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An dneasy Look at Work, Nonwork, and insure1
by

Rabindra N. Kanungo and Sasi Misra

Baetter understanding of human pro&iems associated with work,
nonwork, and ledisure has been a long sténding concern of schelars
of widely varied intellsctual persuasion. Ptiilosgphers and theolo-
glans are interested in these problems because of their concern for
the moral and spiritual valuss in life. They approach the problem of
‘work and leisure from a normative and prescriptive peint of view,
For instance, both the eastorn and western religions view 'leisure'
as a spiritual and artistic state of mind or soul which is incompa~ 1
tible with the ideal of 'work' (Pisper, 1952}. Thus meditation
pecomes an ideal form of leisure that improves the guality of spiri=-
ﬁual life, In contrast, work usually refers to those activitics
that serve the mundane purpose of maintaining one's physical exis-
tence. As Time essayist Morrow (1981) pute it, work, uitil recently,
“was simply the business of life, as mattor-of-fact as sex and brea=~

thing" (PtESJ .

Historians and anthropologists are alse interested in studying

the nature of work, nonwork, and leisurs because of many interesting
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cultural variations observed in the meanings attached to these
conéapts in different societices and at different periods of time.
They have traced the development of these concopts from the time

of ‘preliterate socistics when work and nonwork spheres of life were
inextricably woven togethsr to modern times when one notices clear
sogmentation of work life from nonwork life (Parker, 1971, pp.33-42).
Finally contemporary sociologists and psychologists are quite active
in investigating the relationship of work, nonwork, and leisure
because the issue raisses significant behavioral problems in the

lives of individuals, groups, and organizations.

From the perspective of behavioral scientists, the problems
and issues related to work, nonwork, and leisure are not separate
"and compartmentalized. UGUften, experiences at work or within the
work organization affeﬁt the employee's life away from work. For
instance, the nature of one's job may determine thu choice of
recreational or leisurs activities. The sk’lls used on the job
or the residual level of energy éfter work may force the employee
to choose specific forms of leisurs actiuitiés (parker & Smith 1976).
An employeec who does not havae much physical energy left after a
strenuous day's work, may prefer to spend his/her leisure time in
passive recroational activities such as watcﬁing television or
lisﬁening to music. Conversely, experiences in nonwork spheres
of life can alsu influence the employee's worklife within the

organization. Kanter (1977) suggests a number of ways in which



family life affects worklife. For example, emotional experiences at
home willy-nilly spill ovér to the job situ.tion. Many attitudinal
and behavioral reactions at work tend to be reflaections of the emp-
loyee's ethnicity, family background, and sarly socializatioﬁ
(Kanungo, 1980). Decisions regarding working overtime, taking up full
OF "part-time work, promotions, relecation etc. are often influenced ‘
by factors operating in one's nonwork sphere of life. Many constrai-
‘nts in one's family and community environment also influence such
decisions. Ae Parker {1971) pointed out, the problems of work and
nonwork are, “really part of the same pfcblem, and a careful consi-
deration of all the issuass involved shows that we are unlikely to

go far in solving the one without tackling the other" (p,11).
Likeuise, Near, Rice, and Hunt (1980)'haua regretted that ressarch
efforts in this area have not taken cognizance of the fact that work
pervades other aspects of social life. It is interrelated to and
inseparable from other institutions of socisty. indeed, Ronald Reagan
in hié presidential campaign had aptly enst. ined work as flcommunity
of values", along with family, neighbourhood peace and freedom

(sse Morrow, 1981, p.55). Thesec assertions clearly assume thet a
proper integration of work, nonwork, and leisure spheres of life
foster a healthy 1life and a healthy society. It is thersfore

imperative to study their relationships conjointly.

Behavioral scientists have begun to evince keen interest in

understanding the hature of work, nonwork, and leisure for a variety



of reasons. These pertain to the sea change that have taken place
over the years in the world of work. In nczth America for instance,
part-time workers have increased substantially. Women have come

to constitute a significant percent of the work force. The influx
of immigrant labor continues albeit mors slowly. Young people

have surged into the labor force. These changes in the labor force
has resulted in perceptible shift in attitude toward both work and
noﬁuork spheres of life. Furthermore, in the affluent world, misery
and drudgery in the work place has diminished owing to technological
breakthroughs. 1n short , now there is more to working than the
sheer necessity of éustaining life. urites Morrow {1981)1 ".e..

our coworkers often form our new family, our tribe, our social
world; we become almost citizens of our companies, living under

the protection of salaries, pensions and health insurance.
Sociologist Robert Schrank belisves that people like jobs mainly
because they neecd other people; they need to gossip with them,

hand out with them, to .schmooze"™ (p.56). T7Thus the distinction
bet@een the connotations of work as a chore.and nonwork as play

has blurred. Some bshavioral scientists predict thaf for many
people work will increasingly take the appearance of nonwork. 1t

is therefore important to study their relationships.

Another reason for studying work-nonwork relationship is’
the increasing. availability of leisure time in socisty.

Kabanoff (1980) has summed up the views of many writers and



thinkers in this area who predict that in future for people in
general, the time allotted for leisure wil® increase and the time
allotted for work will decreass. Even s0, work will continue to
play a central rele in our lives. ToO quote Albert Camus, "ui£hout
work all life goes rottoni but when work is souylless 1if§_stiflas

and dies (quoted in Seeman, 1971, p.136)." Hence, the importance

of studying work-nonwork-leisure relationships.

Fipally, the study of work=nonwork~leisure relationship raises
some theoretical questions as well, First, in view of the
congept of differentiated roles suggested by sociologists, in
what ways work roles affect or influence nONWOTK roles 7 Second,
if one buys the Marxian dictum that alienation from work "is the
core of all alisnation® (cited in Seeman, 1971, p.135), then in
what ways increasing involvement in nonwork and leisure spheres
of life affect work involvement or its obverse, alienation 7 These
issuas have stimulated both theoretical and empirical inquiries

into work nonwork relationship.

Conceptual Issues

Several recént writings in sociological (Champoux, 19813
Parker 19713 Wilenskys 1960), psychological (Kabanoff, 19803
kabanoff and 0'Brien, 19603 Neulinger, 1974) and management
(Near, Rice, and Hunt, 1580; Staines, 1980) literature provide

oxcellent reviews of both theoretical advancements and empirical



findings in the area of work, nonwork, and leisure. The state of
our knowledge as reflected in these writings clearly suggest con-
Cgptual confusion with regard to two fundamental concerns of social
scientists dealing with the issue. The first is the problem of
construct definition. How does one define énd cperaticnalise the
three constructs, work, nonwork, and leisurs 7 The second is the
problem of identifying patterns of relativnships among the threes
constructs. How are the three spheres of life related to each
other ? How does work influence nonwork and leisure ? How do
nonuork and leisure influence work ? VWhat is the[relatiqnship,
between nonwork and leisure ? Conceptual confusions in thess two
areas of concern have posed methodological preblems for empirical
studies and problems of interpretaticn of research findings. In
the following section, the naturs cof conceptual ambiguitigs and a
fresh psychological perspective that overcomes such ambiguities

are discussed,

Problems of Construct Definitions

Sound empirical research of behavioral phenomena such as work,
nchwork and, leisure depends on clear definiticns of the constructs
used to describe tho phenomena. Stanley Parker (1971) in his

book on The Future of Work and Leisure devotes an entire chapter tc

the problems of definiticn. {ikewise, Neulinger (1974) in his book

on The Psychology of Leisure provides an oxtensive discussion on the

definition of leisurs. Most rgsearchers in the field find the



initial task of defining the constructs to be an arduous but a
necessary one. Most of them do develop some working definitions

on the basis of which they go about measuring and explaining these
phenomena. Thess attempts however, haﬁa not yet clearly established
the dimensionality and the boundaries of thé constructs. Without a
clear idea. of the dimensions that distinguish the constructs of
work, nonwork, and leisure, the constructs tend to be ambiguous.
Without clear boundaries, the constructs tend to overlap.. This in
turn Tesults in the development of dubious measurement devices
and unwarranted inferences from empirical data. Parker (1971) in
fact, has acknowledged that "there is much loose thiﬁking and

confusion in this field® (p.16).

One reason for the ambiguity in the meanings attached to work,
nonwork, and leisure stems from the popular usage of these terms
in the day-to-day vocabulary. The terms are used in so many contexts
that each carries multiple meanings. For instance, English diction-
aries provide a number of meanings of the terms 'work' and "leisure'.
Yetythe precise hatura of these constructs. remains unclear to the
researchers. In order to avoid the problem of multiplicity of
meaning of these terms, many researchers assume that the constructs
are generally understood by everybody to represent caertain phenc—
mena and, therefore, there is no need for explicitly defining them.
This attituds dodges the issue and helps little in serious theory

building and research in this area.



A secand reascn for the ambiguoﬁs meanings of the constructs
stems from the historical fact that at diff.rent perioﬁs of develop~
ment of human society, the terms work, nonwork, and leisurs, assumed
different meanings. In traditional socisties; work, nonwork, and
leisure sphare; of life were totally integrated into one system of
living and hence the distinctions among them as we understand now
were meaningless. In contemporary industrial societies, howsver,
there has been a segregation of work and nonwork roles. Wwork is
distinguished both spatially and temporally from nonwork. Thus
from the present day perspective, work in traditional societies
meant physical actiuity or effort for survival and leisure perhaps
meant physical rest. Following this line of thinking, work is
contrasted sometimes with rest (lack of physical activity) and
at other times with play (activities that are not directed for
survival). In modern times; work has a meaning broader than
physieal activity for survival. It includes a temporal, a spatial,
and an activity dimsnsion. The activity dimension includes both
mental and physical activity. In these times, a distinction is
also made betqeen economic work roles and noneconomic nenwork
roles such as in family or community contexts. In contrast to
nonwork roles, work becomes paid activity or a means to earn a
living and leisure becomes pastime activities performed for their
own sake. These notions have led some researchers to define Qork
as paid labor or employment, and leisurc as free nonworking time,

the time which is free from the need to be concerned about bread



and butter issues (see Parker, 1971y p«21;.

A third source of ambiguity in this-area arises from a lack of
conceptual distinction between nonwork and leisure. flost ressar~
chers (8+g., Kabanoff, 1580} use the two terms interchangeably as
if they are synonymus. A few who seem to make a distinction (e.g.
Parker 1971) do not provide clear boundaries for sach of the cons—
tructs, Most of the early literature distinguish work and leisure
using time and discretiomary activity dimensions as the main basis,
Leisure is conceived as discretionary activity in free time outside
working hours and work is conceived as an essentially obligatory
activity within working hours. [More recent literature in the area
(Ngar, Rice, and Hunt 1980; Staines 1980) tend to highlight the con-
trast betwsen work and nonwork. Influenced by the role concept in
sociology, fhis distinction appears to be based on the dimensions
of time and domains of lifespace. Accordingly, nocnwork includes
personal, family, and community roles playe: by the individual in
nonwork time. Work represents work roles played during prescribed
working hours. « These twoc forms of mntrasts, between work and
leisure and between work and nonwork, are assumed to be similar

although they use different dimensions for drawing the distinctions,.

Jwo recent formulations. Two major attempts have been made in

recent years to clarify the confusions surrounding the meanings of
the constructs {Kabanoff, 19803 Parker 1971). Neither of them

however, provide satisfactory answers to the problem. The mest
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recent attempt was made by Kﬁbanoff (1980} who provided a psycholow
gical or behavioral perspéctive to the definitions of the censtructs.
Reviswing the literature, Kabanoff (1980) pointed out that “in most
of the studies there was a lack of consistency in the way that both
work and leisure were defined. Work has been described in terms of
occupation and by using various task attributes such as autonomy

and interaction. In some cases, work has besen described simply in
terms of the personal needs it is seen as meeting. Definitions

of leisurs have been even more diverss™ (p.47). kabanoff identi-
fied four different ways of defining leisures (a) leisure as free
‘tihe; (b) leisure as a psychological state of pleasure, freedom, and
relaxation; (c) leisure as the 'cafeteria concept residual! of uork;
and (d) leisure as activity performed for its own sake, to express

one's talents, capacities and potentials.

Each of the above definitions fail to provide clear boundaries
for the concept. For instance, leisure as free time implies freedom
in choosing activities and yet may include obligatory family activi-
ties such as helping with household chores. Likewise, when leisure
is considered as a pleasurable mental state or as an activity per—
formed for its own sake, it bscomes difficult to draw a line betwssh
work and leisure. Many work activities that satisfies individual's
salient needs ressult in pleasurable or satisfying mental states. In
order to avoild such coﬁfusion, Kabanoff (1980) offerad his ouwn

definition of work and leisure and argued in favour of looking at
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both work and laisuré as activities that have certain common task

astributes, He defines work as a “set of prescribed tasks that an
individual performs while cccupying a position in an organization.
The organization is generally considered to be a work organization

if an agreement is -‘made to supply the individual with monstary
rewards in return for his or her services to the organization. In
general, uork.is a spatially, temporally, and, to an extent, socially
discrete, well defined role that we have little trouble in identi-
fying" (pp.67—68).. As can be notices from the above quotation, the
identification of an activity as work requires the use of three
dimensionss (a) a temporal dimension or weorking time, (b} 2 spatial
dimension or work organization, and (c) a reward dimension limited to con—

tractual financial compensation.

Kabanoff's {(1980) definition of leisure is somewhat vague and
he uses the.constructs nonwork and leisure interchangeably.
According to him, leisurs or nonwork is a “cat of activities that
individuals perform outside of their work context and excludes
maintenance functions .... In contrast te the work setting, leisure
activities are primarily carried out in pursuit of personally
valued geals or in expectation of fulfilling individual needs
rather than in return for monetary reward® (p.69). Defining
leisure activities this way, Kabanoff identifies four specific
features: {a) leisure activities occur in nonwork context, (b) they
are non-maintenance activities, (c) they involve choice and (d} they

stem from personal or individualistic source rather than munetafy
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source of motivation.

kabanoff's definition of leisure and work represent a moﬁe in the
right direction, but they raise some ambiguities that needs to be
clarified. For instance, the distinction between leisure and nonwork
has not been squarely Qealt with in Kabanoff's formulation. Secondly,
the distinction between work and leisure based on the motivational
criterion of financial reward is a legacy of the past and is question~
able on the basis of contempurary motivation theories, It is a
common place observation that on many occasions work is performed
for nonfinancial rewards. A case is point would be ths activities
or honorary tasks that are performed in professional jobs. These
are also refereed to as job duties beyond the call of con£ractual
or prescribed paid job requirements. Individuals often engage
in such activities as a part oF.tneir work, but for non=financial
rewards, Leisure activities at times may also get initiated by the
possibility of gstting financial rewards. & professnr's desira to
write poetry in his spare time may be triggered at least partly by
monetary rewards it may bring in futurs. What is being suggested
here is that the paid nature of activities may n;£ be an essential
condition for the distinction bstween work and leisure., Kabanoff
(1980) recognizing such possibilities writessVleisure activities
hay be work related if the actor perceives such activities to be
personally meaningful, irrgspectiue of any mongtary gain directly
contingent on these activities"™ (p.69). Finally Kabanoff's descrip—

tion of leisure activities as nonmaintainence activities based on
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choice is somewhat ambiguous. For instance, the nonwork activity of
cooking or preparing dinner (an sssential .aintenance function) may
represent someone's hobby (choice based activity) and hence may
resemble leisure activity. Such an act will be excluded from leisure
or nﬁnwork category in Kabanoff's definition. The more critical fea-
ture that identifies leisure activities should be the discretionary
{as opposed to obligatory) nature of.tha activity rather than its
non-maintenance nature. This point will be clarified further in a
later section of the article when leisure will be distinguished

from both work and nonwork,

Prior to Kabanoff, a systematic treatise on the meanings of work,
nonwork, and leiéure was advanced by Parker (1971). Paréér presented a
*sociclogical psrspective’ and viewed these constructs as “qomponents

of one's lifespace", Although he considered 'lifespace! to represent
the "total of activities or ways of spending time that people Havd‘
(p+75) 4 he had trouble dividing it into thres categories, work, nomwork,
and leisures He acknowledged the fact that "to allocate all the parts
of lifespace t0 work or to leisure would be a gross sver-simplification.
It is possible to use the oxtsnsive categories of 'work! and nonwork!
but this does not enable us to say where the line betwesn the two is

to be drawn®(p.25). After reviewing the various schemes of analysing

lifespace, Parker suggested two variables, time and activity, as the

two basic dimensions that define the three components of the life-
spaces The time variable is crucial in distinquishing work from

nonwork (working vs. nonwork-time) and the activity variable in
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is crucial in distinguishing work from leisure {constrained activity
vs freely chosen activity). Parker's two dimensional time and
activity scheme (1971, p.28) for defining the constructs is repro-

duced in Figure 1.

Although Parker (1971) tries to accommodate the three cons—
tructs of work, nonwork, and leisure in his two dimensional
scheme, ths scheme iﬁsalf contains some ambiguities. First,
his description of work (main employment) and work obligations
(a2 second job) is not quite clear. Both have obligatory com-
ponents, Besides, it is not clear what work-time means. Ars
work obligations or second job activities performed in work-
time or nonwork=time 7 If time is defined in terms of work
and nonwork aqtiuities, then why consider it as a saparate
dimensien 7 Furthermore, in his scheme, leisure is defined
as an activity involving choice and the criteria for distin-
guishing it from both work and nenwork are hard to follow,

This confusion is apparent when Parker (1971, pp.28-29} main-
tains that "leisure time and employment time cannot overlap,
hut there is no reason why soms of the time that is sold as.
work should not be utilised e.sese. for leisure type activie
ties". 1In similar vein be states, "Leisure means choice, and
so time chosen to be spent as work activity ee.e can be leisure
just as much as mors usual leisure activities"., Frinally, his

distinction betwsen work or employment and nonwork physiological
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needs at the constraint end of the actiuity.dimensinn is also
confusing + Satisfaction of physiological needs do result from
paid employment as much as they result from nonwork activities.
The confusion hore stems from Parker's use of a 'need! construct

instead of an 'activity' construct to describe nonwork activity.

The ambiguities inherent in the appreoaches advanced by Kabanoff
(1980) and Parker (1971) as discussed above, call for a reformulation
of the constructs.. Such a refomulation is presented in the next
section. The objective of the reformulation is teo redefine the
three constructs, work, nonwork, and leisure, by identifying the
qritical dimensions that can be used by future researchers to

distinguish one construct from anocther and to establish clear

boundaries for each of thom.

Redefining the constructs

The feormulation proposed here draws upon works of both-
Kabanoff and Parker and attempts to explicate several ideas
ingrained in thedir formulations. According to the present
formulation, thres major dimensions have to be taken into
consideration in defining work, nonwork, and leisure. These
dimensions ares (a) activity, (b} time, and (c) space. Let

us consider each of them separately.

Like the sarlier formulations of Kabanoff {1980) and Parker

(1971), work, nonwork, and leisure should be viocwed as over’
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observable behavior or activities of individuals. Thus activity
becomes the first dimension to consider. The dimension of activity
has three components. - First, one has to consider whether an activity
is intended to accomplish organizational, work or job objectives.
This is referrsd to as work - nonwork objective component.  Seeond,
one has to consider whether the activity is chosen freely by the
individual or the individual is forced to act because of some external
constraints, This component is knoun as discretionary ~ obligatory
component. Third, one has to decide whether the activity leads to
satisfaction of one's salient extrinéic (existence and soqial needs)
or intrinsic (self-actualizing) needs. This refers to the need
satisfaction component. Both Kabanoff and Parker have anphésx_dd

the discretionary and the intrinsic need satisfaction components of
the activity dimension in defining and distinguishing leisure acti-
vities from work activities. The present formulation, howsver,
considers the work=nonwork objective and the discrationary-obligatory
componants of the dimension to be the critical ones in defining the
constructs. It considers the need satisfaction component to be in-
consequential and assumes that work, nonwork, and leisure activities
are all directed toward satisfaction of salient needs of individuals,
be they intrinsic or extrinsic. As ﬁointed out earlier, defining
leisure in terms of the intrinsic need satisfaction component of

an activity is a leéacy of the past humanistic orientation of

social and political philosophers. Yrom a behavioral point of

view, both intrinsic and extrinsic needs can be the basis for
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work, nonwork, and leisure activities. This view point is a

significant departure from earlier formulaticns.

Gn the basis of the two components of the activity dimension
suggested by the present formulation, one can more clearly distin—
guish betwsen work, nonwork, and leisure. Figure 2 presents the
two components in a2 x 2 matrix. Any given activity can be categorie
zed under any one of the four gquadrants of the matrix. As can be
seen in Figure 2, work and nonwork activities differ from each
other on the basis of the intended objectives of the activitiss.
Any activity that is intended to serve organizational or job objec-
tives can be categorized as work activities. Uther activities that
are intended to serve non-organizational or non~job objectives
should be catégorized as nonwork activities., Leisure activities
therefore foem a part of the nonuwork ctategory. However, leisure
activities are distinguished from other nonwork activities on the
basis of free choice or the discretion criterion. 1t must be
emphasised that werk activities of discretionary nature may fulfil.
similar needs of an individual as the leisure activities, but the
former canndt. be considered as leisure because of the differences in
the intended objectives of the activities. For axampis, when a
professor is writing a textbook, he/she is engaged in disorétionary
work activities that are intended to achieve work objectives.
Writing a textboak, howeuar,‘is neither an obligatory task of a

professor's job, nor strictly speaking his/her leisurc activitys
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On the other hand, when the professor is executing some prescribed
teaching assignments, he/she is fulfilling a job ocbligation. A
professor doing household chores is an example of his/her obliga-
tory nonwork activity, but engaging in a hobby like philately is

truely speaking his/hsr leisure pursuit.

All these forms of work, nonwork and leisurs activities take
place either in prescribed working time or in non-working time.
- Likewise, these activities also take place either in some prescribed
work locations or outside such locations. Such space and time dimen-
sions provide appropriate boundaries for work, nonwerk, and leisurs
activities. UWhenever these space and time boundaries are transgre-

ssed, one notices what is referred to as the activity spillover

phenomena. When a professor writes the textbook or teaches after
sbhaulhours or at home, he/she demonstrates work spillover into
nonuork territories. Likewisa, collecting postage stamps in the
office during working hours is an ex=ample of leisure spillover into
work territories. This boundary transgression concopt to explain

the SPillUuef of activities is diagramatically presented in Figure 3.

In Figure 3, circles A and B represent work and nomwerk spheres
of activities. Leisure activities as a part of nonwork aro repra;en—
ted bg circle C. The solid line boundaries of A and 8 reflect the
time and space dimensions of work and nonwork. The dotted boundary

of C represent the discrotionary component of nonwork. The over-—

lapping area of the circles reprssent the spillover of one kind of
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activity inte another's temporal and spatial spherss. 3Swch activity
spillover phenomena is generally studied by resparchers who use time—

budgat or space allocation methods (e,gs, Robinson, 1977).

This phenomena of spiilover of activitles from one sphare of
1ife to another should be distinguished from the 'spillover hypothesist
advanced Dy rosearchers ( Kabanoff, 19803 wilinsky 1960) to explain
work and nonwork relationship. UWhen work and nonwork activities are
compared and found to be similar on some psychological dimensions
such astask attributes (i.e., variety, antonomy etc.) or task
motivatiaon (i.e. meeting intrinsic or extrinsic needs), the resear—
shers attribute the relationship to the spillover or generalization
hypathasié. For instance, experiencing a great deal cof antonomy
at work may influance an indiuidua%'s choice for autonomous leisura
or recreational pursuits. Tho SpilluQer hypothesis that describas
the relationship between work and nonwork therefore does not assume
spillover of specific activitises, but rather of the attributes orA
pesychological characteristics of the activiiies. The naturse of
work and nonwork relaticnship in terms of three different hypotheses

will be discusscd later in the papers

In visw of the above discussion, work may be defined as any
ohysical andfor mental activity performed with the intention of
weeting some job, work or organiZaﬁional objectives of providing
gdads and services « Ordinarily work is performed during the

prascribed work-time and in prescribed work-locationse. Uork
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spillovar is noticed when it is performed outside work—time and
location. Work gets exchanged for finaricial and/or non-financial
rewards that satisfy extrinsic and/or intrinsic needs of individuals,
Nonwork may be defined as any physical and/or mental activity performed
with the intention of achieving non—job and nonorganizational objsc=-
tives. Here again, nonwork activities are performed outside work
context and work-time. However, spillover of such activities can

take place when time and space Boundaries are transgressed. Nonwork
activities can lead to financial and/or nonfinancial rewards that
satisfy extrinsic and/or intrinsic needs. Leisure is defined as that

part of non=work activities that are discretionary in nature,

The lifespace’ of an individual can be definsd as the totality
of various work and nonwork activities one performs in time and space.
Using the three dimensions, space, time and activity, one can group
all the work or the nonwork activities of lifespace into sight cate=~
gories. Figurs 4 présents a categorization schems for work activities.
A very similar categorization scheme can alsu be worked out for nonuwerk
activities. As will bs seen in fFigure 4, catagnries 1 and 2 truly
represent work activity. The other six categories {3 to 8) represent
work activity spillover is nonwork domains. Instead of work, if nonwork
activity of lifespace is substituted in Figure 4, then categories 7 and 8
would truly represent nonwork, and category 7 would truly represent

leisurs. The remaining six categories {1 to 6) would constitute
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spillover of nonwork activities into work domains. Categcries 1, 3
and 5 would represent spillover of leisure cctivities into werk
domain, Such a classification scheme will be useful in future
research aimed at the identification of both the boundaries of the

three constructs and the spillover phenomena.

Problems of Theorsetical Exg;anation.

Conceptual confusions are not limited to the descriptive
jevel of construct . definitions. They also exist at ths explanatary
level of theorizing about the interaction between work, NOMWOLK,
and leisure. It was Engels (1892) who first observed that the
nonwork spheres of life of g£nglish workingmen were significantly
influenced by the monotonous nature of their work life. Engels
noticed that after work, English workingmen wers excessively
indulging themselves in liquor drinking and sexual license
“in order to get something out of life* (p.128). Such observa-
tions of Engels led Wilensky (1960) to propose two classic
hypotheses about work-nonwork interaction. The first is the
compensatory nonwork hypothesie and the second is the spillover
or generalization hypothesis. The compensation hypothesis suggests
that individuals would engage in nonwork activities in order to
compenéate for the deprivations experienced at work. The spill-
gver hypothesis, on the other hand, suggests that individuals*
nonwork activitiss may reflect a carryover OT generalization of

work habits and attitudes. The spillover hypothesis echoes the
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sentiment expressed in the Marxian dictum that alienation at work
pervades all spheres of lifej an aliénatad worker is also aliena-
ted from family, community, religion, politics etc. (Marx & Engels,
1939). A third and more recent hypothesis about the relationship
between work and nonuwork has been proposed by Dubin (1956). Dubin
suggests that in industrial society an individual's life roles are
segmented; each role is played within a particular context and is
indebendent of the others. Thus, work and nonwork roles are not
related to each other. This hypothesis is commonly known as the

- segmentalist hypothesis, In accordance with these three hypothe-
ses, Parker (1971) has also proposed that work — nonwork relation-
ship can be of three types § opposition; extension, and neutrality.
These three types of relationships roughly correspond to ths com—

pensatory, spillover, and segmentalist hypotheses, respectively.

Much of empirical work in this area are devoted to supporting
or réfuting these three hypotheses, All tﬁe three hypothesss have
received somg empirical support. For instance, Kornhauser (1965)
concluded that routine factory work was associated with routine
type leisure activities and, hence, his study provided aupport
for generalization hypothesis. Likewise, Meissner (1971) suppor—
ted the spillover hypothesis when he found that a lack of dis
cretion and secial interaction at work was carried over into
reduced participation in nonuork sphsres. Rousseau (1976) also

supported the generalization hypothesis when she found that
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amployses described their work and nonwork to be very similar in
terms of task attributes. Mansfield and Lvans {1975} howsver,
supported the compensation hypothesis. They observed that bank
managament and clerical perssnnel souwght rewards for compensatory
need satisfaction in nonwork spherss when they were deprived of
such rewards at work. Finally, Oubin (1956} and several other
researchers (e.g. Bacon, 19755 Ghampeaux, 19813 London, Crandall,
& Seals, 1977) have supported the segmentalist hypothesis by
ocbserving that work-expactaticns and satisfactions were not

related to expectations derived from nonuwork.

Empirical support for each of the three hypotheses'suggests
three things. First, it is quite possible that esach hypothesis may
have some empirical validity under some specific conditions. Secongd,
the theoretical rationale or the underlying psychological mechanisms
aof each of the three hypﬁtheses are not cleafly fomulated by
empirical researchers in the arsa. While observing the interaction
of work and nonwork, one 1s not sure why gen:ralisation or compen—
satioh takes place. Only Seeman {1971) has made a passing refersence
to three psychological pfinciples or underlying mechanisms that can
explain the generalization or the compensaticn type of effects of
work on nonworke The three principles suggested by Seeman ares
(a) frustration - aggeession, (b) substitution and (c)} social
learning. The first two principles can explain the compensation

phenomena. Unrelgased blocked-up emotion or agression caused
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by frustration at work can get released in nonwork spheras of
life. Likewise,rneeds that are not satisfied at work can find
satisfaction in one's nonwork spheres of life. The last prin-
ciple of social learning can explain the generalization phenomena.
Acquisition of certain attitudes, expectations, and habits at
work can persist and manifest in nonwork. A better understanding
of when and where these principles may operate is essential for
any sound theory of work and nonuwork interaction. Finally, there
is a need to develop a conceptual approach which can accommodate
all three hypotheses without necessarily coneidering them as
mutUally‘exclusiua, Such an approach should specify the mechanism

and the conditions for sach of the three hypotheses.

In addition to the need for a fresh approach, it might be
useful to identify some major problems that resesarchers must
overcome in the area of work and nonwork Enteraction. A major
problem in the area stems from the correlational nature of the
studies., One is not sure of the direction of causality in work-
nonwork relationship. Does the nature of work behavier explain.
the nature of nonwork behavior or vice versa ? Uoes work influ-
ences nonwork or nonwork influences work ?  Some researchers,
(eege Wilsnsky, 1960) influenced by the writings of Marx and
Cngles (1939) and Durkheim (1947} think that it is the work
sphere of life that determines the nature of nonwork life. UWork
alienation is the basis of all other forms of alienation. Other

researchers {e.g.;Goldthorpe, 1968) influenced by the writings



of Weber (1947) think that the nonwork spheres of life, such as
early Protestant £thic socialization, determings future work
behavior. This is a chicken and egg issue and perhaps should

be treatqd as suche. Work and nonwork spheres of life tend to
constantly influence each other in one's life. However, at any
given moment, one might attempt to determine the relative strength
of the influence that one context has over the other. One could
also study the role of cultural socialization in work and nonwork
interaction in order to determine the relative influsnce of work
and nonwork on each other. Thus in less industrialized sociotiegs,
because of family centrality in life, the influence of nonwork on
work may be stronger than the reverse. The opposite may be true
for highly indUSﬁrialized socisticss In any case, the determinae
tion of causal relatiohship between work and nonwork should await
more advanced and comprehensive conceptual models, spphisticated
research designs and better methodelogical strategies. As Near,
Rice and Hunt (1580, p.424) pointed out, "tikc-phased data colloc=
tion procedurcs, quasi-experimental designs, and multivariate data

analysis could all be applied" in future.

A second major problem, stems from the researchers' failure
to distinguish different componsnts of nonwork. While work
attitudes and behavior have been clearly identified as taking
place in the work context the contoxt, for nonwork attitudes and

behaviors have been left, for the most part, unclear. In relating

29
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work to nonwork for suppirting or refuting a hypothesis, it is
important that one should distinguish various specific aspects

of nonwork, such as.family, comnunity, leisure stc. If one study
deals with leisure and supports spillover hypothesis, and another
study deals with family and supports compensatory hypothesis, then
their results cannot be meaningfuliy compared. Two different
studies can be compared meaningfully only when they deal with the
same nonwork sphere of life, Considering nonwork as an undiffer=
entiated whole and then trying to relate it to work life for test
of a given hypothesis can only bring in greater confuslon and
ambiguity. Future studies should try to avoid such confusion by

investigating the relationship of work to specific nonwork contaxts.

Tha third problem which is a major source of confusion stems
from the fact that different researchers have uszd ‘different types
of . psychological variables to relats work to nonwork. For

instance, soms studies deal with relating activities in work

context to activities in nonwork context (Meissner, 1971). Other

studiss deal with relating need satisfactions in onc context to

need satisfaction in another context (FMansfield and Evans, 1975).

5till other studies deal with expectations and attitudinal

variables while testing work and non—work relationships (Dubin, 1956}
gomparison of cone study that supportscompensatory hypotﬁesis-with
another that supports spillover hypothesis when the studies

uge different psychological vaeriables is quite meaning-

less.; It is quite possible that for certain types of
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psychological variables such as need satisfaction, individuals may
behave in compensatory manner. Rewards thal are noﬁ.nbtainable-

at work for satisfaction of certain needs may be sought and obtained
in nonwork contexts. Un the other hand, for other types of psy-
chological variables, such as overt activities or habit patterns

one may notice the generalization effect. Researchers must realize
that thers are different types of psychological variables that

need to be studied separately to identify work and nonwork

interactions.

An attempt to identify different psychological variables in
work and nonwork interaction was made by Staines (1980). Staines
identified three types of psychological variables on the basis of
which work and non-work relationshipé can be sxplored. The
variables are involvement, activities and subjective . reactions.
According to Staines (1980}, “legrse of involvement in work ...,
refers to subjective feolings of invelvensnt, as well as to
objective factors such as timg and ensrgy invested in the job
and range of work activitiss undertaken. Degrce of involvement
in nonwork activities involves the same criteria as applied to
leisure pursuits, family and home activitiss, and so on. The
types of activities that various Jobs entail may be measured
aloné dimensions such as deqgree of complexity, autonomy, and
social interaction. The same dimensions may be used to
classify types of nonwork activities. Subjective reactions

to work experiences may be scorad in a positive or negative
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direction along common dimensions such as satisfaction and enjoyment.
Again the criteria applied to work may be applied equally effectively

to experiences outside the work environment.® (p.112),

On the basis of the three psychological variables, Staines
suggested a 3 x 3 matrix or nine possible relationships between work
and nonwork that can be investigated. Fer inétance, irnvolvement in
work can be related to involvement in nonwork, activities in nonwark
and subjective reactions in nonwork., Likewise, activities or sub-
Jective reactions in work context can be related separately to the

three variables in nonwork context.

By identifying the three psychological variables, Staines haé
shown that the work and nonwork relationships can be studied both
at overt behavioral or activity level (Kabanoff 1980) and at covert
cognitive and affective or subjective reaction levels The problem
with the approach advocated by Staines howevér, lies in his proposal
for studying nine types of relationships between work and nonwork.
Three of the nine types of relationships require the researchers
to study association between work and nonwork using the same
psychological variable, i.c. involvement in work and nonwork,
activity attributes of work and nonwork, and subjective reactions
'in work and nonwork. The remaining six types of ralationships,
however, require the use of one psychological variable in work
(i.es activity) and relating it to another variabls in nonuwork
(i.es satisfaction). Studies of associations on the basis of a

single variable is more meaningful than studies of associations
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of one variable in one context and another variable in thegther
contexts For oxample, it is easier to undurstand why work
satisfaction generalizestc nonwork satisfaction, but it makes
little sense to suggest that work satisfaction generalizes to
nonwork activities. In reviewing the various cmpirical studias,
Staines (1980) himsclf found that studies that provide data for un-—
ambiguous hypothesas testing are generally the ones that relats
work and nonwork on thc basis. of a single psychological variables
Thus for the sake of clarity, it is more appropriats to relate
work and nonwork using the same variable in both contexts than

using different variables in the two contexts.

To sum, up, future studies of relationships bstwsen work and
nonmork.need tc use three research strategies for unambiguous and
interpretable data. First they should specify the nonwork context,
such as family, community, leisure etc. The definitions proposed
in earlier section of the paper would help researchers in this
regard. Second, thoy should study the relationships betwoen work
and nonwork by measuring two different phanomeﬁa, each requiring
different research strategies., The study of the phenomena of
activity spillover from work to nonwork contoxts and vice versa
would require time and/or space budgeting type research (Robinson,
1977). This type of study is conceptually different from the study
trying to support or refute the three hypotheses of compensation, spill-

over; and segmentation. The latter type of study should use both
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objective activity attributes such as task variety, autonomy etCe,
_ and subjective reacticns such asy subjective perceptions of
activity attributes, involvement satisfaction etc, Finally in
trying to test the hypctheses, the resgarchers should look for
the association between work and nonwork on the basis of a

single psychological variable at a time.

work and Nonwork Relationship s Oirections for Future Research

In the previous sections of the paper, a number of problems
relating to both the descriptien and explanation of work and norwork
interaction were outlined. A number of suggestions were alsc offered
to overcome many of these problems. in this final section of the paper,
a conceptual framework for the study of work and nonwork that could
provide a-new direction for future research is outlined. The framework
ié an extension of the motivational formulation of alienation and
involvement concepts advanced by Kanungo (1979, 1582). HAccording to
the motivational formulation, a person can .ow invclvement or aliena-
tion in specific work and nonwork contexts, and the relationship between
alienation at work and nonuwork can be studied by using different levels
of psychologicai variables. For example, if alienation in either work
or nohwork contexts 1is dafined as a cognitive belief state of
psychological separation from the specific context (kanungo,
1979, 1982j, then one can study the relationship between such

specific beliefs. For instance, one can study the association
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between the cognitive beliefs of alienation from one's job and
§amily. Furthermcrs, the motivational formulation postulates that
the cognitive state of alienmation in a person depends on two
factorss (a) the saliency of the person's intrinsic and extrinsic
needs in a specific context, and (b) the perceptions the person
has about the need-satisfying pctential of the context. This
would imply that one can study the relationship between patterns
of salient necds in the job and family contexts as well as need
satisfacti?ns in both the contexts. Since an individual's need
saliencies in a given context and thc perceived nged satisfying
potential of the context lead to instrumental activities direc-
ted at satisfying the salient nceds, one can also relate attri-
butes of the activity exhibited in the job and family contexts. A
hypothetical cxamples of job and family relationship using various

levels of psychological variables is presented in Figure 5.

1f ome studies the relationships as suggested by the motiva=
tional approach to alienatien {Kanungo, 1979), onc may notica that
in any given perscn, using cne kind of psychclogical variable ,
evidence for compensation hypothesis may be obtained, whersas, using
another kind of psychological variable , svidence for generalization
hypothesis may be cbtained. Take the case of an individual (see

Figure 5) whose intrinsic achievement necds arc most salient in
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the job but not in the family context and extrincic affiliative
needs are most salient in the family but not in the job context.
If one relates the need saliancises of this individual ifA job and
family contexts, the evidence will support cempensation hypothesis.
‘The individual looks for achievement need satisfaction primarily
at work knowing that family is. not the place for such satisfaction.
Likewise, he/she looks for affiliative need satisfaction in the
family context findings that work does not provide opportunity for
satisfaction of this need. Since need saliencies are different

in the two contexts, the person's instrumental activities in the
job and family contexts are also very dif ferent. For satisfying
the salient achievement needs at work, the person may be engaged
in tasks that have variety, autonomy etc. In the family however,
the individual may be engaged in affiliative activities that have
attributes very different from those observed in the job. Such
evidence would indi&ate support for segmentation hypothesise
Different needs and different contexts may trigger different types
of activitiss. The individual may have been socialized to seek
different need satisfactions and show different behavior in
different life contexts. If one further assumes that the indivi-
dual is ablo to satisfy his/her salient nseds in the respective
contexts, the indiuidual's-lavels of gsatisfaction and involvement
will be very high in both contexts. This would provide evidance

for generalization hypotbesis when satisfaction and involvement
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variables are measured in job and family contexts. Thus, the

use of different levels of psychological variables while obser-—
ving an individual's behavior in two different life contexts can
yield data toc support all the three hypotheses. Figure 5 presents
just one ® example of an individual and using the same framework,
the themes could vary in mamyuways, The point to be emphasized
here however is that the motivational approach to the study of
work and nonwork relationships does not consider the three hypo-
theses as mutually exclusive. As shown in the above example,
future research along this line can demonstrate appropriate
conditions under which one or the other hypothesis will be
supported. Instesd of debating endlessly whether one or the
other hypothesis oxplains all forms of work and nonwork relation-
ships, future research must concentrate on finding at what level
of . the causal or motivational chain which hypothesis holds true
and why. Since the motivational framework for the study of work
and nonwork relationship is proposed hece for the first time, the
immediate future studies stemuing from it would largely be of
exploratory nature. Such explorations will provide a waalth of
data that could form the basis of a more comprehensive and

intégrated theory of work=nonwork relation.
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