 
Performance 

Task 5 

Contextual 15 

Job Satisfaction 3 

Emotional Exhaustion 5 

Volunteer Engagement 9 

Total # of Items 94 
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Employer Support of Volunteering  

The results of the pilot study also confirm measuring employer support of 

volunteering as three distinct sources: organization, supervisor, and co-worker.   This is 

consistent with prior studies on the work-family domain.  In their review of social 

support research, Ayman and Antani (2011) warn that “although the supervisor acts as 

an agent of the organization, the supervisor and the organization should not be 

considered synonymous with one another…it is important to the measurement of 

supervisor support that an employee is able to discriminate between the supervisor and 

the organization as sources of support”.   This has also been demonstrated empirically 

with several studies establishing construct validity of perceived organizational support 

(POS) and perceived supervisor support (PSS) (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Yoon & 

Lim, 1999).   I also included a separate measure of co-worker support, as it has been 

linked to work-family conflict in some studies (Ayman & Antani, 2011).  Also, a meta-

analysis by Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, and Hammer (2011) found that work-family specific 

organizational and supervisor measures were more strongly related to work-family 

conflict than general measures of organizational and supervisor support.  Therefore, I 

use measures of support specific to work-volunteering by adapting work-family 

measures.  Measures of Employer Support of Volunteering are self-report.  Each study 

participant will have a score for each source of support (organization, supervisor, and 

co-worker), as well as an overall support score (average of organization, supervisor, and 

co-worker scores).  
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Perceived Organizational Volunteering Support (POVS).  This is an adaptation of a 10-

item measure developed by Jahn, Thompson, and Kopelman (2003) grounded in social 

support theory (House, 1981) and perceived organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 

1986).  The scale includes two dimensions: 1) six items on tangible support including 

perceptions of instrumental and informational support (e.g., “My organization has many 

programs and policies designed to help employees balance work and volunteering”, “My 

organization puts money and effort into showing its support of employees and 

volunteering”), and 2) three items on intangible support including perceptions of 

emotional support (e.g., “In general, my organization is very supportive of its employees 

who volunteer”).  A final item represents a measure of overall volunteer friendliness.   

Volunteering Supportive Supervisor Behavior (VSSB).  This is an adaptation of a 

multidimensional 14-item measure of Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (Hammer, 

Kossek, Yragui, Bodner, & Hanson, 2009).  While most of the measures of supervisor 

support focus on emotional support, this measure includes four dimensions: emotional 

support, role modeling, instrumental support, and creative work-volunteering 

management (adapted from creative work-family management).  Emotional support 

includes the extent to which supervisors make employees feel comfortable discussing 

volunteering-related issues, express concern for the way that work responsibilities 

affect volunteering, and demonstrate respect, understanding, sympathy, and sensitivity 

in regard to volunteering responsibilities” .  A sample item includes “my supervisor is 

willing to listen to my problems in juggling work and volunteering”.  Role modeling 

behaviors is important as supervisors demonstrate how to integrate work and 
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volunteering.  The dimension is measured by the “extent to which supervisors provide 

examples of strategies and behaviors that employees believe will lead to desirable work-

life outcomes”.  A sample item includes “my supervisor demonstrates how a person can 

jointly be successful on and off the job”.  Instrumental support is the supervisor 

providing day-to-day resources to assist workers in their efforts to manage dual 

responsibilities (e.g., scheduling requests for flexibility).  Instrumental support is 

generally reactive and initiated in response to an employee’s request.  A sample item 

includes “I can depend on my supervisor to help me with scheduling conflicts if I need 

it”.  The fourth dimension, creative work-volunteering management, is defined as 

“managerial-initiated actions to restructure work to facilitate employee effectiveness on 

and off the job”.  It is more proactive, strategic, and innovative than instrumental 

support and may include “major changes in the time, place, and way work is done” to 

facilitate the balance of work and non-work responsibilities.  Creative work-volunteering 

management seeks to create “win-win” situations where the supervisor can restructure 

work in a way that is sensitive to both employee and company needs.   A sample item 

includes “my supervisor thinks about how the work in my department can be organized 

to jointly benefit employees and the company”.  The full measure is available in 

Appendix B.   

Co-worker Support of Volunteering (CSV). Perceived co-worker support (PCS) is a 

relatively new construct and existing measures have been developed based on 

perceived supervisor support and leader-member exchange (Ayman & Antani, 2011).  

PCS is defined as the “global belief employees have regarding the degree to which their 
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co-workers value their contributions and care about their well-being” (Ladd & Henry, 

2000). I shortened the 9-item measure by Ladd and Henry (2000), selecting items that 

apply best to the volunteering context.  The final scale is 4 items, with sample items 

such as “My coworkers are supportive of my volunteering goals and values” and “Help is 

available from my coworkers when I have a problem balancing work and volunteering”. 

Volunteer-Work Conflict. This is an adaptation of a family-work conflict measure 

(Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996).  While there are several measures of conflict in 

the literature, there is more evidence of validity for this particular scale (Carlson & 

Grzywacz, 2011).  Sample items include: “I have to put off doing things at work because 

of demands on my time volunteering” and “Strain from my volunteering interferes with 

my ability to perform job-related duties”.  

 Volunteer-Work Enrichment. This is an adaptation of a family-work enrichment 

measure (Carlson et al., 2006).  This measure consists of three dimensions: 

development, affect, and efficiency.  Development is defined as when involvement in 

volunteering leads to the acquisition or refinement of skills, knowledge, behaviors, or 

ways of viewing things that can help an individual be a better worker.  A sample item 

includes “My involvement in volunteering helps expand my knowledge of new things 

and this helps me be a better worker”.  Affect is defined as when involvement in 

volunteering results in a positive emotional state or attitude which helps the individual 

be a better worker.  A sample item includes “My involvement in volunteering puts me in 

a good mood and this helps me be a better family member”.  Efficiency is defined as 

when involvement in volunteering provides a sense of focus or urgency which helps the 
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individual be a better worker.  A sample item includes “My involvement in volunteering 

requires me to avoid wasting time at work and this helps me be a better worker”.  The 

measure was developed using “established methodological procedures, tested across 

five samples, validated in several ways, and assessed in relation to potential 

antecedents and consequences” (Carlson et al., 2006).  Some authors have expressed 

concerns about the double-barreled form of the items.  For example, the survey item 

“My involvement in volunteering helps expand my knowledge of new things and this 

helps me be a better worker” requires the respondent to not only assess if their 

involvement in volunteering helps expand their knowledge, but also if this knowledge 

actually makes them a better worker.  While I acknowledge this concern, a review of 

work-family measures found that it is currently the “strongest in the literature because 

of its theoretical foundation and its reported evidence of validity and reliability (Carlson 

& Grzywacz, 2011).  Therefore, I use the scale as is except for substituting family with 

volunteering.    

Volunteering Engagement 

Prior research has used measures of work engagement to measure volunteer 

engagement (Vecina, Chacón, Sueiro, & Barrón, 2012).  My study uses an adapted form 

of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 

2002), which is the most often used measure of work engagement and has been 

validated in several countries (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008).  The measure has 

3 dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption.  Adapting the dimensions for the 
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volunteering context, vigor is characterized by high levels of energy in one’s 

volunteering, willingness to invest effort in one’s volunteering, and persistence in the 

face of difficulties.  Dedication includes being strongly involved in volunteering and 

experiencing a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride and challenge.  

Absorption refers to being fully concentrated on and happily engrossed in one’s 

volunteering.  Rather than using the longer 17-item measure, I used the shortened 9-

item version which has been established as having valid psychometric properties 

(Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006).   

Work Performance 

Work performance is measured through task and contextual performance.  The 

literature has supported the need to distinguish among these aspects of performance 

(Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).  All 

performance measures were obtained from the volunteer and their co-worker(s).  

Task Performance.  Task performance is measured using a 5-item scale of in-role 

performance (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1989).  Sample items:  “This worker always 

completes the duties specified in his/her job description” and “This worker meets all the 

formal performance requirements of the job”. 

Contextual Performance.  While task performance focuses on job-specific skills and 

knowledge, contextual performance is defined as a set of interpersonal and volitional 

behaviors that support the social and motivational context in which organizational work 

is accomplished (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).  It includes interactions with co-workers, 
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supervisors, or customers, as well as behaviors that demonstrate self-discipline, 

persistence, and willingness to exert effort (J.R.  Van Scotter et al., 2000).  Prior research 

has established the usefulness of contextual performance as it explains a significant 

portion of variance in overall performance ratings after task performance and other 

predictors are taken into account (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).  This study uses a 

15-item measure by J. R. Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996) which divides contextual 

performance into interpersonal facilitation (cooperative, considerate, and helpful acts 

that assist co-workers’ performance) and job dedication (self-disciplined, motivated acts 

such as working hard, taking initiative, and following rules to support organizational 

objectives).  Sample items of interpersonal facilitation include: “praises coworkers when 

they are successful” and “supports or encourages a co-worker with a personal 

problem”.  Sample items of job dedication include: “puts in extra hours to get work 

done on time” and “takes the initiative to solve a work problem”.   

Work Withdrawal 

A recent meta-analysis by Berry, Lelchook, and Clark (2012) compared an overall 

measure of withdrawal versus measuring lateness, absenteeism, and turnover 

separately.  Their research supported measuring each construct uniquely and found “no 

benefit to aggregating withdrawal behaviors into an overall construct measure” (Berry 

et al., 2012). Accordingly, work withdrawal is used here as an umbrella term, not 

reflecting an overall withdrawal construct.  The study measures the following aspects of 

withdrawal completed by the volunteer and their co-worker.  
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Absenteeism and Partial Absenteeism.  This includes missing days as well as partial 

absenteeism such as arriving to work late, leaving early, or experiencing nonwork-

related interruptions while at work (Dorio et al., 2008).  I used a 4-item adaptation of an 

absenteeism measure used in work-family studies (Hammer et al., 2003; MacEwen & 

Barling, 1994).  Sample items include “How often does this worker leave work early?” 

Psychological Withdrawal. This was assessed using an adapted subscale of the on-the-

job behaviors measure developed by Lehman and Simpson (1992). Psychological 

withdrawal behaviors are measured using 5 items that include excessive chatting, 

concentrating on nonwork matters, and putting in less effort.  

Physical Withdrawal.  This was assessed using an adapted subscale of the on-the-job 

behaviors measure developed by Lehman and Simpson (1992). Physical 

withdrawal behaviors are measured using 4 items that include leaving early, taking long 

breaks, and falling asleep at work.  

Intent to Quit. Turnover intentions were assessed using a 3-item subscale from the 

Michigan organizational assessment questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & 

Klesh, 1979).  Items include: “I often think of leaving the organization”, “It is very 

possible that I will look for a new job before too long”, and “If I may choose again, I will 

choose to work for the current organization” (reverse coded).  

Emotional Exhaustion 
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Emotional exhaustion was measured using a 5-item subscale from the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1997).  Sample items include “I feel 

emotionally drained from work” and “I feel burned out from my work”.  

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction was measured using a 3-item subscale from the Michigan 

organizational assessment questionnaire (Cammann et al., 1979).  Items include: “All in 

all, I am satisfied with my job”, “In general, I like working here“, and “In general, I don't 

like my job” (reverse coded).  The constructs measures overall satisfaction as opposed 

to specific facets of the job.  

Controls 

Control variables were selected based on those suggested by the literature. 

Control variables for the study were age (Martins, Eddleston, & Veiga, 2002), gender 

(Frone, 2003), and tenure (Booth et al., 2009).   As discussed earlier, the opportunity to 

observe performance is controlled for when analyzing reports from co-workers. 

Opportunity to observe performance.  This scale includes three items based on Judge 

and Ferris (1993).  The items include: “I regularly have the opportunity to observe my 

coworker’s job performance,” “Most of the time, I am able to monitor my coworker’s 

job performance,” and “Generally, it is easy for me to see my coworker’s job 

performance”.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

Main Study - Study 2 Results 

The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 4, while correlations 

and alpha reliabilities are presented in Table 5.   Most of the constructs have Cronbach 

alphas of above 0.70.  Absenteeism and psychological withdrawal are just under the 

threshold at 0.693 and 0.685 respectively.  Physical withdrawal had the lowest reliability 

at 0.553.  To test the hypotheses, hierarchical multiple regression was conducted using 

SPSS.  Additionally, the PROCESS macro developed by Hayes (2013) was used to conduct 

moderation, mediation, and moderated-mediation analysis, also known as conditional 

indirect effects.  This technique is capable of analyzing a model where moderation and 

mediation occur simultaneously.      

Similar to the pilot study, Table 6 presents the results of a factor analysis on 

Employer Support of Volunteering.  Along with the alpha reliabilities presented in Table 

5, the results demonstrate that employer support has three distinct dimensions, and 

thus organization, supervisor, and coworker support are analyzed separately in the 

regression models.  

For hierarchical regression analysis, the data was first checked for 

multicollinearity and all VIF scores were under 2, well below the threshold of 10,  
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TABLE 4: Descriptive Statistics 

Variable N Mean SD Min Max 

Gender 93 0.39 0.49 0.0 1.0 

Age 75 37.23 12.03 19.0 87.0 

Tenure 79 5.08 5.81 0.0 26.0 

Overall Employer Support 90 3.32 0.78 1.0 4.8 

Organization Support 90 3.11 1.02 1.0 5.0 

Supervisor Support 92 3.31 0.90 1.0 5.0 

Coworker Support 92 3.53 0.79 1.0 5.0 

Volunteer-Work Conflict 92 2.20 0.86 1.0 5.0 

Volunteer-Work Enrichment 92 4.12 0.71 1.0 5.0 

Volunteer Engagement 92 3.80 0.67 2.6 5.0 

Absenteeism 90 2.38 0.71 1.0 5.0 

Turnover Intent 92 2.35 0.97 1.0 5.0 

Physical Withdrawal 90 1.44 0.46 1.0 3.0 

Psychological Withdrawal 90 1.84 0.49 1.0 3.2 

Task Performance 92 4.40 0.57 3.0 5.0 

Contextual Performance - I 91 4.20 0.59 2.9 5.0 

Contextual Performance - O 90 4.11 0.68 1.0 5.0 

Emotional Exhaustion 90 3.42 1.61 1.0 7.0 

Job Satisfaction 67 4.06 0.84 1.7 5.0 

                       Note: Gender is coded as 0 for Female and 1 for Male.  
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TABLE 5: Correlations and Reliabilities 

  

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

1 Gender -

2 Age .04 -

3 Tenure -.02 .58** -

4 Overall Support .18 .07 .20 (.97)

5 Org Support .19 .15 .23* .88** (.96)

6 Supv Support .16 .02 .12 .88** .66** (.97)

7 CW Support .11 -.02 .16 .82** .55** .57** (.89)

8 V-W Conflict -.02 -.03 .03 -.02 -.11 -.04 .19 (.93)

9 V-W Enrichment -.06 .10 .17 .18 .15 .15 .19 -.07 (.94)

10 Vol Engagement -.04 .12 .04 .13 .09 .11 .16 -.02 .57** (.91)

11 Absenteeism .24* .07 .05 -.01 -.05 .08 .00 .17 .11 -.02 (.69)

12 Turnover Intent -.10 .02 -.02 -.39** -.40** -.38** -.20 .28** -.05 .01 -.04 (.76)

13 Phys. W/D .17 -.16 -.19 .09 -.01 .08 .18 .08 -.03 .01 .48** -.05 (.55)

14 Psych W/D .05 -.11 .00 -.10 -.23* -.02 .05 .23* -.10 -.12 .47** .09 .47** (.69)

15 Task Perf .22* .07 .07 .04 .06 -.05 .12 -.27** .23* .20 .04 -.18 -.04 -.22* (.78)

16 Context Perf - I -.01 .19 .26* .17 .18 .12 .12 -.15 .41** .34** -.01 -.29** -.17 -.22* .32** (.89)

17 Context Perf - O -.01 .01 -.03 .01 .01 .03 -.01 -.10 .27* .34** -.02 -.13 -.12 -.22* .48** .50** (.92)

18 Emot. Exhaustion -.23* -.09 -.01 -.31** -.39** -.27** -.12 .34** .04 .08 .06 .43** .08 .38** -.26* -.10 -.16 (.93)

19 Job Satisfaction .03 .11 .20 .36** .40** .32** .19 -.28* .10 -.03 -.04 -.76** -.09 -.17 .29* .42** .36** -.52** (.87)

N ranges from 67 to 93.  Gender is coded as 0 for Female and 1 for Male.  Alpha reliabilities reported on diagonal.

*p < .05, ** p < .01 

Variables
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TABLE 6: Factor Analysis – Employer Support of Volunteering 

 

  Factor 

  1 2 3 

Organization Support 1 -.961 -.075 -.096 

Organization Support 5 -.933 .021 -.045 

Organization Support 2 -.884 .057 -.027 

Organization Support 6 -.863 .069 .012 

Organization Support 9 -.854 .132 -.032 

Organization Support 4 -.804 .052 -.039 

Organization Support 10 -.771 .163 .038 

Organization Support 8 -.743 .212 .028 

Organization Support 3 -.727 -.248 .356 

Organization Support 7 -.670 .176 .160 

Supervisor Support 14 .201 .877 -.102 

Supervisor Support 10 -.091 .805 .064 

Supervisor Support 13 .062 .803 -.088 

Supervisor Support 8 -.132 .784 .067 

Supervisor Support 11 .022 .770 .025 

Supervisor Support 9 -.182 .761 .056 

Supervisor Support 2 -.034 .740 .147 

Supervisor Support 7 -.228 .733 .066 

Supervisor Support 12 -.198 .719 .010 

Supervisor Support 4 -.180 .697 .139 

Supervisor Support 3 -.096 .687 .252 

Supervisor Support 6 -.130 .664 .136 

Supervisor Support 1 -.294 .645 .133 

Supervisor Support 5 -.114 .586 .227 

Coworker Support 4 .048 .016 .893 

Coworker Support 1 -.123 -.053 .856 

Coworker Support 2 .034 .171 .815 

Coworker Support 3 .086 .124 .761 

 
 

  Eigenvalue 16.019 3.063 1.745 

    Variance Explained 57% 11% 6% 

    Cumulative Variance Explained 57% 68% 74% 
        

N = 90. Values represent factor loadings after Oblimin rotation.  
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indicating no problems with multicollinearity (Hair Jr et al., 1998).   For all regression 

models, the control variables (gender, age, tenure in the organization) were loaded in 

the first hierarchical block, followed by independent variables in the second block, and 

interactions in the third block.  However, due to missing data on age and tenure, 

including all three control variables (gender, age, tenure) greatly reduced the sample 

size (N = 64).  Because age and tenure did not have significant relationships with the 

outcome variables, the final regression analyses only included gender as a control 

variable which led to a sample size of approximately 89 for most models.  All p-values 

are two-tailed and the significance of each Beta is reported in the tables.  

While an attempt was made to address common method bias by surveying co-

workers, only 32 out of the 95 survey participants provided co-worker information 

(33.7%).  Of those 32, only 18 co-workers completed the survey.  Due to low sample size 

from the co-workers, the analyses only include the self-report measures.   

Figure 2 provides a summary of the supported relationships along with their 

corresponding Beta weights.  The details for each hypothesis are discussed in the 

following section.  

Volunteer-Work Conflict and Work Outcomes 

Hypothesis 1 explored the relationship between volunteer-work conflict and 

work performance.  Table 7 presents the regression results when using overall employer 

support, volunteer-work conflict, and volunteer-work enrichment as predictors, while 

Table 8 presents the regression results when each source of support is entered as a  
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FIGURE 2: Results of Conceptual Model 

Only significant paths shown 
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TABLE 7: Regression – Overall Support, Conflict and Enrichment on Work Performance 

 

 

 

  
Task Performance (N=89) Contextual Performance 

Interpersonal (N=89) 
Contextual Performance  

Job Dedication (N=89) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

          Controls 
              Gender .200† .201† .218* .009 -.018 .010 -.011 -.010 .010 

          Main Effects 
              Overall Employer Support 
 

-.004 -.049 
 

.180† .099 
 

-.010 -.065 

     Vol-Work Conflict 
  

-.242* 
  

-.146 
  

-.096 

     Vol-Work Enrichment 
  

.207* 
  

.384** 
  

.261* 

          R2 .040† .040 .147* .000 .032 .201** .000 .000 .079 

Adj R2 .029 .018 .106 -.012 .009 .163 -.011 -.023 .034 

          Note: Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females. Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
 † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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TABLE 8: Regression – Support Source, Conflict and Enrichment on Work Performance 

 

 

Task Performance (N=89) Contextual Performance 
Interpersonal (N=66) 

Contextual Performance  
Job Dedication (N=65) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

          Controls 
              Gender .200† .207* .228* .009 -.021 .009 -.011 -.013 .009 

          Main Effects 
              Organizational Support 
 

.082 .005 
 

.182 .107 
 

.002 -.038 

     Supervisor Support 
 

-.276† -.316* 
 

-.023 -.037 
 

.036 .023 

     Coworker Support 
 

.205 .277* 
 

.052 .048 
 

-.054 -.065 

     Vol-Work Conflict 
  

-.298** 
  

-.145 
  

-.087 

     Vol-Work Enrichment 
  

.189† 
  

.381** 
  

.265** 

          R2 .040† .085 .211* .000 .039 .205** .000 .002 .080 

Adj R2 .029 .041 .153 -.012 -.008 .146 -.011 -.046 .012 

Note: Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females. Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
 † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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separate predictor variable.  Hypothesis 1a was supported (Table 7), with conflict having 

a negative relationship with task performance (Beta = -0.242, p < .05).  Hypotheses 1b 

was not supported, as the relationship between conflict and contextual performance 

(interpersonal facilitation or job dedication) was not significant.  Hypotheses 1c 

suggested that conflict would have a stronger relationship with contextual performance 

as compared to task performance.  This was also not supported since the relationship 

between conflict and performance was only significant for task performance.  

Hypothesis 2 predicted that volunteer-work conflict would have positive 

relationship with work withdrawal.  Different aspects of work withdrawal were 

examined and the hypothesis was mainly supported.  Table 9 presents the regression 

results when using overall employer support, volunteer-work conflict, and volunteer-

work enrichment as predictors, while Table 10 presents the regression results when 

each source of support is entered as a separate predictor variable.  Supporting 

hypotheses 2a-c, volunteer-work conflict was positively related to absenteeism (Beta = 

0.181, p < .10), turnover intentions (Beta = 0.274, p < .01), and psychological withdrawal 

(Beta = 0.267, p < .05).  However, H2d was not supported; volunteer-work conflict was 

not related to physical withdrawal.  This may be due to the low reliability of the physical 

withdrawal measure (Alpha = .553). 

Hypotheses 3 proposed a positive relationship between volunteer-work conflict 

and emotional exhaustion and negative relationship between conflict and job 

satisfaction.  The hypotheses were supported (Table 11, 12), finding volunteer-work  
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TABLE 9: Regression – Overall Support, Conflict and Enrichment on Work Withdrawal 

  
Absenteeism 

(N=87) 
Turnover Intent 

(N=89) 
Psychological WD 

(N=87) 
Physical WD 

(N=87) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

             Controls 
                 Gender .260* .269* .269* -.097 -.034 -.029 .055 .066 .067 .139 .132 .129 

             Main Effects 
                 Overall Support 
 

-.053 -.058 
 

-.397** -.400** 
 

-.071 -.038 
 

.043 .052 

     Vol-Work Conflict 
  

.181† 
  

.274** 
  

.267* 
  

.091 

     Vol-Work Enrichment 
  

.078 
  

.047 
  

-.107 
  

-.034 

             R2 .068* .070* .106* .009 .163** .239** .003 .008 .092† .019 .021 .031 

Adj R2 .057 .048 .062 -.002 .144 .203 -.009 -.016 .048 .008 -.002 -.016 

Note: Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females. Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
    † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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TABLE 10: Regression – Support Source, Conflict and Enrichment on Work Withdrawal 

 

  
Absenteeism 

(N=87) 
Turnover Intent 

(N=89) 
Psychological WD 

(N=87) 
Physical WD 

(N=87) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

             Controls 
                 Gender .260* .272* .267* -.097 -.020 -.021 .055 .087 .082 .139 .147 .144 

             Main Effects 
                 Organizational Support 
 

-.171 -.134 
 

-.286* -.239† 
 

-.418** -.362** 
 

-.205 -.194 

     Supervisor Support 
 

.163 .187 
 

-.272* -.244† 
 

.156 .189 
 

.044 .049 

     Coworker Support 
 

-.059 -.132 
 

.110 .028 
 

.189 .134 
 

.223 .217 

     Vol-Work Conflict 
  

.197† 
  

.238* 
  

.219* 
  

.038 

     Vol-Work Enrichment 
  

.086 
  

.037 
  

-.113 
  

-.047 

             R2 .068* .090† .129† .009 .203** .255** .003 .104* .163* .019 .065 .069 

Adj R2 .057 .045 .063 -.002 .165 .200 -.009 .060 .100 .008 .019 -.001 

Note: Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females. Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
    † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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TABLE 11: Regression – Overall Support, Conflict and Enrichment on Emotional 

Exhaustion and Job Satisfaction 

 

  
Emotional Exhaustion 

(N=88) 
Job Satisfaction 

(N=64) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 

       Controls 
           Gender -.199† -.154 -.144 .017 -.064 -.044 

       Main Effects 
           Overall Support 
 

-.266* -.279** 
 

.382** .375** 

     Vol-Work Conflict 
  

.346** 
  

-.248* 

     Vol-Work Enrichment 
  

.108 
  

.013 

       R2 .040† .108* .234** .000 .140* .202* 

Adj R2 .029 .087 .197 -.016 .112 .148 

Note: Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females.  

Values are standardized beta coefficients.   † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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TABLE 12: Regression – Support Source on Conflict and Enrichment on Emotional 

Exhaustion and Job Satisfaction 

 

  
Emotional Exhaustion 

(N=88) 
Job Satisfaction 

(N=64) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 

       Controls 
           Gender -.199† -.140 -.134 .017 -.085 -.062 

       Main Effects 
           Organizational Support 
 

-.386** -.331* 
 

.367* .316† 

     Supervisor Support 
 

-.087 -.051 
 

.155 .143 

     Coworker Support 
 

.180 .066 
 

-.094 -.036 

     Vol-Work Conflict 
  

.302** 
  

-.196 

     Vol-Work Enrichment 
  

.102 
  

.041 

       R2 .040† .175* .264** .000 .183* .223* 

Adj R2 .029 .135 .210 -.016 .128 .142 

Note: Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females.  

Values are standardized beta coefficients.   † p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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conflict has a negative relationship with job satisfaction (Beta = -0.248, p < .05), and a 

positive relationship with emotional exhaustion (Beta = 0.346, p < .01).   

Volunteer-Work Enrichment and Work Outcomes 

Hypothesis 5 explored the relationship between volunteer-work enrichment and 

work performance.  Hypothesis 5a was supported (Table 7), with enrichment having a 

positive relationship with task performance (Beta = 0.207, p < .05).  Hypotheses 5b was 

also supported, with enrichment having a positive relationship with both contextual 

performance – interpersonal facilitation (Beta = 0.384, p < .01) and contextual 

performance – job dedication (Beta = 0.261, p < .01).  Although the Beta weights 

demonstrate that enrichment has a stronger relationship with contextual performance 

as compared to task performance, further analysis comparing the coefficients indicated 

the contrast was not statistically significant. 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that volunteer-work enrichment would have a negative 

relationship with work withdrawal.  Different aspects of work withdrawal were 

examined and the hypotheses were not supported for any of the examined aspects of 

withdrawal (Table 9).   Hypotheses 7 and 8 were also not supported with no significant 

relationship between enrichment and job satisfaction nor enrichment and emotional 

exhaustion (Table 11).    

Employer Support of Volunteering on Conflict and Enrichment  

Hypothesis 9a and 9c predicted Employer Support of Volunteering would be 

negatively related to volunteer-work conflict and positively related to volunteer-work 
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enrichment.  Overall support as well as each individual support source were not 

significantly related to volunteer-work conflict (Table 13), thus not supporting 

hypothesis 9a. Overall support did have a moderately significant relationship with 

volunteer-work enrichment (Beta = 0.154, p < .10), supporting hypothesis 9c.  

TABLE 13: Regression – Overall Support on Conflict and Enrichment 

 

  
Volunteer-Work 
Conflict (N=89) 

Volunteer-Work 
Enrichment (N=88) 

Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3 

       Controls 
           Genderb .003 .004 .000 -.075 -.072 -.061 

       Main Effects 
           Overall Employer Supportc 
 

-.011 -.019 
 

.129 .154† 

     Volunteer Engagementc 
 

-.037 -.035 
 

.559** .536** 

            Engagement X Overall Support 
  

.045 
  

-.185* 

       R2 .000 .002 .004 .006 .348** .381** 

Adj R2 -.011 -.034 -.044 -.006 .325 .352 

Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females.  Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
a. Variable has been centered 

 

† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
  

 

Hypothesis 9b and 9d predicted that among the sources of support, supervisor 

support would have the strongest relationship with conflict and enrichment.   However, 

this was not supported, as supervisor support and organizational support did not have a 

significant relationship with conflict (Table 14) or enrichment (Table 15).  Contrary to 

the hypothesis, coworker support exhibited a positive relationship with conflict.  This  



70 
 

TABLE 14: Regression – Support Source and Volunteer Engagement on Conflict 

 

  

  
Volunteer-Work 
Conflict (N=89) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

       Controls 
           Gender .003 .025 .023 .027 .024 -.001 

       Main Effects 
           Organizational Supporta 
 

-.204 -.204 -.187 -.133 -.147 

     Supervisor Supporta 
 

-.124 -.125 -.148 -.190 -.215 

     Coworker Supporta 
 

.330* .341* .362* .351* .364* 

     Volunteer Engagementa 
  

-.064 -.074 -.071 -.104 

            Engagement X Org Support 
   

-.074 -.198 -.255 

     Engagement X Supv Support 
    

.157 .085 

     Engagement X CW Support 
     

.190 

       R2 .000 .075 .079 .084 .093 .112 

Adj R2 -.011 .031 .024 .017 .015 .023 

Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females.  Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
a. Variable has been centered 

 

† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
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TABLE 15: Regression – Support Source and Volunteer Engagement on Enrichment 

 

  
Volunteer-Work 

Enrichment (N=88) 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

       Controls 
           Gender -.075 -.100 -.072 -.069 -.067 -.067 

       Main Effects 
           Organizational Supporta 
 

.061 .062 .097 .009 .009 

     Supervisor Supporta 
 

.038 .049 -.006 .057 .056 

     Coworker Supporta 
 

.123 .039 .083 .103 .103 

     Volunteer Engagementa 
  

.559** .530** .518** .517** 

            Engagement X Org Support 
   

-.159† .030 .028 

     Engagement X Supv Support 
    

-.246† -.248† 

     Engagement X CW Support 
     

.005 

       R2 .006 .042 .348** .370** .394** .394** 

Adj R2 -.006 -.004 .309 .324 .342 .333 

Gender is coded as 1 for males and 0 for females.  Values are standardized beta coefficients.  
a. Variable has been centered 

 

† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 
  

  



72 
 

may suggest that employees who experience conflict between their volunteering and 

their work are supported by their coworkers in times of difficulty.  Work-family research 

suggests co-workers provide social support by serving as confidants and giving advice 

about stressful work situations (Ayman & Antani, 2011). 

Conflict and Enrichment as Mediators 

Hypothesis 10a-d predicted that volunteer-work conflict mediates the 

relationship between employer support of volunteering and work outcomes, including 

withdrawal, performance, satisfaction, and emotional exhaustion.  Hypothesis 11a-d 

predicted that volunteer-work enrichment mediates the relationship between employer 

support of volunteering and work outcomes, including withdrawal, performance, 

satisfaction, and emotional exhaustion.  The hypotheses were not supported; the results 

found that neither volunteer-work conflict nor enrichment mediate the relationship.  

Analysis using SPSS macro PROCESS Model 4 showed that confidence intervals for the 

indirect effect of employer support on work outcomes via conflict or enrichment all 

included zero.  The mediation was examined with overall employer support as predictor 

(Table 16) as well as with organization, supervisor, and coworker support as predictors 

(Table 17).    

Volunteer Engagement as Moderator  

Our hypotheses also predicted that volunteer engagement would moderate the 

relationship between employer support and volunteer-work conflict (H12) as well as 

employer support and volunteer-work enrichment (H13).  The results in Tables 13 and  
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TABLE 16: Bootstrapped Results for Indirect Effects Via Vol-Work Conflict and 

Enrichment (Overall Support as Predictor) 

 

  
  Bootstrap Results 95% CI 

Outcome Variable 
Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Predictor: Overall Support 

Via Vol-Work Conflict 
       Absenteeism -.007 .023 -.075 .025 

   Turnover Intent -.008 .042 -.110 .064 

   Psych Withdrawal -.006 .021 -.061 .027 

   Physical Withdrawal -.002 .010 -.041 .010 

   Task Performance .004 .023 -.035 .062 

   Contextual Perf - I .003 .015 -.020 .049 

   Contextual Perf - Job .002 .014 -.018 .042 

   Emotional Exhaustion -.015 .089 -.228 .140 

   Job Satisfaction .006 .043 -.056 .139 

Via Vol-Work Enrichment 
       Absenteeism .012 .030 -.016 .123 

   Turnover Intent .012 .034 -.025 .127 

   Psych Withdrawal -.015 .017 -.070 .007 

   Physical Withdrawal -.003 .014 -.047 .014 

   Task Performance .029 .025 -.005 .105 

   Contextual Perf - I .060 .044 -.012 .168 

   Contextual Perf - Job .046 .039 -.009 .146 

   Emotional Exhaustion .042 .067 -.018 .282 

   Job Satisfaction .001 .023 -.037 .062 

          

Results of PROCESS Model 4 with gender controlled.  
 Bootstrap sample size = 10,000.   
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TABLE 17: Bootstrapped Results for Indirect Effects Via Vol-Work Conflict and Enrichment (Source Support as Predictor) 

  Bootstrap Results 95% CI Bootstrap Results 95% CI Bootstrap Results 95% CI 

Outcome Variable 
Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper Estimate SE Lower Upper 

Predictor: Org Support Predictor: Supv Support Predictor: CW Support 

Via Vol-Work Conflict   
  

    
  

    
      Absenteeism -.015 .017 -.074 .004 -.010 .022 -.075 .020 .023 .024 -.007 .092 

   Turnover Intent -.027 .030 -.112 .014 -.015 .038 -.108 .049 .055 .046 -.020 .167 

   Psych Withdrawal -.015 .015 -.061 .004 -.009 .017 -.056 .015 .019 .019 -.005 .075 

   Physical Withdrawal -.005 .009 -.039 .005 -.002 .009 -.034 .007 .004 .011 -.010 .037 

   Task Performance .015 .016 -.008 .061 .008 .022 -.027 .064 -.027 .023 -.087 .008 

   Contextual Perf - I .009 .012 -.005 .047 .004 .012 -.011 .044 -.014 .015 -.057 .005 

   Contextual Perf - Job .008 .012 -.005 .048 .003 .011 -.010 .044 -.009 .015 -.057 .009 

   Emotional Exhaustion -.056 .061 -.222 .031 -.035 .077 -.224 .090 .109 .091 -.042 .321 

   Job Satisfaction .024 .032 -.011 .137 .007 .040 -.053 .122 -.047 .050 -.190 .020 

Via Vol-Work Enrichment   
  

    
  

    
      Absenteeism .007 .020 -.011 .077 .014 .026 -.009 .107 .024 .032 -.009 .126 

   Turnover Intent .005 .020 -.021 .068 .005 .022 -.022 .076 .004 .032 -.041 .097 

   Psych Withdrawal -.007 .012 -.045 .007 -.009 .013 -.052 .007 -.014 .018 -.073 .010 

   Physical Withdrawal -.001 .010 -.028 .012 -.002 .010 -.035 .010 -.005 .015 -.053 .014 

   Task Performance .018 .019 -.007 .074 .025 .024 -.011 .088 .029 .026 -.001 .110 

   Contextual Perf - I .041 .035 -.013 .129 .041 .038 -.021 .133 .058 .037 .001 .152 

   Contextual Perf - Job .029 .029 -.012 .105 .033 .033 -.016 .116 .049 .034 .001 .140 

   Emotional Exhaustion .026 .049 -.015 .204 .024 .049 -.018 .220 .032 .051 -.029 .196 

   Job Satisfaction .000 .016 -.029 .038 .002 .019 -.026 .062 .002 .029 -.044 .081 
                          

Note: Results of PROCESS Model 4 with gender controlled. Estimates refer to the effect estimate using 10,000 bootstrap samples.   
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14 demonstrate that engagement does not moderate the support-conflict relationship; 

thus, hypothesis 12 is not supported.  However, with regards to volunteer-work 

enrichment, the results in Tables 13 and 15 demonstrate a significant interaction 

between engagement and overall support (Beta = -0.185, p < .05) as well as engagement 

and supervisor support (Beta = -0.248, p < .10).  Upon further analysis using SPSS 

PROCESS Model 1 and the Johnson-Neyman technique, the results demonstrate that 

volunteer engagement does moderate the relationship between employer support and 

volunteer-work enrichment (Table 18).  Specifically, the moderation is only significant 

when the predictor is overall or supervisor support, not organization or co-worker 

support.  However, the moderation results are opposite of what was predicted.  

Hypothesis 13 predicted that the relationship between support and enrichment will be 

stronger (more positive) when engagement is high.  The results show that the 

relationship is stronger when engagement is low (Figure 3, 4).   Engagement does not 

moderate the relationship when organization or coworker support are predictor 

variables.   

PROCESS examines the conditional effect at three different values of the 

moderator: the mean, 1 standard deviation below the mean, and 1 standard deviation 

above the mean.   Hayes (2013) discusses how this convention is highly arbitrary and 

recommends using the Johnson-Neyman technique (a feature in PROCESS) in order to 

better understand the interpretation of the interaction effect.   This technique provides 

the specific value(s) of the moderators at which the interaction effect is significant.   For 

supervisor support, the results reveal that the interaction is significant when volunteer   
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TABLE 18: Moderation Results of Volunteer Engagement: Conditional Indirect Effect of 

Employer Support of Volunteering on Conflict and Enrichment 

 

IV 
Outcome  
Variable 

Moderator  
Vol. Engagement 

b SE LLCI ULCI 

       Overall 
Employer 
Support 

Enrichment 

Low .323 .126 .073 .574 

Average .149 .081 -.011 .310 

High -.025 .104 -.231 .182 

       Overall 
Employer 
Support 

Conflict 

Low -.073 .195 -.461 .315 

Average -.022 .126 -.273 .228 

High .028 .158 -.285 .341 

       
Org 

Support 
Enrichment 

Low .202 .096 .011 .394 

Average .100 .063 -.025 .224 

High -.003 .079 -.160 .154 

       
Org 

Support 
Conflict 

Low -.074 .147 -.367 .219 

Average -.085 .096 -.277 .106 

High -.097 .120 -.335 .141 

       
Supv  

Support 
Enrichment 

Low .271 .105 .063 .478 

Average .106 .069 -.031 .243 

High -.058 .095 -.248 .131 

       
Supv  

Support 
Conflict 

Low -.136 .159 -.451 .179 

Average -.051 .105 -.260 .158 

High .033 .141 -.248 .314 

       
Coworker 
Support 

Enrichment 

Low .231 .133 -.034 .496 

Average .122 .081 -.040 .284 

High .012 .108 -.202 .226 

       
Coworker 
Support 

Conflict 

Low .064 .198 -.329 .456 

Average .146 .121 -.095 .387 

High .228 .159 -.087 .544 

              

Note: Results of PROCESS Model 1 with gender controlled. Bootstrap sample size = 10,000.   

 LLCI - lower limit confidence interval, ULCI = upper limit confidence interval. 

Confidence Intervals are based on significance level of 0.05.  Significant moderations are bold italicized. 
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FIGURE 3: Volunteer Engagement as Moderator of Relationship Between Overall 

Support and Enrichment 
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FIGURE 4: Volunteer Engagement as Moderator of Relationship Between Supervisor 

Support and Enrichment 
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engagement is less than or equal to 3.65 (out of 5 on the 9-item volunteer engagement 

scale).  In other words, for those employees who report engagement higher than 3.65, 

engagement no longer moderates the relationship between overall employer support 

and volunteer-work enrichment or organizational support and enrichment.  For overall 

support, the results reveal that the interaction is significant when volunteer 

engagement is less than or equal to 3.26.  

Overall Model 

While several elements of the model were supported, the overall moderated 

mediation model was tested using PROCESS macro Model 7 with 10,000 Bootstrapped 

samples.  Using overall support and each support source as the independent variables, 

the model was not supported as all confidence intervals included zero.   

Direct Effects  

The direct effects of employer support of volunteering on various employee 

outcomes were also examined using SPSS PROCESS.  When examining the mediation of 

conflict and enrichment (indirect effects), PROCESS also provides the direct effect of 

support on work outcomes.  The results demonstrated that all forms of support of 

volunteering (overall, organization, supervisor, and co-worker) have a negative 

relationship with turnover intent.  All forms of support except for co-worker support 

have a negative relationship with emotional exhaustion and a positive relationship with 

job satisfaction.  The direct effect accounts for the role of conflict or enrichment as 
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PROCESS includes support, conflict, and enrichment in the regression model.   Table 19 

highlights significant direct effects.  

TABLE 19: Direct Effects - Employer Support of Volunteering on Work Outcomes 

 

IV - Support DV b SE LLCI ULCI p 

Overall  

Turnover Intent -.510 .125 -.759 -.261 .000 

Emot. Exhaustion -.579 .206 -.988 -.169 .006 

Job Satisfaction .394 .125 .143 .644 .003 

Organization  

Turnover Intent -.370 .097 -.562 -.178 .000 

Emot. Exhaustion -.517 .154 -.823 -.211 .001 

Job Satisfaction .323 .097 .129 .518 .002 

Supervisor  

Turnover Intent -.410 .106 -.621 -.199 .000 

Emot. Exhaustion -.388 .177 -.739 -.036 .031 

Job Satisfaction .311 .112 .088 .534 .007 

Coworker  Turnover Intent -.313 .128 -.567 -.059 .016 
Note: Results of Direct Effects running PROCESS Model 4 with gender controlled.  

Bootstrap sample size = 10,000.   Confidence Intervals are based on significance level of 0.05.  

LLCI - lower limit confidence interval, ULCI = upper limit confidence interval. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between 

volunteering and the job domain.   The growing rate of volunteering and its importance 

to Millennials in the workplace, as well as the lack of research examining these two 

domains, serves as a motivation for this research.  Drawing from conservation of 

resources and ecological systems theory, this research proposed that volunteering 

serves as a domain that can conflict with or enrich the work domain, similar to the work-

family interaction.  We also examined the role of employer support of volunteering, 

from the organization, supervisor, and co-worker, and suggested employer support 

would be a key driver in whether employees experience their volunteering as a source 

of conflict or enrichment for their job.  Finally, we suggested that enrichment and 

conflict would lead to positive and negative outcomes on the job, respectively. 

While the overall moderated mediation model was not supported, the results 

demonstrate that the volunteering domain affects the work domain.  To summarize, our 

study provided four noteworthy findings.  First, employer support of volunteering is a 

multidimensional construct with organization, supervisor, and coworker as distinct 

elements of support that have different relationships with work outcomes.  Second, 

employer support of volunteering has a direct effect on work outcomes, specifically  
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turnover intent, emotional exhaustion, and job satisfaction.  Third, employees who 

volunteer do experience their volunteering as a source of conflict or enrichment for 

their job.  Volunteer-work conflict was linked to increased work withdrawal and 

emotional exhaustion, as well as lower performance and satisfaction.  Volunteer-work 

enrichment was linked to higher task and contextual performance (interpersonal 

facilitation and job dedication).  Finally, the relationship between employer support of 

volunteering and enrichment was moderated by volunteer engagement.  While it was 

hypothesized that employees highly engaged in their volunteering would be more 

affected by their employer’s support of volunteering, the opposite was found.  The 

relationship between support and enrichment was stronger for employees who had a 

low level of engagement in their volunteering.   Highly engaged volunteers may not be 

affected by the support as much because they are likely to experience their volunteering 

as enrichment whether they are supported or not.  However, for those employees who 

are not highly engaged, that nudge of support from their employer could help them 

experience their volunteering as a source of enrichment for the job.  

Implications for Theory and Research 

Given the shortage of empirical research on the connection between 

volunteering and the job domain, this study contributes to theory and research in 

several ways.  First, it expands the work-nonwork literature with a focus on the 

community microsystem.  In doing so, this study advances prior research that has 

suggested the nature of the work-non-work relationship may vary by the type of non-
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work domain (Kirchmeyer, 1992; Randall, 1988).  This research fills a void as “little 

empirical research exists on the nexus between work and specific nonwork roles other 

than family” (Frone, 2003). 

Second, this research furthers our understanding of employee volunteering.  The 

literature has called for “rigorous scholarship…to enhance the growing, but currently 

largely atheoretical literature on employee volunteering” (Tschirhart, 2005).  This study 

examines the connection between employee volunteering and the workplace, a 

significant gap in the literature despite the pervasiveness of individuals who engage in 

volunteering.  I present several theories that could provide a base for the theoretical 

grounding of the work-volunteering relationship.  Conservation of resources and 

ecological systems theory serve as key lenses to better understand the connection 

between work and volunteering.  Additionally, this research contributes to the literature 

on perceived organizational support (POS).  While POS has been examined in the work-

family context (e.g., perceived organizational family support, family supportive 

supervisor behaviors), this study suggests the application of POS can be extended to the 

work-volunteering context.  Although the work-family literature may serve as a starting 

point to understand the work-volunteering relationship, future research should explore 

differences between volunteering and family and develop theories and measures 

specific to the volunteering context.  

Third, the examination of work behaviors as dependent variables highlights the 

need to consider impacts of the nonwork domain, specifically volunteering.  In their 

review on work-family literature, Eby et al. (2005) emphasized the need to consider how 
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family variables affect employee work behaviors.  Their review noted that much of the 

literature has focused on work attitudes and uses them as a proxy to infer work 

behaviors.  They recognize the relative difficulty of obtaining data on behaviors as 

opposed to attitudes, but note that connecting family to work behaviors is important to 

legitimize work-family issues to organizational decision makers.   The need is similar, if 

not greater, for work-volunteering studies and the drive for research will likely gain 

greater traction if the connection to work behaviors is demonstrated.  Our study 

includes attitudes (conflict, enrichment, satisfaction) and work behaviors (performance, 

withdrawal, exhaustion) to demonstrate the importance of considering the community 

domain.  Researchers have also stressed the need to investigate moderators and 

mediators of these relationships (Dorio et al., 2008), and I addressed this gap in the 

literature by examining the mediating role of conflict and enrichment, and the 

moderating role of volunteer engagement.  

Limitations and Future Research 

The lack of support for the overall model may be due to study limitations.  First, 

the non-significant results may be due to a lack of statistical power and low sample size.  

Although we had a sample size of 95, given the number of constructs of interest, a larger 

sample size would have been more appropriate.    Given a larger N, some of the 

relationships may have become significant, particularly those that were in the p < .10 or 

p < .15 level.   
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Second, psychometric qualities of the constructs could also contribute to the lack 

of some findings.  For example, absenteeism (Alpha = .693), psychological withdrawal 

(Alpha = .685), and physical withdrawal (Alpha = .553) all had scale reliabilities below 

the recommended 0.70.   Feedback from some study participants indicated that 

volunteer-work conflict may have items that do not fit the volunteer-work relationship.  

For example, the item “Things I want to do at work don't get done because of the 

demands of volunteering” had a low score of 2.07 (out of 5).   It was theorized that 

volunteer conflicts with work just as family conflicts with work.  However, the way in 

which volunteer conflicts with work may be quite different from the way family conflicts 

with work.  Thus, adapting measures from the family-work interface may not adequately 

capture the true nature of the volunteer-work relationship.  Future research should 

explore the creation of scales unique to the volunteer-work interface.  

Third, although volunteer-work conflict and volunteer-work enrichment did not 

mediate the relationship between employer support and work outcomes, there is a 

direct effect between support and work outcomes.  This suggests the existence of 

conflict or enrichment but the mediator may not be significant in the analysis due to 

poor measurement issues.  Future research should explore these and other constructs 

that may mediate the relationship between support and work outcomes.  

Fourth, this is an exploratory study of the volunteer-work interface and much of 

it was grounded in theory from the work-family interface.  Given the limited amount of 

empirical research in this area as well as the lack of a grand theory, many of the 
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hypotheses were derived from parallels in other literature.   Family may have a 

relationship with work that is quite different from the volunteering-work relationship, 

and this needs further exploration.   

Fifth, self-report data potentially contributed to common method variance 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003).  Although co-worker data was sought, the lack of response from 

co-workers (N = 18) did not allow for proper analysis.  Future research should include 

the perspective of the co-worker and supervisor. 

Additionally, data collection occurred at one time; thus, causal relationships 

cannot be inferred.   A longitudinal approach to this research may provide new insights 

to the relationships.  Future research could explore whether lack of support from an 

employer affects the employee over time.    For example, does lack of support start to 

show real effects on the employee after Year 1, Year 2, etc.?   

 Future research could also consider a qualitative approach to help uncover the 

“black box” and discover the relationships between the volunteering and work domains.   

The literature has discussed the importance of qualitative research in theory building 

(Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007).  Because we have so little empirical or theoretical work 

in this area, qualitative research would greatly advance our understanding.  Earlier we 

noted our results did not confirm conflict or enrichment as mediators.  A qualitative 

approach may provide insights to understand what other variables mediate the support 

and work outcomes relationship.   
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 Another source of support future research should consider is nonwork sources of 

support such as family and friends.  The work-family literature has suggested family and 

friends may provide emotional and instrumental support to employees in their struggles 

to balance their participation in various domains (Ayman & Antani, 2011).  Examination 

of family support of volunteering is virtually non-existent in the literature and warrants 

more attention.  

 Lastly, some practitioner research has highlighted the need for employers to 

reconsider their approach to volunteer programs based on the changing workforce with 

Millennials entering in large numbers.  Future research should explore how the 

volunteer-work interface differs based on the generation of employee (Millennial, 

Generation X, Baby Boomer, etc.). 

Practical Implications 

This research has practical utility, as it empirically demonstrates to organizations 

that employees often face conflict between volunteering and their job, and that conflict 

produces negative consequences for the job in terms of withdrawal, performance, 

satisfaction, and exhaustion.  This study also demonstrates to employers that support of 

volunteering contributes to desirable employee outcomes.   Organizations who invest in 

their employees by supporting their volunteering efforts are likely to experience lower 

turnover, lower exhaustion, and higher satisfaction from their employees. 

Our study also suggests the importance of organizations creating a culture of 

support for volunteering.  Support from organizations through the creation of volunteer 
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programs and policies may be insufficient.  Supervisors responsible for implementing 

these policies must be trained in how to respond when conflicts between volunteering 

and work arise.  Additionally, the culture of support should trickle down from top 

leaders to all employees, ensuring support at the co-worker level as well.  Finally, the 

research supports the notion that employer support of volunteering affects employees 

differently, and one of the conditional factors is how engaged the employee is in their 

volunteering.  While organizations may feel that support is more important for those 

who are heavily engaged in volunteering, my results show that employees who are not 

as engaged may actually benefit more from support.  Providing support (especially 

supervisor support) for employees who are engaged at lower levels in their volunteering 

is likely to give them a boost and help those volunteering efforts translate to benefits in 

the job domain.  

Conclusion 

This study contributes to a deeper understanding of the work-nonwork 

relationship.  While previous research has focused on family in the nonwork domain, 

our study includes community as an important element of the nonwork domain, 

particularly given its growing interest to employees (e.g., Millennials).  Our results 

support the notion that volunteering does affect employees’ job attitudes and behaviors 

such as withdrawal, performance, satisfaction, and exhaustion.  The results also support 

the idea that employer support of volunteering matters, and support is likely to produce 

positive consequences for the job.  In sum, this research is one of the few empirical 

studies to examine volunteering and the job domain.  While the study provides some 
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key insights, more empirical studies as well as theory building are needed to advance 

this research.  
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE LIST OF ORGANIZATIONS SOLICITED FOR DATA COLLECTION 

 Achievers by Choice  M.D. Anderson Volunteer Program 

 Aggieland Young Professionals  METRO  

 Amaanah Refugee Services  Metropolitan Volunteer Program - UH 

 American Cancer Society  Muslim American Society - Houston 

 American Muslim Health Professionals  National Charities League 

 Assistance League  National Women's MBA Association 

 Boy Scouts of America - Houston   Neighborhood Centers 

 Brazos Valley Convention Visitors Bureau  Nonprofit Leadership Alliance 

 Brazos Valley Food Bank  North Texas Food Bank 

 Child Advocates  Philanthropy Field Trips 

 Corporate Comm. Relations Council-Houston  Rotary Club - Aggieland 

 Corporation for Natl. Community Service  Rotary Club - Bryan 

 Council of American Muslim Professionals  Rotary Club - College Station 

 Employer Supported Volunteering (LinkedIn)  Rotary Club - Mainland 

 Equally Able  SHRM HR Young Professionals (LinkedIn) 

 Friends of Brazos Valley Heroes  SPEAK 

 Greater Houston Partnership  Texas Association of Nonprofits 

 Habitat for Humanity - College Station  Texas Muslim Women's Foundation 

 Habitat for Humanity - Houston  Twin City Mission 

 Helping Hand  UH Young Alumni 

 Houston Food Bank  United Muslim Relief Dental 

 Houston Young Professionals  University of Houston departments 

 Islamic Relief  Voices for Children 

 Junior League - College Station  Vol Coordinators (LinkedIn) 

 Junior League - Houston  Vol Mgmt Best Practices (LinkedIn) 

 Kiwanis League of College Station  Volunteer Center of North Texas 

 Kiwanis League of Houston  Volunteer Houston 

 Literacy Houston  Volunteer Match (LinkedIn) 

 
 

Note: Organizations that provided responses to the survey are bolded. 
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APPENDIX B: FULL LIST OF MEASURES 

Employer Support of Volunteering 

Perceived Organizational Volunteering Support (POVS) 

Response options range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  

1. My organization has many programs and policies designed to help employees 
balance work and volunteering.  

2. My organization makes an active effort to help employees when there is a 
conflict between work and volunteering. 

3. My organization puts money and effort into showing its support of employees 
and volunteering. 

4. It is easy to find out about volunteering programs or opportunities within my 
organization. 

5. My organization provides its employees with useful information they need to 
balance work and volunteering. 

6. My organization helps employees who volunteer find the information they need 
to balance work and volunteering.  

7. My organization is understanding when an employee has a conflict between 
work and volunteering. 

8. In general, my organization is very supportive of its employees who volunteer. 
9. Employees really feel that the organization respects their desire to balance work 

and volunteering demands.  
10. My organization is more volunteering-friendly than most other organizations I 

could work for. 
 

Volunteering Supportive Supervisor Behaviors (VSSB) 

Response options range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) 

1. My supervisor is willing to listen to my problems in juggling work and nonwork 
life. 

2. My supervisor takes the time to learn about my personal needs.  
3. My supervisor makes me feel comfortable talking to him or her about my 

conflicts between work and nonwork. 
4. My supervisor and I can talk effectively to solve conflicts between work and 

nonwork issues.  
5. I can depend on my supervisor to help me support with scheduling conflicts if I 

need it. 
6. I can rely on my supervisor to make sure my work responsibilities are handled 

when I have unanticipated nonwork demands. 
7. My supervisor works effectively with workers to creatively solve conflicts 

between work and nonwork. 
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8. My supervisor is a good role model for work and nonwork balance. 
9. My supervisor demonstrates effective behaviors in how to juggle work and 

nonwork balance. 
10. My supervisor demonstrates how a person can jointly be successful on and off 

the job. 
11. My supervisor thinks about how the work-family work in my department can be 

organized management to jointly benefit employees and the company. 
12. My supervisor asks for suggestions to make it easier for employees to balance 

work and nonwork demands. 
13. My supervisor is creative in reallocating job duties to help my department work 

better as a team. 
14. My supervisor is able to manage the department as a whole team to enable 

everyone’s needs to be met. 

Co-worker Support for Volunteering (CSV) 

1. My coworkers are supportive of my volunteering goals and values. 
2. Help is available from my coworkers when I have a problem balancing work and 

volunteering. 
3. My coworkers are willing to offer assistance to help me perform my job to the 

best of my ability. 
4. My coworkers are complimentary of my accomplishments in volunteering.  

 

Volunteer-Work Conflict 

Response options range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) 

1. The demands of my volunteering interfere with work-related activities 
2. I have to put off doing things at work because of demands on my time 

volunteering 
3. Things I want to do at work don't get done because of the demands of 

volunteering 
4. My volunteering interferes with my responsibilities at work 
5. Strain from my volunteering interferes with my ability to perform job-related 

duties.  

Volunteer-Work Enrichment 

Response options range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) 

My involvement in volunteering ____________________. 

Volunteering to Work Development 

1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better worker 
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2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker 
3. Helps expand my knowledge of new things and this helps me be a better 

worker 

Volunteering to Work Affect 

4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better worker 
5. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better worker 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better worker 

Volunteering to Work Efficiency 

7. Requires me to avoid wasting time at work and this helps me be a better 
worker 

8. Encourages me to use my work time in a focused manner and this helps me 
be a better worker 

9. Causes me to be more focused at work and this helps me be a better worker 

Volunteer Engagement 

From Rodell (2013) 

Response options range from 1 (Almost Never) to 5 (Very Often) 

1. “I give my time to help a volunteer group,” 
2. “I apply my skills in ways that benefit a volunteer group,”  
3. “I devote my energy toward a volunteer group,” 
4. “I engage in activities to support a volunteer group,” 
5. “I employ my talent to aid a volunteer group.” 

 

Adapted from Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 

Response options range from 0 (never) to 6 (always) 

UWES – shortened 9-item measure (Schaufeli et al., 2006) 

1. When I volunteer, I am bursting with energy. 
2. When I volunteer, I feel strong and vigorous.  
3. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to volunteer.  
4. I am enthusiastic about my volunteering. 
5. My volunteering inspires me. 
6. I am proud of the volunteering that I do. 
7. I feel happy when I am volunteering intensely. 
8. I am immersed in my volunteering. 
9. I get carried away when I’m volunteering. 
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Withdrawal 

Absenteeism 

Response options range from 1 (Almost Never) to 5 (Very Often) 

1. How often does this worker spend time at work doing nonwork-related activities 
(e.g., telephone calls, emails)?  

2. How often does this worker arrive late to work?  
3. How often does this worker leave work early? 
4. How many days has this worker missed work in the past 3 months? 

Psychological Withdrawal 

Responses are obtained using a 7-point Likert-type scale where 1 = never and 7 = very 
often. Items are introduced with, “In the past twelve months, how often has this 
worker...?” 

1. Chatted excessively with co-workers about nonwork matters 
2. Left work situation for unnecessary reasons 
3. Spent work time on personal matters 
4. Put less effort into the job than should have 
5. Let others do your work 

Physical Withdrawal 

Responses are obtained using a 7-point Likert-type scale where 1 = never and 7 = very 
often. Items are introduced with, “In the past twelve months, how often has this 
worker…?” 

1. Left work early without permission 
2. Taken longer lunch or rest break than allowed 
3. Taken supplies or equipment without permission 
4. Fallen asleep at work 

Turnover Intentions 

Responses range on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree, 7 = not 
applicable)  

1. “I often think of leaving the organization” 
2. “It is very possible that I will look for a new job before too long” 
3. “If I may choose again, I will choose to work for the current organization” 

(reverse coded) 

Performance 
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Task Performance, In-Role job performance by (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1989) 
1. This worker always completes the duties specified in his/her job description. 
2. This worker meets all the formal performance requirements of the job. 
3. This worker fulfills all responsibilities required by his/her job. 
4. This worker never neglects aspects of the job that he/she is obligated to 

perform. 
5. This worker often fails to perform essential duties 

Contextual Performance (J. R. Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996) 

Interpersonal Facilitation 

How likely is this worker to ____________ 

1. praise coworkers when they are successful 
2. support or encourage a co-worker with a personal problem 
3. talk to other workers before taking actions that might affect them 
4. say things to make people feel good about themselves or the work group 
5. encourage others to overcome their differences and get along 
6. treat others fairly 
7. help someone without being asked 

 
Job dedication 
 
How likely is this worker to ____________ 

1. put in extra hours to get work done on time 
2. pay close attention to important details 
3. work harder than necessary 
4. ask for a challenging work assignment 
5. exercise personal discipline and self-control 
6. take the initiative to solve a work problem 
7. persist in overcoming obstacles to complete a task 
8. tackle a difficult work assignment enthusiastically. 

 

Job Satisfaction 

 
Overall Job Satisfaction (Cammann et al., 1979) 
 

1. All in all, I am satisfied with my job 
2. In general, I don't like my job (REVERSE CODED) 
3. In general, I like working here 
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Emotional Exhaustion 

Response options range from 1 (Never) to 7 (Everyday) 

1. I feel emotionally drained from my work  
2. I feel used up at the end of the workday  
3. I feel tired when I get up in the morning and have to face another 

day on the jog  
4. Working all day is really a strain for me  
5. I feel burned out from my work  
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