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ABSTRACT 

 
WORK-FAMILY SPILLOVER, FAMILY FUNCTIONING, AND LIFE SATISFACTION OF 

PASTORS 

 
Marcos Rosa 

 
Antioch University New England 

 
Keene, NH 

 
The current study is quantitative research that used a web-based survey from multiple religious 

denominations in the United States to examine the relationships among perceptions of stress, 

work-family spillover, marital satisfaction, and family functioning of pastors. Emotional 

exhaustion, hours worked, personal accomplishment, and social support were analyzed as 

predictors from the work domain. Two measures of spillover were used to evaluate family 

stressors and enhancers. The stressors and enhancers were tested as mediators between work 

domain and personal/family life. Life satisfaction, marital satisfaction and family dysfunction 

were analyzed as outcome variables. The sample included 83 pastors from a convenience sample 

including 62 males and 21 females, with backgrounds diverse in culture, education, and 

denomination. Analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS (Version 26), including Pearson’s 

correlations along with regression analysis using PROCESS macro to test for mediation. It was 

found that social support does increase family enhancers and work-family positive spillover but 

contrary to predictions, personal accomplishment appeared to impact family life by increasing 

emotional exhaustion, stressors, and family dysfunctions. Greater incidents of emotional 

exhaustion and hours worked were found to reduce the incident of enhancers and work-family 



 

 

vi 

 

positive spillover and increase family stressors and work-family negative spillover. Greater 

incidents of emotional exhaustion were found to reduce marital satisfaction and increase family 

dysfunctions. This research has practical and clinical implications for pastors, spouses, and 

children of pastors, educators, family scientists, therapists, and organizations who employ 

pastors. This dissertation is available in open access at AURA (https://aura.antioch.edu) and 

OhioLINK ETD Center (https://etd.ohiolink.edu). 

Keywords: emotional exhaustion, hours-worked, stress, burnout, personal accomplishment, 

Social support, work-family positive spillover, work-family negative spillover, stressors, 

enhancers, life satisfaction, marital satisfaction, family functioning
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The purpose of this quantitative, correlational study was to discover how pastors’ work 

affect their personal and family life and to investigate the link between the pastors’ perceptions 

of stress, spillover, and personal accomplishment, marital satisfaction, and family functioning. 

Christian clergies have been known to endure many duties and have repeatedly face a variety of 

challenges including an extremely high demands in their work environment (Adams et al., 2017) 

exclusive to their profession and calling. Consequently, this unique position, added to cultural, 

economic, political, and organizational circumstances, creates a very complex dynamic within 

their ministerial, personal, marital and family outcomes. Researchers have been examining the 

stressors that clergy experience from their unique work and finding them presenting with higher 

levels of occupational distress and depression when compared to national averages (Shaw et al., 

2021). Undoubtedly the role of clergies’ influence and brings a deep challenge in clergies’ 

physical, psychological, and relational functioning.  

Significance of the Study  

Each year there has been clergies leaving pastoral ministry prematurely (Beebe, 2007), 

and many leave their ministry due to burnout (Randall, 2004; Spencer et al., 2012). Burnout 

negatively affects the ability to perform the job demands and it is particularly considered a risk 

factor for professionals that focus on the need of others, posing a challenging to balance self-care 

(Jackson-Jordan, 2013). Burnout not only impacts clergy professionally but also personally, as 

well as the quality of family life and family relationships (Maslach & Leiter, 2008). Clergies 
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who do not learn to find a positive work-life balance will likely be among the significant 

proportion of people who leave the ministry within the first five years (Meek et al., 2003). 

 Despite emerging research interests addressing pastors’ mental health, specifically in the 

subject of burnout and stress, little is known of how the pastors’ experiences affect other 

members of the family. There are well-documented calls to increase awareness of systemic risk 

factors in studies with this population, specifically to marital and family relations (Kurtz et al., 

2017). There is a gap in the literature identifying how the pastor’s stress affects their families and 

their marriages; and this study proposed to fill that gap. The purpose of this study was to 

investigate the link between the pastors’ perceptions of stress, spillover, and personal 

accomplishment, marital satisfaction, and family functioning. In particular, the pastor’s 

perception of positive and negative factors from their job spilling over and affecting their 

relationship with other family members. The following is the list will all the hypothesis tested in 

this study.  

Hypotheses Tested 

Hypothesis 1:  Emotional exhaustion and hours worked will be positively related to 

negative work-family spillover and negatively related to positive work-family spillover and 

enhancers. Hypothesis 2: Enhancers will be negatively related to stressors and negative  

work-family spillover. Hypothesis 3: Female pastors will report greater levels of stressors and 

greater levels of enhancers compared to males, and pastors (males and females) in general will 

report more stressors than enhancers. Hypothesis 4: Male pastors will report more hours worked 

in ministry, less hours worked doing home chores and more emotional exhaustion levels 

compared to female pastors. Hypothesis 5: Personal accomplishment and social support will be 
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positively related to enhancers, work-family positive spillover, marital satisfaction, and life 

satisfaction. Hypothesis 6: Hours worked, and emotional exhaustion will positively affect  

work-family negative spillover and family stressors. Hypothesis 7:  Enhancers will positively 

relate to life satisfaction and marital satisfaction. Hypothesis 8: Emotional exhaustion and hours 

worked will be positively related to stressors and family dysfunctions. Hypothesis 9: An increase 

in family enhancers would be positively related to increased life satisfaction and decreased 

family dysfunction. Hypothesis 10: An increase in family stressors would be positively related to 

decrease in life satisfaction and an increase in family dysfunction. Hypothesis 11: Time in 

ministry will moderate the effects of emotional exhaustion and family dysfunction. Hypothesis 

12: The level of education/training will moderate the effects of emotional exhaustion and family 

dysfunction. Hypothesis 13: Salary will moderate the effects of personal accomplishment and 

life satisfaction. Hypothesis 14: The number of children will moderate the effects of personal 

accomplishment and marital satisfaction.  

The Predictor Variables for Positive Spillover 

  The predictor variables (work domain) are personal accomplishment and social support. 

Individual accomplishment is a positive work characteristic that was expected to spill over to 

personal and marital satisfaction. Social support is a positive work characteristic that was 

characterized as a positive spillover to individual and marital domains. It was hypothesized that 

the positive predictor variables from the work domain (personal accomplishment and social 

support) were correlated to enhancers. 
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The Predictor Variables for Negative Spillover 

The predictor variables (work domain) are emotional exhaustion and hours worked. 

Emotional exhaustion is a negative work characteristic that was characterized as a negative 

spillover to family. The hours worked are a negative work characteristic that was characterized 

as a negative spillover to the family. It was hypothesized that the negative predictor variables for 

negative spillover (emotional exhaustion and hours worked) were correlated to stressors. 

The Outcome Variables for Positive Spillover  

The outcome variables (personal domain) for positive spillover are life satisfaction and 

marital satisfaction. Life satisfaction was characterized as positive work experiences (the effects 

of positive spillovers in the individual’s personal life). Marital satisfaction was also linked to 

positive work experiences (the effects of positive spillovers on the individual’s marital 

satisfaction).  

The Outcome Variables for Negative Spillover 

The outcome variable (personal domain) for negative spillover was family dysfunction. 

Therefore, family dysfunction was the outcome variable from negative-work spillover to the 

family. 

This study is presented in the following chapters II, III, IV, and V. Chapter II introduces 

the definitions and concepts of the theoretical framework, the literature review related to the 

clergy population and their families, including the gaps found. Chapter III focus on methodology 

used to conduct this research, describing the participants, data collection, human subjects, data 

analysis and the descriptions of the measures used.  Chapter IV present the results and findings 

containing tables for all the hypothesis tested scale means, standard deviations, and reliabilities. 
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Thus, Chapter V brings a summary of key findings, including interpretations, explanations, 

limitations, and recommendation for future research.  
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CHAPTER II: THEORETICAL APPROACHES AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

The overall purpose of this literature review is to identify gaps or voids in the research 

related to the clergy populations and their families and to describe the theoretical approach the 

researcher used. This literature review explored a variety of clergy populations, including 

different denominations, ethnicities, and regions. It explored the stress factors that clergy 

experience in their jobs and how they might affect others, mainly how the stress clergies 

experience affects their families. I introduced the definitions and concepts of the theoretical 

framework that I used to address the gaps in the literature review and answer future research 

questions. 

 For clarification, the word clergy and pastor in this particular literature and study 

have the same connotation when it refers to the profession of the religious leader. 

However, one distinction that should be made is that while the word clergy will be used 

to describe any professional working directly or indirectly with parishioners at any 

religious organization, the word pastor will be used often to describe a leader who works 

directly with members of any Christian or evangelical denomination.  

Theoretical Approaches 

This quantitative study aims to expand scientific knowledge about pastors’ stress and its 

possible effects on them and those around them. The central research question for this study is: 

How does pastors’ work affect their personal and family lives? I used two theoretical foundations 

to conduct this research and interpret the results: Bronfenbrenner's ecological model of human 

development (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 2005) and spillover theory (Staines, 1980).  
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Ecological Theory  

According to Kaplan’s (1999) interpretation, the ecological model describes ways that 

aspects of the environment dictate behaviors and influence the development of its participants. 

According to this theory, different environments link to each other systematically by their mutual 

effects, causing interdependent systems. This study will focus on three specific environmental 

systems: microsystem, ecosystems, and macrosystem. The microsystem is the direct interaction 

of the person and the immediate environment. The ecosystem is the part of the larger 

macrosystem that influences and is directly connected to the microsystem. Mesosystems are 

interrelationships between two or more systems (Kaplan, 1999). The ecological theory also 

emphasizes the importance of setting. It posits that the system and the environment affect 

individuals (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Since pastors are embedded in the congregation 

environment and the congregation is connected to the denominational systems, what happens in 

their work environment will likely directly or indirectly affect them, their families, and others 

around them. 

Spillover Theory  

The spillover model is another theoretical lens for interpreting the results of this study. 

Spillover concepts originated from the idea of “personality enrichment” (Sieber, 1974).  This 

theory posits that skills, knowledge, and perspectives in one role can also be applied effectively 

in another, with a bidirectional transfer of positive and negative values, behaviors, and skills 

(Sieber, 1974). The spillover model argues that “workers” experiences on the job carry over into 

the non-work environment, and possibly vice versa, therefore developing a resemblance in the 

patterning of work and non-work life (Staines, 1980, p. 111). Staines (1980) further described 
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spillover as a “fundamental similarity between what occurs in the occupational environment and 

what transpires elsewhere” (p. 112). For example, elevated levels of engagement in work tasks 

theoretically result in corresponding high engagement in home tasks. Crouter (1984) and Staines 

(1980) empirically developed and defined the general model of spillover and the validity of this 

concept. Crouter (1984) emphasized the development of global intellectual functioning resulting 

from participation in complex work tasks. He observed the development of skills (e.g., 

interpersonal, communication, listening, and decision-making skills) and attitude changes (e.g., 

self-confidence, learning the value of trust and responsibility) derived from the intellectual 

stimulation from work. The spillover theory developed in the context of the enhancement 

hypothesis to balance the overemphasis on the negative consequences of participation in multiple 

roles (Stevanovic, 2011). 

Lately, research interests and methodological advances have contributed to 

continuing conceptual development of spillover. The most recent variants of spillover 

emphasize the “transfer” of specific effects, behaviors, skills, and values from the 

originating domain to the receiving domain (Hansen et al., 2006). Although this transfer 

may be bidirectional, most attention has focused on positive or negative spillover from 

work to family (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Subsequently, using this theory, I posit that 

positive and negative experiences from the pastor’s job can affect their personal and 

family lives positively and negatively.  

Literature Review  

Clergies have been an essential source of support for much of the U.S. population. They 

feel called to support individuals during personal, marital, family, cultural, death, illness, natural 
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disasters, and other crises (Darling et al., 2004). For many people seeking emotional support, 

mental health, or social services, clergies often represent their first point of contact because they 

are more accessible, do not charge fees, do not require insurance, are trustworthy, maintain 

confidentiality, and do not have paperwork bureaucracy (Taylor et al., 2000; WHO et al, 2014). 

Studies have shown that clergies are contacted by higher proportions (16.7%) than psychiatrists 

or general medical doctors (Wang et al., 2003). Previous studies found that pastors’ 

dissatisfaction and burnout are rising (Proeschold-Bell & LeGrande, 2010; Proeschold et al., 

2015). Recent studies continue to call attention to and show that clergies present higher levels of 

occupational distress and depression when compared to national averages (Shaw et al., 2021). 

Stress Factors Identified  

According to studies, the list of stressors for clergy is extensive. For example, Morris and 

Blanton (1994) found that frequent relocations, financial strain, lack of social support, high 

demands, and intrusion on family boundaries are principal causes of stress for pastors. Another 

study identified work overload due to endless demands, unclear professional boundaries, and role 

ambiguity associated with high-stress levels and burnout among pastors (Beebe, 2007).  

Other researchers suggest pastors’ relationships with congregations constitute a 

significant source of stress due to high expectations from congregants that can feel unrealistic 

and intrusive (Clarke et al., 2022; Hileman, 2008; Lee & Balswick, 1989; Morris & Blanton, 

1994 ). However, Hileman (2008) also points out that this reality might happen the other way 

around sometimes, “The clergy couple may have high and sometimes unrealistic expectations of 

the church as well” (p. 131). 
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Lee and Iverson-Gilbert (2003) have grouped pastoral stress into four categories: 

personal criticism, family criticism, boundary ambiguity, and presumptive ambiguity. According 

to the author, all these categories are negatively associated with clergies’ mental health. Some 

believe the overall stressor that clergy experiences are interpersonal, meaning how they perceive 

the demands of their work (Proeschold-Bell & LeGrand, 2010. Others see them as relational 

issues, meaning how they navigate the ambiguous boundaries with the members and structures 

they serve (Legrand et al., 2013).  

Other Systemic Factors that Influence Stress  

Studies have identified many predictors of anxiety among Catholic, United Methodist, 

and mixed samples of Protestant clergies: high job demands, doubting one’s call to ministry, 

long time serving in ministry, low vocational satisfaction, poor denominational structures, being 

on call 24/7, lack of social support from superiors and peers, and discomfort in discussing one’s 

concerns (Barnard & Curry, 2012; Knox et al., 2002; Proeschold-Bell et al., 2015). Lack of 

personal time to spend with family and limited physical activity was also evident in studies as 

barriers to achieving quality of life among clergies (Proeschold-Bell et al., 2011). The ambiguous 

nature of pastoral work also affects burnout (Barnard & Curry, 2012). Many clergies enter into 

ministry because they feel called rather than it being just a job. The element of being called 

functions as motivation to resist the ministry work-life stressors they have seen as a way of life, 

with the need to be on call 24/7 (Frame & Shehan, 2004). A lack of personal and relational 

resources is a predictive factor in producing work-life spillover, emotional exhaustion, and 

burnout among Christian ministers (Barnard & Curry, 2012; Clarke et al., 2022).  

External Factors in Ministry Work-Related Stressors  
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The primary factor leading to work-life spillover and stress comes from external  

work-related demands, which significantly impact the clergy’s understanding of their emotional 

well-being (Abernethy et al., 2016; Lee, 1999). The ability to navigate and separate ministry 

demands from personal life has been tied to factors that affect personal and family 

demographics.  For example, married clergy reported higher levels of boundary-related stress but 

lower levels of work-related stress than unmarried clergy (Wells et al., 2012). In addition, Wells 

(2013) discovered that older clergies reported lower levels of work and boundary-related stress, 

and clergy with higher levels of education presented with an elevated level of work and 

boundary-related stress. Consequently, depending on the time of life and family demographics, 

clergy may respond differently to work-related stress and work-life spillover. Another study (Lee 

& Iverson-Gilbert, 2003) showed that the clergy’s perceptions of external factors might impact 

levels of influence from external stressors.  

 The level of conservative or liberal theological views could be a factor in job satisfaction, 

especially if the congregation’s opinions differ from the clergy’s (Mueller & McDuff, 2004). 

Mueller and McDuff (2004) found that clergy who shared similar theological views, liberal or 

conservative with their congregations, or clergy who were more conservative than their liberal 

congregations, seemed to report higher levels of job satisfaction. However, the same study found 

that clergy who held more liberal stances than their conservative congregations on their 

theological understandings tend to report lower job satisfaction. A recent study (Sielaff et al., 

2021) categorized clergy stress as chronic and traumatic. In addition, Sielaff et al. (2021) 

associated chronic stress due to the intrusive demands imposed on clergy emotional energy and 

time and the traumatic stress related to both personal and vicarious trauma.  
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Internal Factors in Ministry Work-Related Stressors   

Many intrapersonal factors are more often observed among clergy who experienced a 

superior level of work-family spillover from vocational stress compared to clergy who did not. 

Characteristics found among clergy who experience higher levels of stress include those who are 

younger, clergy with depression, those who lack satisfaction from their personal/spiritual life, 

and those who perceive that they have been placed in an unhealthy church congregation 

(Doolittle, 2010). The younger the clergyperson is, the greater the potential negative impact for 

vocational stress and risk for burnout (Brewer & Shapard, 2004; Randall, 2007). A study also 

found that younger clergypersons are more likely than older clergy to show symptoms of 

emotional exhaustion (Francis, et al., 2004). The younger clergies report experiencing higher 

levels of work pressure than more aging clergy, like other professions (Evers et al., 2004).  

 Some personality factors also affect burnout levels among the clergy (Francis & Crea, 

2018). Introverted clergy tends to be more engaged in extraverted vocational experiences and are 

more likely to report lower levels of job satisfaction and higher levels of emotional exhaustion 

(Francis et al., 2008). Past research has shown that one of the most crucial factors of resiliency to 

ministerial stress is the clergy’s ability to intentionally balance demands between life and work 

while at the same time being intentional about maintaining healthy relationships (Meek et al., 

2003). Clergies who reported higher levels of personal spirituality also had greater personal 

satisfaction. However, higher levels of emotional exhaustion correlate with higher levels of 

personal spirituality (Doolittle, 2007). Having an active and intentional spiritual life was another 

factor highlighted by clergy who did well in ministry (Clarke et al., 2022; Golden et al., 2004). 

Clergies who reported a positive attitude towards prayer also reported lower levels of emotional 
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exhaustion and depersonalization and higher levels of personal accomplishment (Turton & 

Francis, 2007). Finally, a greater understanding of oneself is a protective factor against work-life 

spillover stress. A specific study found that clergies with greater levels of differentiation of self 

were less likely to experience symptoms of burnout (Beebe, 2007). According to Jackson-Jordan 

(2013), compassion fatigue, avoidant or accommodating conflict style, and high role 

expectations by self and others were risk factors for clergy burnout. Proeschold-Bell et al. (2015) 

considered ministry stressors to be mainly interpersonal. They recommended increasing social 

support, decreasing social isolation, and reducing financial stress to promote positive mental 

health for clergy.  

Effects of Stress and Burnout Among Clergies 

 Recent research (Thompson, 2020) mentioned that burnout among helping professionals 

have been increasing, consequently reducing patient care quality, and increasing healthcare 

costs. Burnout can also lead to changing jobs or leaving the profession (Maslach et al., 2001). 

This reality is present among clergies. It has been noticed that stress and burnout among the 

clergy are emotionally damaging their interpersonal relationships and decreasing the average 

length of service in congregations (Jinkins, 2002; Wind & Rendle, 2001)  

 Beebe (2007) mentions that a particular study from the Fuller Institute of Church Growth 

in 1991 with 1000 pastors revealed a shocking reality: “50% of respondents had considered 

leaving the pastoral vocation during the previous three months … 70% had a lower self-image 

than when they began their professions” (p. 257). Other recent studies report that an increasing 

number of pastors may leave the ministry due to burnout (Randall, 2004; Spencer et al., 2012).  
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 One particular study (Hoge & Wenger, 2005) with more than 900 pastors from five 

denominations (Assemblies of God, the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, The Lutheran 

Church-Missouri Synod, The Presbyterian Church-USA, and the United Methodist Church) who 

had left their ministry, revealed that 58% of the pastors felt drained by the demands imposed on 

them. Preference for another form of ministry, the need to care for children or other parts of the 

family, conflict in the congregations, conflict with denominational leaders, burnout or 

discouragement, and divorce or marital problems were the causes of leaving the ministry, 

according to this research.  

Compared to the overall population, clergies present with 40% higher levels of being 

overweight, obesity, hypertension, and diabetes (Proeschold-Bell & Legrand, 2010; Proeschold-

Bell et al., 2015). Due to all the demands expected from clergies, one study mentions that “it is 

realistic to predict a certain degree of emotional stress and to assume that this stress affects 

clergy family member’s sense of well-being” (Lindholm et al., 2016, p. 98).  

Personal Trauma, Vicarious Traumatization & Suicide  

It is well known and documented that the clergy is one of the most significant 

gatekeepers for individuals suffering from severe mental health and suicide risk (Mason et al., 

2021). Suicidal people seeking treatment are more likely to contact the clergy first than any other 

provider (Wang et al., 2003). Yet, clergies are still reporting not being trained in the subject, 

feeling significantly less confidence working with suicidal people, and their referral pattern of 

suicidal people to mental health professionals is still unclear (Mason et al., 2011). A specific 

study (Hedman, 2014) found that clergy would refer 10% of their members to professional 

counselors, and the other 90% counsel themselves, 70% of those suffering from anxiety or 
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depression disorders. Another study (VanderWeele et al., 2016) identified religiosity and 

spirituality as protective factors to prevent suicide. However, another study from The World 

Health Organization ( WHO, et al., 2014) recommended some caution and reported some 

attitudes toward suicide can make religiosity and spirituality a risk factor. The Center for Disease 

Control and Prevention (CDC) said that suicide is the 12th leading cause of death in the US 

(Martinez-Ales et al., 2020) and the second leading cause of death worldwide in 15–29 years old 

(WHO, 2014). Protestants have the highest suicide rate, followed by roman Catholics, whereas 

Jewish individuals have the lowest rates of suicide (Maris et al., 2000). Reyes et al. (2008) 

indicate that people who work with trauma victims may experience profound psychological 

effects that can be disruptive and painful for the helper and persist for months or years after 

working with traumatized individuals. Certainly, clergies are not immune to this reality. It is 

common knowledge that clergy themselves are committing suicide, and suicide among clergies 

is on the rise. A simple google search with the phrase: Suicide among pastors, shows 10 pages 

with about 3,530 results. A recent study (Hanson, 2020) states that clergy members committing 

suicide prompts immediate action, yet scientific studies about suicide and pastor seem not to 

exist. Perhaps because Christianity’s historical perspective and attitude toward suicide had 

remained consistent since the fifth century (Phipps, 1985) when St. Augustine conceptualized 

suicide as a violation of the sixth commandment: Thou shall not kill (Maris et al., 2000). The 

study that denounced suicide among clergy also found that many clergy members are 

traumatized within the ministry but go undiagnosed (Hanson, 2020).  A study also links 

denominational lack of remuneration to suicide attempts (Gugushe, 2014) and isolation and 

burnout leading to suicide attempts (Claudin, 2020). 
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Isolation and Difficult Access to Mental Health  

Hanson (2020) found that clergy do not feel comfortable disclosing their emotional 

problems, deny their symptoms, and distrust their challenging issues to their leaders or mental 

health professionals; Most of them feel shame and fear compromise their job, family, and 

congregation, what leads them to not looking for mental health services. Another non-scientific 

study made by a widely known marriage and family therapist and also clergy listed eight reasons 

pastors resist going to counseling: Pastors are uncomfortable with the role reversal since they are 

supposed to be the experts, are concerned about confidentiality, distrust psychology,   

over-spiritualize mental health, cannot identify the right counselor, have limited accessibility to a 

trained listener and have limited budgets (Presson, 2020).  

Stigma about mental health is still problematic among congregants, especially from 

conservative protestant denominations who endorse a demonic etiology of major depression and 

schizophrenia (Hartog & Gow, 2005). Stigma might be one of the causes that inhibit clergy from 

accessing mental health services, and there is a study calling for specific research on this subject 

(Clarke & Squires 2022). Stigma is especially problematic for those in ministry who are 

expected to exhibit significant faith (Stanford, 2007). The church has historically failed to foster 

a healing environment for those suffering from mental health issues, and many still keep the 

misconceptions about the etiology of depression, seeing it as a result of sin or lack of faith 

(Scrutton, 2015); finally, a threat to their ministry (Hartog et al., 2005). Incongruence is another 

reality found by Lovejoy (2015). He mentions that most pastors suffering from depression will 

attempt to treat their symptoms without disclosing their struggles to anyone else. This concept of 

incongruence is led by the theory of personality development proposed by Carl Rogers, in which 
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internal conflict arises as one’s public self is considerably different from one’s private or inner 

self, and the space created between the two can lead to depression and anxiety (Menne, 1961). 

Fear of congregants, fear of sharing feelings, lack of support from denominational officials, lack 

of finances, or inability to afford mental health insurance stop clergies from seeking professional 

counseling (Hileman, 2008). 

Work-Family Spillover and Job Burnout  

 Demographic profile changes in the North American workforce have provoked high 

research interest in two of the most central life domains of all individuals: how they deal with the 

demands of their work and their family roles (Gutek et al., 1991; Lim & Tai, 2014; Aboobaker & 

Edward, 2020; Nauman et al., 2020). Researchers define work and family conflict as a form of 

inter-role conflict (Kahn et al., 1964) that appears whenever the demands of one role make it 

challenging to fulfill the requirements of another. The work-family conflict has three 

classifications: time-based, strain-based, and behavior-based (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). 

Time-based conflict refers to conflict experienced when time pressures associated with one role 

prevent one from fulfilling the expectations of the other role. Strain-based conflict is when strain 

or fatigue in one role affects performance in the other. Finally, behavior-based conflict is when 

behavioral patterns in one role are incompatible with the behavioral requirements of the different 

roles (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Some researchers posit that work and family conflict is an 

outcome, rather than a predictor, of strain and that perceptions of work and family conflicts (i.e., 

perceptions of role interactions) would be influenced by the individual’s experience of stress 

(Kelloway et al., 1999). 
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 Spillover, or the level to which participation in one domain (e.g., work) impacts taking 

part in another domain (e.g., family), is considered one of the most important links between work 

and family in contemporary research (Grzywacz et al., 2002; Pleck, 1995). The first concept is 

negative spillover between work and family, most frequently characterized by various types of 

work-family conflict or interference (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Small & Riley, 1990). The 

other concepts represent positive spillover between work and family, such as resource 

enhancement (Kirchmeyer, 1992) and work-family success or balance (Milkie & Peltola, 1999; 

Becker & Moen, 1999). However,  studies has also shown that negative forms of spillover are 

related yet distinct from positive spillover (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Verfuerth et al., 2019). 

 Earlier studies have consistently shown that work-to-family conflicts occur more 

frequently than family-to-work conflicts (Frone, 2003; Geurts & Demerouti, 2003). It is 

important to distinguish between the two types of work-family conflict because the role-related 

outcomes of work-to-family strife reside in the family domain (e.g., family dissatisfaction and 

distress, poor family-related role performance). In contrast, the role-related outcomes of  

family-to-work conflict exist in the work domain (e.g., work dissatisfaction and distress, poor 

work-related role performance). However, both dimensions of work-family conflict are related to 

employees' mental health, physical health, and health-related behavior. Another study  

(Grant-Vallone & Donaldson, 2001) found that work-to-family conflict predicted a decreased 

self-reported and co-worker-reported well-being (i.e., happiness and satisfaction) over six 

months.  

 Long working hours are a risk factor for negative spillover between work and family, 

especially for negative work-to-family conflict, according to several studies (Grzywacz & 
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Marks, 2000; Gutek et al., 1991; Lee et al., 2021, Van der Hulst & Geurts, 2001). However, long 

working hours may be positively linked to positive spillovers for women (Grzywacz et al., 2002; 

Lee et al., 2021). These links to positive spillover may occur through the quality of the job, as 

long working hours (full-time jobs) may be associated with better job characteristics and higher 

organizational commitment than part-time jobs (Martin & Hafer, 1995; Steffy & Jones, 1990). 

 In most of the distinguished studies, positive spillover from work to family (Grzywacz & 

Marks, 2000) predicted the occurrence in skills, behaviors, positive mood, sense of 

accomplishment, and support. The negative spillover processes from work to family consisted of 

time and strain and an elevated level of control at work (e.g., overworking methods, tasks, and 

pace). The pressure on the job was the strongest correlate of negative spillover from work to 

family. On the other hand, the feeling of control in the work environment was associated with a 

positive spillover between work and family. In addition, their studies suggest that higher levels 

of education might be related to a higher level of negative spillover from work to family. 

 Few studies have simultaneously examined positive and negative work-family spillover in 

relation to life satisfaction (Graves et al., 2007; Hecht & McCarthy, 2010; Karatepe & Bekteshi, 

2008). Another study also pointed out that the leading factor in work-life spillover and burnout is 

employers' request to multitask during their workday to increase productivity without increasing 

hours worked, in addition to the battle for control (Angerer, 2003). The struggle for control exists 

when employees and employers feel they do not have any ability to control important facets of 

their job, leading them to experience elements of burnout such as exhaustion, cynicism, and 

ineffectiveness (Angerer, 2003). Hwang and Ramados (2017) determined that high levels of job 
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control, supervisor support, and co-worker support were significantly related to higher levels of 

job satisfaction among both men and women. 

 In a longitudinal study, Cho and Tay (2016) found that positive family-to-work spillover 

and negative work-to-family spillover predict future life satisfaction. They also posited that job 

satisfaction and marital satisfaction are two routes by which work-family spillover alters life 

satisfaction. In addition, a meta-analysis with more than 60,000 individuals (Fellows et al., 2016) 

found that work-family conflict is associated with lower couple relationship quality. Several 

researchers have also suggested that the increased level of work-family positive spillover may be 

related to greater job satisfaction and family satisfaction (Crouter, 1984; Edwards & Rothbard, 

2000; Grzywacz et al., 2002).  

Life satisfaction is the variable most often associated with the work-family relationship 

and has been the object of many empirical studies (Hill, 2005). Investigations revealed that 

family-to-work and work-to-family conflict are negatively related to life satisfaction (Netemeyer 

et al., 1996; Perrewe et al., 1999). When people experience an increasing conflict between their 

roles and responsibilities in both work and family domains, their life satisfaction decreases 

(Treistman, 2004), others have suggested that positive interaction between the work-family 

relationship and life satisfaction has not been studied sufficiently (De-Simone et al., 2014). There 

is a call to use quantitative instruments to measure areas impacting work-life spillover for clergy 

(especially women), including anxiety, depression, marital satisfaction, and social relationships 

(Fish & Norton, 2018). Another recent study (Malcolm et al., 2022) observed the importance of 

assessing work-related stress and satisfaction sources. 
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Family and organizational support have been significant factors that intervene in the 

work-family relationship (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999; Hunsaker, 2021). Social support reduces 

strain and the effect of stressors (Viswesvaran et al., 1999). It reduces the likelihood that work 

domains will be perceived as stressful, reducing work-family conflict (Carlson & Perrewe, 

1999). Employee perceptions of a family-friendly culture reduce work-family friction (Shockley 

& Allen, 2007). Furthermore, perceived social support is a potential moderator of the 

relationship between work-family conflict and domain-specific satisfaction (Mullen et al., 

2008). Other studies have found that the number of children was a significant negative predictor 

of marital satisfaction; also, sex, education, and religiosity interacted with the number of children 

and marital satisfaction (Cox et al., 1999; Kowal et al., 2021),  and the number of children 

having a significant association to the stress level of the family (Noh et al., 2017). In addition, 

Bowen (1966) introduced the family life theory postulating that families are complex units that 

are closely intertwined, with each member having a significant impact on others. Therefore, the 

more members (e.g., children) the family unit has, the more will be the challenge to maintain a 

peaceful and healthy state (Noh et al., 2017). One specific study (Fish & Norton, 2018) calls 

researchers to pay attention to the impact ministry work-life spillover has when children are 

present or absent in the family home.  

Duncan and Duerden (1990) found evidence that family professionals and their spouses 

perceive marital/family life stresses and strengths as uniquely associated with professional 

family work; they agree about significant stresses and strengths. They also found that working as 

a family professional produces more family life enhancers than stressors. In addition, Duncan 

and Duerden (1990) suggested that a balanced focus on work-related enhancers and stressors in 
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various vocations may allow for the development of an improved relationship between family 

and workplace. Grzywacz et al. (2002) made an important observation that there are many 

studies of work-family spillover available; however, a large number of them relied on samples of 

highly professional individuals with children in dual-earner couples (Grzywacz et al., 2002). 

Clergy and Work-Family Spillover 

Clergies are expected to experience a high level of work-family conflict (De Luca, 1980). 

Five stressors are common experiences for clergy and their families: mobility, financial, 

expectations and time demands, intrusions of family boundaries, and social support (Blanton, 

1992). All the identified stressors were found to negatively affect work-family conflict, clergy 

well-being, psychological functioning, and quality of personal and family relationships (Hill et 

al., 2003). A longitudinal study found that work-family conflict is related to self-reported healthy 

symptoms, including increased levels of depression, poor physical health, development of 

cardiovascular inefficiencies, and elevated alcohol consumption (Frone, 1997). Another study 

found that work-related stressors negatively impacted both clergies and their spouses compared 

to economic and demographic variables. The most impactful element of work-related stress was 

the lack of social support (Blanton & Morris, 1999). 

Clergy and their wives are experiencing “significantly more loneliness and diminished 

marital adjustment compared to non-clergy males and females” (Darling et al., 2004, p. 

262). Clergy spouses are at risk for increased stress and mental distress (Moy & Malony, 1987; 

Ostrander et al., 1994), and clergy wives display a pattern of frustration (Kurtz et al., 2017). 

Another study (Kurtz et al., 2017) with spouses of clergy experiencing sexual misconduct 

suggests “the need to increase awareness of systemic risk factors … to utilize clinical 
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interventions that extend beyond the individual to address marital, familial and communal 

distress” (p. 437). Many other studies (Hileman, 2008; Lewis et al., 2007; Lindholm et al., 2016; 

Wilson & Darling, 2016) acknowledge that stress affects pastors’ family members and even their 

community. A recent study (Huang, 2020) suggests that enhanced strain-based work-family 

conflicts result in increased marital conflict among the clergy.  

Work-Family Spillover by Gender   

 Historically, researchers have suggested that relations between work and family roles 

were gendered in conventional ways (Crouter, 1984; Pleck, 1977). Pleck (1977) suggested that 

positive and negative spillovers from work roles to family roles were more frequent for men than 

women. At the same time, he found that women experienced more significant spillover from 

family roles to work roles. When it comes to gender and burnout, a specific meta-analyses study 

(Purvanova  & Muros, 2010) determined that women and men are likely to report different 

subsets of burnout factors; Women are likely to express emotional exhaustion leading to levels of 

burnout, whereas men were more likely to say that it was the depersonalization elements of 

burnout that most impacted them. Therefore, women were more likely to suffer the consequences 

of work-related emotional exhaustion when compared to their male counterparts (Purvanova  & 

Muros, 2010). Women bear a disproportionate share of household and childcare responsibilities 

compared to employed fathers (Craig et al., 2010). A specific study showed evidence that men 

and women react differently under stress conditions such as: under stress, men presented a 

decrease in motivation to provide caretaking, but the same was not found among the women 

(Probst et al., 2017). Another study identified that female clergy and single or celibate cleric 
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might experience some unique aspect of relational isolation, and covid disrupted many of their 

supportive resource (Clarke et al., 2021). 

The research regarding work-related stressors specific to women in ministry has been 

minimal (Fish & Norton 2018). Although the number of clergywomen servicing leadership 

positions has increased over the past several decades, one of the latest studies reveals that the 

total number of women in ministry in the U.S. in 2016 was about 20% compared to the entire 

workforce, and this number continues to grow (Campbell-Reed, 2019). A study that compared 

the experienced burnout of women and men in ministry has found that female clergy reported 

higher levels of work stress than males (Wells et al., 2012). Specific gender issues are associated 

with anxiety and burnout among clergywomen, such as gender-based discrimination, church 

bureaucracy, lack of role models, lack of overall congregational support (Frame & Shehan, 2004) 

lack of role models, lower status and lower pay ( Frame & Shehan, 2005). Women were found to 

be more satisfied and willing to remain in positions perceived as marginalized ministry positions 

compared to male colleagues (McDuff, 2001). Another study (Shehan et al., 1999) found that 

clergywomen are more likely to provide mothering care for their congregations than their male 

counterparts, which results in higher levels of depression.  

Protective Factors 

Regarding possible protective factors, Doolittle (2010) determined that clergy who 

engaged in and maintained interests and activities outside their ministry occupations were less 

likely to experience burnout. External factors found in this study to prevent burnout and  

work-life spillover include the presence of mentors, attendance at retreats, regular exercise, 

functional level of personal spiritual renewal, and scholarly reading. The ability to balance the 
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demands consciously and intentionally between life and work and being intentional about 

maintaining healthy relationships has also been shown as a resiliency factor to ministerial 

stressors (Meek et al., 2003).  Maintaining outside relationships and activities also enhances the 

clergy’s ability to face stress (Doolittle, 2010). 

 Elevated levels of self-compassion (Barnard & Curry, 2012), having an intentional 

spiritual life (Golden et al., 2004), and having high levels of self-differentiation (Beebe, 2007: 

Zondag, 2004; i.e., having a great understanding of oneself) are also protective factors among the 

clergy. Other studies show that social and congregational support are potential protective factors 

to help clergy cope with their stress (Lutz & Eagle,  2019; Lee & Iverson-Gilbert, 2003). Clergy 

who reported positive attitudes toward prayer also reported lower levels of emotional exhaustion 

and depersonalization and higher levels of personal accomplishment (Turton & Francis, 2007).  

Protective Factors by Gender  

 It has been found that women who worked in male-dominated fields, regardless of 

whether they were working in a male-dominated occupation or not, were found to achieve a 

greater level of success in their field of work when they had a supportive social network 

surrounding them, in particular, family support (Richman et al., 2011). In addition, the same 

study mentions discrimination-free environments, female role models, and social support as 

possible protective factors for women experiencing burnout. 

Conclusion 

The literature review explored how clergy stressors and burnout factors affect their lives. 

I showed how clergy stress affects them and their families. Five key topics were identified: 

Systemic factors that influence stress, external and internal factors in ministry work-related 
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stressors, the effect of stress and burnout among clergies, work-family spillover, and protective 

factors. The literature peripherally connected the five areas and most illustrated a connection, 

especially in how clergies’ family members might be affected negatively by their stress and 

burnout. However, the need for further research seems evident in the literature.  While previous 

studies acknowledge (Hileman, 2008; Lewis et al., 2007; Lindholm et al., 2016; Wilson & 

Darling, 2016) that pastors’ family members and even their communities might be affected by 

their stress, there appeared to be a void of studies on how exactly their families are being 

affected. Also, the literature lacks research connecting the positive effects of clergy work and 

their families.  

Wilson and Darling (2016) mention at the conclusion of their study that, “It is apparent 

that clergy children experience the systemic effects of the stressors that their parent experience as 

well as their own set of individual stressors” (p. 141). Other studies (Kurtz et al., 2017) with 

spouses of clergy experiencing sexual misconduct suggest “the need to increase awareness of 

systemic risk factors … to utilize clinical interventions that extend beyond the individual to 

address marital, familial and communal distress” (p. 437).  The literature also shows how mental 

health treatment or clergies, when available, might be underutilized.  

The literature suggests that being clergy is a sacred calling that requires a costly 

dedication of time and energy. Stress is inevitable in their personal, marital, and familial lives. 

The main research question for this study is: How does pastors’ work affect their personal and 

family life? I am interested in discovering the link between the clergy’s perceptions of stress, 

spillover, and marital and family satisfaction. In addition to identify stressors and enhancers in 

their family life. I want to further contribute to possible systemic interventions and dissemination 
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of clinical implications for marriage and family therapists and other mental health professionals 

interested in serving this population. 
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CHAPTER III:  METHOD 

The purpose of the current study is to investigate the link between the pastors’ 

perceptions of stress, spillover, and personal accomplishment, marital satisfaction and family 

functioning. The study had the following specific goals: (a) to identify and measure possible 

family stressors and enhancers (e.g., positive and negative spillover); (b) to describe ways in 

which being a pastor enhances one’s family life or creates additional stress; (c) to identify factors 

related to work family spillover; and (d) to identify the effects of spillover on personal and 

family life, and to assess the role of stressors and enhancers as mediators between work domain 

(e.g., Emotional exhaustion, hours worked, personal accomplishment, social support) and 

personal/family life (e.g., family functioning, life satisfaction and marital satisfaction). This 

chapter describes sample selection, strategies for data collection, measures and procedures for 

data analysis.  

Participants 

The current study used a convenience sampling collected data. Of the 1,020 counted 

invited participants, 116 accessed the survey (11.37%). Out of the 116 who accessed the survey, 

79 successfully answered all the questions and 10 participants missed a few questions. 

Participants who missed a few questions were contacted by email and four of them provided the 

answers for the missed questions. A total of 83 participants (8.14%) provided the complete 

answers for all the questions in the instrument. The other participants were dropped from this 

study so no mean substitution for missing values was used to fill in missing data.  

 From the total participants (n = 83), the sample consisted of 62 men (74.7%) and 21 

women (25.7%). The respondents were diverse in terms of racial/ethnic, educational, social 
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economic status and denomination affiliation (Table 3.1 and 3.2). The majority were first-time 

married (n = 74 or 89.2%). This was an experienced sample; the mean age 51 (SD = 11.02) and 

the mean years of experience was 19.95 (SD = 11.5). More than half of participants work  

bi-vocational in ministry (n = 42 or 50.6%) and the majority of participants  

(n = 77 or 94%) have children (M = 2.23 and SD = 1.23). Bi-vocational ministry refers to a 

pastor who works in a second job outside of the church organization. 

Procedures 

Data Collection  

SurveyMonkey was used to collect the data online given to its practicality, 

confidentiality, and convenience for the participants. The platform was accessed by researcher 

using the Antioch University portal. The instruments were offered in English, Spanish, and 

Portuguese given the intention to reach multicultural pastors. The majority of the respondents 

answered the survey in Portuguese (n = 46 or 55.4%) followed by English (n = 33 or 39.8%) and 

Spanish (n = 4 or 4.8%). All data was downloaded in the same file by SurveyMonkey. 

Participants signed the informed consent (Appendix A) and accessed all the instruments using a 

link in the respective three languages provided.  

 The data collection lasted for two and a half months (beginning January 18, 2023, and 

ending April 03, 2023). I asked permission to one specific denomination Free Methodist Church: 

Acts 12:24 Conference (Appendix C) to send direct emails inviting their pastors to participate. I 

also asked permission to Theological Seminary School from Alliance University (Appendix C) 

to the placement of a poster inviting participants (Appendix D). Pastors from other 

denominations (Table 1) were also invited, and their emails obtained by checking their public 
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data base in the respective denomination websites in different areas of the U.S. In addition, an 

invitation link was posted on Facebook and shared with religious leaders within the researcher’ 

reach. A total of 1,020 emails were sent. Particular attention was paid to reach a diverse 

population of participants from different ethnic group minorities as well as female pastors.  

A total of 55 (62.26 %) provided their full name and email, stating they wanted to 

participate in a draw prize of 5 Amazon electronic gift card. The respondents were given an 

identification number, and five numbers were chosen using lotterynumbergenerator.net. The 

electronic gift cards were sent to their provided emails.  

Human Subjects 

 An approval for the institutional Review Board (IRB) of Antioch University was granted 

on January,18, 2023, for exempt status according to the federal regulation of the Common Rule 

(45 CFR 46, subpart A), following limited review (Appendix B). Participants provided their full 

name as a form of signature in their informed consent. It was given the participants an 

opportunity to provide their email address and respond if there were open for following up 

questions regarding the study.   

Measures 

Maslach Burnout Inventory-Human Services Survey (MBI-HSS). The MBI-HSS 

(Maslach et al., 1996) is a widely used 22-item scale designed to measure burnout levels among 

individuals engaged in professions that require ongoing and intense interactions with service 

recipients (e.g., police, nurses, psychotherapists, and counselors, social workers, etc.). It 

measures three subscales of emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal 

accomplishments. The emotional exhaustion subscale (EE) measures the feelings of being 
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emotionally overextended and exhausted by one’s work; the depersonalization subscale (DP) 

measures the insensitiveness and impersonal response towards recipients of one’s service, care, 

treatment, or instruction; and the personal accomplishment subscale (PA) measures the feelings 

of competence and effective achievement in one’s work with people (Maslach et al., 1996). In 

this study the word “client” presented in one of the subscales from the original assessment was 

changed to the word members, so the participants would not feel confused.  

 This self-report questionnaire requires participants to rate the frequency of feelings 

related to each item using a 7-point scale (0 = never; 6 = every day). Burnout is theorized as a 

continues variable, ranging from low to moderate to high. A high degree of burnout is reflected 

in high scores on the EE ( 27 and over) and DP ( 13 and over) subscales and in low scores on the 

PA (0 – 31) subscale; an average degree of burnout is suggested in the average scores on the 

three subscales, EE (17 – 26), DP (7 – 12), PA (32 – 38); a low degree of burnout is reflected in 

low scores on the EE (0 – 16) and DP (0 – 6) and in high scores on the PA (39 and over). This 

instrument's reported alpha reliability coefficient is 0.86 (Maslach et al., 1996). Reliability 

measures for the current study was α = .83. 

  The scores of personal accomplishments (PA) and emotional exhaustion (EE) were used 

to represent negative and positive affective reactions to pastor’s work experiences. The 

participants in this study reported moderate to high levels of burnout as indicated by the 

moderate scores on EE (M = 19.48, SD = 6.47) and DP (M = 12.81, SD = 4.58) followed by a 

low score on PA (M = 22.30, SD = 6.24).  

   Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL). The Interpersonal Support Evaluation 

List instrument (Cohen et al., 1985) is a 12-item scale that measures the perceptions of social 
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support. This measure is a shortened version of the original ISEL 40 items (Cohen & Hoberman, 

1983). It was designed to measure the number of individuals providing a variety of kinds of 

support in a person’s social network and the person’s satisfaction with the support provided in 

three different areas: appraisal support subscale (AS), belonging support subscale (BS) and 

tangible support subscale (TS). Several studies have used this scale to capture more detailed 

information about a clergy’s social ecology, including the minister’s family, congregation, 

denomination, and community (Lee & Iverson-Gilbert, 2003; Shaw et al., 2021; Staley et al., 

2013). Participants’ responses were measured by a 4-point scale (1 = Definitely False to 4 = 

Definitely True). All the scores area kept continuous, and results are interpreted the higher the 

scores the higher is the level of social support. The author of the original instrument presents 

ISEL as a reliable instrument with an internal consistency reliability coefficient of 0.70 (Merz et 

al., 2014). When first tested this instrument in this study, the reliability coefficient presented  α = 

0.53. The researcher found one specify study stating that scores for subscale were found to differ 

across gender, race, level of education and marital status (Merz et al., 2014). The reversed score 

items (1, 2, 7, 8, 11 and 12) were removed and a new test was run with each subscale. The items 

kept for this specify study showed a reliability coefficient of α = .86. The scores of social 

supports (SS) were used in this study to measure the perceived received support from pastor as a 

predictor variable from the work domain and the correlation of how positive work characteristics 

might affect life satisfaction and marital satisfaction (positive-work spillover to personal and 

marital life). 
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The participant in this study reported moderated to high level of social support (M = 

20.67, SD = 3.41). The highest scores were found in subscale TS (M = 6.94, SD = 1.22), 

followed by AS (M = 6.90, SD = 1.43) and BS (M = 6.83, SD = 1.28).  

McMaster Family Assessment Device – General Functioning Subscale (FAD-GF).  

 This instrument (Miller et al., 1985) is a general functioning subscale (GF12) of the 

McMaster Family Assessment Device. It has been widely used to assess individual’s overall 

level of family functioning (Cong et al., 2022). The original model reflects six dimensions of 

family functioning that have the most weight on the emotional and physical health or problems 

of family members, based on findings from the research on normal families, considering 

problems solving, communication, roles, effectiveness responsiveness, affective involvement, 

and behavioral control (Epstein et al., 1983). It is a shortened version of FAD with all the 

domains but with reduced items for rating. This is a 12-item self-report questionnaire that asks 

respondents to indicate on a four-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 4 = strongly agree) the 

degree to which they feel each statement describes their family. The scale is constructed so that 

higher scores show more significant family dysfunction. This measure has presented strong test-

retest reliability and validity, with an internal consistency of 0.88 to 0.90 over three measurement 

phases (Miller et al., 1985). This instrument was first tested in this study and the reliability 

coefficient presented a problematic reliability α = -.25. The researcher found that in spite of the 

widely use of this instrument, it has shown an inconsistent factor structure across various studies, 

and it was suggested that eliminating one set of questions either the positive or the negative 

worded items, could improve the reliability factors (Cong et al., 2022). In another study 

comparing GF12 with GF6, analysis revealed that scores based on only the six negative items 
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had almost identical distribution and identified almost exactly the same families with good and 

poor levels of functioning as the GF12 subscale (Boterhoven de Hann et al., 2015).  

 For this study the six negatively worded items were kept and the positive items were 

removed (2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 12). The GF 6 items kept for this specify study showed a reliability 

coefficient of α = .84. The variables values kept in the study were transformed after found that 

values were mistakenly entered in the SurveyMonkey. The scores of family functioning (FFUN) 

in this study were used to measure the pastor’s perceived family dysfunction as an outcome 

variable of negative work family spillover. In addition, to identify how negative work 

characteristics might affect family functioning (negative work spillover to family). Overall, 

participants in this study reported low level in family dysfunction (M = 8.52, SD = 2.9). 

   Satisfaction With Life Scale, SWLS. The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Pavot et 

al., 1991) is a self-reported five-item questionnaire designed as a global measure of subjective 

satisfaction with one’s life compared with one’s ideals (Diener et al., 1985). This is a 7-point 

Likert scale instrument (1 = Strongly disagree to 7 = Strongly agree) that participant rated the 

extent of their agreement with the five statements (e.g., “In most ways, my life is close to my 

ideal”). Scores on the SWLS are interpreted in terms of overall life satisfaction. The author of 

this scale designated a score of 20 to represent a neutral point on the scale (participants that 

scores the neutral point are equally satisfied and dissatisfied); scores between 21 and 25 

represent slightly satisfied participants, and scores between 15 and 19 represent slightly 

dissatisfied participants; scores between 26 and 30 represents extreme satisfaction, and scores 

from 5 to 9 are indicative of being extremely dissatisfied (Pavot & Diener, 1993; Pavot, Diener, 

& Suh, 1998). 
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 Previous clinical studies using this instrument has presented a negative correlation with 

variables representing depression (r = -0.55), anxiety (r = -0.54) and general psychological 

distress (r = -0.55; Pavot & Diener, 1993). This scale presents with a reported alpha reliability 

coefficient of α = 0.82 (Diener et al., 1985). Reliability measures for the current study was α = 

0.87.  This instrument was used to measure the outcome variable Life Satisfaction as well as 

possible effects of positive work-famiy spillover. The total scores were computed for all 

participants (n = 83) to represent general satisfaction with life. The participants scored slightly 

high satisfaction with life as indicated by high scores on the measure (M = 25.44, SD = 6.26). 

Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (KMSS). This is a three-item questionnaire used in 

numerous studies for its brevity and high reliability to assess marital satisfaction (Mitchell et al., 

1983; Schumm et al., 1986). Respondents answer each item on a 7-point scale ranging (1 = 

Extremely dissatisfied to 7 Extremely satisfied). Items such as “How satisfied are you with your 

marriage?” were presented for participants to rate their perceptions. This instrument was 

designed to measure marital quality. For conceptual and statistical clarity, it was determined that 

the cutoff score is 17 (Crane et al., 2000). The total score ranges from 3 to 21, with scores above 

17 meaning better marital quality. This instrument's reported internal consistency alpha 

reliability coefficient is α = 0.90 (Mitchell et al., 1983). Reliability measures for the current 

study was α = 0.95. 

This instrument was used to measure the outcome variable from the personal 

domain marital satisfaction. The total scores were computed for all participants (n = 83) 

to represent the marital satisfaction of this sample. The participants in this study scored  
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low marital satisfaction as indicated by the total of the scores below the cutoff point 

 (M = 16.28, SD = 5.07). 

Work-Family Spillover-WFS. This scale (WFS; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) measures 

family-to-work spillover (positive and negative spillover dimensions) and work-to-family 

spillover (positive and negative spillover dimensions). It consists of 12 items that was designed 

to measure four dimensions of general spillover between the two domains: negative spillover 

from work to family (e.g., “Stress at work makes you irritable at home”), negative spillover from 

family to work (e.g., “responsibilities at home reduce the efforts you can devote to you job”), and 

positive spillover from family to work (e.g., “talking to someone at home helps you deal with 

problems at work”). The participants were asked to rate on the 5-point scale (1 = never, 5 = all 

the time) how often they experienced each item. Exploratory factor analysis (Grzywacz & 

marks., 2000) revealed reliabilities of: negative spillover from work to family (α = 0.83), 

positive spillover from work to family ( α = 0.73), negative spillover from family to work ( α = 

0.80), and positive spillover from family to work (α = 0.70). In addition, they found factors 

significantly related to global measures of physical and mental health, life satisfaction, and 

marital quality, with no gender differences. This instrument is considered one of the most 

frequently used assessment instruments in spillover research (Kinnunen et al., 2006). 

 For this study were used only subscales of work-family positive spillover (3 

items) and work-family negative spillover (4 items). Previous study has used the same 

combination with enhancers and stressors in a study with family professionals 

(Stevanovic, 2011). Reliability for the current study were measured for work-family 
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positive spillover subscale (α = 0.80) and for work-family negative spillover subscale (α 

= 0.78).  

The current study used only scores from the positive and negative work-family 

spillovers subscale to identify stressors and enhancers of pastors. In addition, to 

determine correlations between predictors of positive spillovers (personal 

accomplishment and social support) and negative spillovers (emotional exhaustion and 

hours worked) to family.  Total scores were processed for each subscale and higher 

scores indicated larger incidence of spillover.  The mean scores of work family negative 

spillover (M = 10.37, SD = 2.60) and work family positive spillover (M = 10.76, SD = 

2.29). 

Stressors and Enhancers. This instrument (Stevanovic & Rupert, 2009) lists 10 family 

stressors and 10 family enhancers, randomly combined in a 20-item list. Respondents rate the 

frequency of the stressors and enhancers related to each item using a 7-point, Likert-type scale (1 

= never to 7 = every day). This instrument was first developed for use with family professionals 

and their spouses (Wetchler & Piercy, 1986) on work-to-family spillover for family therapists. 

Other researchers have used and adapted this instrument to identify spillovers from work to 

family. The latest change in this instrument was made based on occupational hazards and 

rewards for professional psychologists and their personal experiences of the effects of 

professional practice in their family lives.  Elements of psychological mindedness and 

interpersonal skills were translated into positive experiences for their family lives and designated 

as family enhancers. Work related stress such as withdrawal, lack of spontaneity, and 
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intrusiveness that were translated to negatively impact family lives and nominated as family 

stressors for professional psychologists (Stevanovic & Rupert, 2009).  

   There is evidence of an identifiable cluster of work-related enhancers and 

stressors that spillover into the marital/family life of family professionals and their 

spouses (Duncan & Duerden, 1990; Duncan & Goddard, 1993; Stevanovic & Rupert, 

2009). The instrument has shown an internal consistency alpha reliability coefficient of  

α = 0.80 for the stressors and α = 0.77 for the enhancers in a previous study (Stevanovic 

& Rupert, 2009). Reliability measures for the current study on enhancers subscale was α 

= 0.89 and for the stressor’s subscale was  α = 0.85. In this study, the work 

“psychologist” was changed for pastor in the subscale, to use the instrument with this 

population. 

In the current study, family stressors associated with ministry work of pastors 

constitute negative spillover; contrarywise, family enhancers associated with ministry of 

pastors constitute positive spillover. The ratings of 10 stressors were combined into a 

single category score to represent negative spillover. The same was done with the 

enhancers to represent positive spillover. The spillover is conceptualized as a continuous 

variable.  Low negative spillover is considered by low combined score on 10 stressors 

and high negative spillover is considered by high combined score on ten stressors. 

Contrary, low positive spillover is considered by low combined score on ten enhancers.  

Demographic Questions 

 Demographic information was collected with 15 questions related to personal 

(e.g., age, gender, marital status, length of marriage, number of children), professional 
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(e.g., denomination, years of experience, education, type of employment, hours worked), 

economical (e.g., individual income and family income), and social areas (e.g., 

ethnic/race, time spent with family, composition of the family). The hours worked 

variable was transformed and recoded using the highest number of hours in the scale to 

estimate the amount of hours worked. 

Translation of the Measures 

 The MBI-HSS, ISEL, FAD-GF and SWLS,  were found translated into the three 

languages in which data was collected (English, Portuguese, and Spanish). The KMSS was found 

already translated from English to Portuguese but not to Spanish. The WFS, Stressors and 

Enhancers Scales and the demographic questionnaire were originally in English. For all the 

scales that were not found translated in the second or third language used in this study,  I had 

them translated and revised by a licensed mental health professional whose primary languages 

were Portuguese and Spanish.  

Data Analysis  

 To examine the associations and predictions of all variables proposed in this study, 

Pearson’s correlation analysis was used in addition to multiple regression analyses, as explained 

as follows. 

Bivariate Analysis  

To determine the strength and direction of linear relationship of the predictors and 

outcome variables of hypothesis one to nine (see Chapter II), Pearson’s correlation test was 

performed, except for the hypothesis 3 and 4, where Anova t-test was used. The results include 

all the variables in the study, inserted in a table containing strength, nature and significance of all 
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variable’s relationships. (Table 2). The variables were computed in a continuous and paired scale 

to measure the strength and direction of their association.  Tables for each hypothesis were 

created and displayed at the results section of this study (Chapter IV).  

Multivariate Analysis 

 To test predictive power of the buffering variables hypothesized as moderators in this 

study for hypothesis ten to fourteen (see Chapter II), multiple regression analysis was used. For 

all moderation analyses it was used PROCESS macro model number 1 (Hayes, 2022). Prior 

analyses, all variables were mean centered to lessen multicollinearity (Aiken & West, 1991). 

Bootstrapping was applied at 5,000 samples and significance was established at 95% bias-

corrected confidence intervals. Interactions between the studied variables were assessed at 

plus/minus 1 SD below mean levels, and tables were created to show the results (Chapter IV).  
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 CHAPTER IV: RESULTS  

 Statistical analyses of data were conducted from 83 pastors from multiple denominations. 

Statistical procedures were applied to eight scales in the study and ratings for stressors, 

enhancers and work-family spillover are presented. Means, standard deviation, and alpha 

reliabilities of each of the eight scales are presented (see Table 1 and Table 2). Correlations, t-

tests, intercorrelations analyses results, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for the studied 

variables are given. The relevant findings to 14 hypotheses (see Chapter II) follow.  

Scale Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities  

 Mean scores for each of the eight scales are given in Table 1. Scores indicating the level 

of emotional exhaustion, hours worked, personal accomplishment, social support,  

work-family positive and negative spillovers, stressors and enhancers, family dysfunction, life 

satisfaction and marital satisfaction are given (Figure 1). 

Bivariate Analysis  

Pearson’s product moment correlations (r) and t-tests were employed for the scales of 

primary interest. These findings are giving in tables below and will be presented for each 

hypothesis tested as follow.  

Hypothesis 1 

 Emotional exhaustion and hours worked were hypothesized to be positively related to 

work-family negative spillover and negatively related to work-family positive spillover and 

enhancers. This hypothesis was partially supported by the data according to Table 3. It was 

found a weak positive relationship of hours worked and work-family negative spillover (r = .27, 

p = .05) and a moderate negative relationship of emotional exhaustion and enhancers  
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 (r = -.31, p = .01), both with a statistical significance. The others relationships in the hypothesis 

were confirmed only for this sample, however with no statistical significance as described: The 

correlation of emotional exhaustion and work-family negative spillover was found to be a weak 

positive interaction (r = .20); the correlation of emotional exhaustion and work-family positive 

spillover was found to be weak negative r = -.18); hours worked was found negative weak 

correlation with enhancers (r = -.02).  

Hypothesis 2 

 Enhancers were hypothesized to be negatively related to stressors and work-family 

negative spillover. This hypothesis was fully supported by data displayed in Table 4. Enhancers 

were found to be moderate negative correlated to stressors (r = .-59, p 0.01)  as well as moderate 

negative correlated to work-family negative spillover (r = .-34, p = <0.01). Both relationships 

were found with statistical significance. 

Hypothesis 3 

 Female pastors were hypothesized to report greater levels of stressors and greater levels 

of enhancers compared to male pastors, and pastors (males and females) in general were 

hypothesized to report more stressors than enhancers. 

 It was found in this sample that pastors in general (male and females) reported more 

enhancers (M = 5.31; p = < 0.863) than stressors (M = 2.42; p = <0.118) and females reported 

more enhancers (M = 5.41) compared to males (M = 5.28), and less stressors (M = 2.17, p = .101) 

compared to males (M = 2.5). However, it was not found any statistical significance in the results 

as displayed in Table 5. This hypothesis was not supported. 
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Hypothesis 4 

 Male pastors were hypothesized to report more hours worked in ministry, less hours 

worked doing home chores, and more emotional exhaustion levels compared to female pastors. It 

was found that males worked more hours in ministry (M = 38.06, p = <.044) compared to 

females (M = 28.57, p = <.044).  It was also found that females (M = 22.38, p = <.001) worked 

almost double of time doing home chores compared to males (M = 12.66, p = <.001) and that 

males presented with more emotional exhaustion (M= 2.23, p = <.172) compared to females (M 

= 1.98, p = <.172). For the comparisons of hours worked in ministry and hours worked doing 

home chores, the results presented a statistical significance; however, the comparison of 

emotional exhaustion between the gender (as shown in the Table 6) did not present a statistical 

significance. Therefore, this hypothesis was partially supported.  

Hypothesis 5  

 Personal accomplishment and social support were hypothesized to be positively 

correlated to enhancers, work-family positive spillover, marital satisfaction, and life satisfaction. 

This hypothesis was not confirmed by data and results are displayed in Table 7. Contrary to what 

was hypothesized, personal accomplishment was not positively related to any of the outcome 

variables predicted. Personal accomplishments were not found to be positively related to 

enhancers (r = 0.08), nor work-family positive spillover (r = 0), nor marital satisfaction (r = -

0.05), nor life satisfaction (r = .006). In the same way, social support was not found to be 

positively correlated to enhancers (r = -0.01), nor to work-family positive spillover (r = -0.11), 

nor to marital satisfaction (r = -0.19), nor life satisfaction (r = 0.03). On the other hand, a weak 

negative correlation was observed between personal accomplishments, work-family positive 
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spillover, and marital satisfaction. No significant statistical results were observed in the 

relationships of the hypothesized variables even though results were fully contrary to what were 

predicted.  

Hypothesis 6  

 Hours worked and emotional exhaustion were hypothesized to have a positive effect on 

work-family negative spillover and family stressors (see Table 8). This hypothesis was fully 

supported by data and presented with a significant statistical result. Hours worked was found to 

be weak positive related to work-family negative spillover (r = 0.27, p = <0.05) and family 

stressor (r = 0.22, p = <0.05). A strong positive correlation was found between emotional 

exhaustion and work-family negative spillover (r = 0.66, p = <0.01) and a moderate positive 

correlation between emotional exhaustion and family stressors (r = 0.36, p = <0.01).  

Hypothesis 7  

 It was hypothesized that enhancers would be positively related to life satisfaction and 

marital satisfaction. Enhancers showed a moderate positive correlation to life satisfaction (r = 

.30, p = < 0,01) and marital satisfaction (r = .34, p = < 0,01). This hypothesis was fully supported 

by data and presented with a significant statistical result. (See Table 9). 

Hypothesis 8  

 Emotional exhaustion and hours worked were hypothesized to be positively related to 

stressors and family dysfunctions. Emotional exhaustion presented a moderate positive 

correlation to stressors (r = 0.36, p = <001) and family dysfunctions (r = 0.36, p = <001). Hours 

worked presented a weak positive correlation to stressors (r = 0.22, p = <005) and a moderate 
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positive correlation to family dysfunctions r = 0.49, p = <001). This hypothesis was fully 

supported by data and presented significant statistical result (See Table 10). 

Hypothesis 9  

 An increase in family enhancers was hypothesized to be positively related to increased 

life satisfaction and decreased family dysfunction. Family enhancers showed a low positive 

correlation to life satisfaction (r = 0.30, p = <0.01) and a moderate negative correlation to family 

dysfunction (r = 0.56, p = <0.01). All relationships between variables presented with a 

significant statistical result, therefore this hypothesis was fully supported by data in this study 

(See Table 11).    

Hypothesis 10  

 It was hypothesized that an increase in family stressors would be positively related to a 

decrease in life satisfaction and an increase in family dysfunction. The data showed family 

stressors having a moderate negative relationship with life satisfaction (r = -0.39, p = <0.01) and 

a moderate positive relationship with family dysfunction (r = 0.49, p = <0.01), supporting 

altogether the hypothesis with a statistical significance (See Table 12). 

Multivariate Analysis  

PROCESS macro model 1 for SPSS (Haynes, 2012) was used to test the hypothesis 11 to 

14 (see Chapter II). The predictors with interaction effects are presented (See Tables 4.11, 4.12, 

4.13 and 4.14) along with the confidence intervals, standard errors, unstandardized regression 

coefficients statistical significance, and graphics for each hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 11  
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Time working in ministry was hypothesized to moderate the effects of emotional 

exhaustion to family dysfunction. Overall, the regression analysis did not predict family 

functioning with statistical significance, F(3, 79) = 1.45,  R2 = 0.05,  p = 0.225 as can be seen in 

Table 13. The interaction term was marginally significant; therefore, this hypothesis was not 

fully supported by the data sample. The total variance accounted for in this regression equation 

was 5%. 

Hypothesis 12 

 The level of education was hypothesized to moderate the effects of emotional exhaustion 

to family dysfunction. The overall model was significant, F( 3, 79) = 3.251,  R2 = 0.11,  p = 

0.026. The interaction term was not significant. However, the main effect of education was 

indicating that higher levels of education are associated with lower levels of family dysfunction. 

The total variance accounted for in this regression equation was 11.0%. This hypothesis was 

partially supported. (See Table 14). 

Hypothesis 13  

 Personal income was hypothesized to moderate the effects of personal accomplishment to 

life satisfaction. The overall model was not significant, F(3, 79) = .20, R2 = 0.07,  p = 0.898. 

Neither the interaction term nor the main effects significantly predicted life satisfaction (Table 

15). This hypothesis was not supported by the data. 

Hypothesis 14 

The number of children was hypothesized to moderate the effects of personal 

accomplishment to marital satisfaction. The overall model was not significant, F(3, 79) = .80,  R2 
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= 0.03,  p = 0.497. None of the main effects were significant, nor were the interaction term. This 

hypothesis was not supported by the data in this study. (See Table 16). 

Summary of Findings 

As predicted, hypotheses 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 were fully supported by this sample with 

statistically significant results. Enhancers were found negatively related to stressors and   

work-family negative spillovers. Enhancers were also found to be positively related to life 

satisfaction and marital satisfaction, and an increase in enhancers were found to be positively 

associated to an increase in life satisfaction and a decrease in family dysfunction. Hours worked 

and emotional exhaustion were found to positively affect work-family negative spillovers, family 

stressors, and family dysfunctions. An increase in family stressors were also found to be 

positively related to increase in family dysfunction and decrease in life satisfaction. 

Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, 11, and 12 were partially supported by this sample. Emotional 

exhaustion was found to be positively related to work-family negative spillover and  negatively 

related to work-family positive spillover and negatively related to enhancers; however, it did not 

present with a statistical significance for the work family spillover scales. Hours worked were 

found to be positively related to work-family negative spillover with statistical significance. 

Hours worked were found positively related to work-family negative spillover, but not found 

negative related to work-family positive spillover and enhancers, and only showed statistical 

significance for the work-family negative spillover. In the same manner, male pastors presented 

working more hours in ministry and more emotional exhaustion compared to females and 

working less doing home shores compared to females; however, only the comparison of time in 

ministry and time doing home chores presented with statistical significance, the emotional 
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exhaustion comparison did not. Pastors in general (males and females) reported more enhancers 

than stressors. Time in ministry presented with a marginal interaction between emotional 

exhaustion and family dysfunction; however, did not show any significance for this sample. In 

the same way, the effect of education between emotional exhaustion and family dysfunction was 

found to have high levels of association but did not present statistical significance for this 

sample.  

Contrary to predictions, hypotheses 5, 13, and 14 were not supported in this study. No 

association was found between personal accomplishment, enhancers, work-family positive 

spillover, and life satisfaction, and a weak negative correlation was found between personal 

accomplishment with marital satisfaction, all with no-statistical significance. Social support 

showed a negative correlation to enhancers, work-family positive spillover, life satisfaction, and 

marital satisfaction. Salary did not show to moderate the effects of personal accomplishment and 

life satisfaction, neither the number of children moderates the effects of personal 

accomplishment and marital satisfaction in this sample. A visual representation of the study 

correlations can be found in Figure 1.  
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION  

Pastors have contributed in vast and innumerous ways to society. It is well documented 

the importance of their work and how their jobs influence and enrich the spiritual, personal, 

marital, familial, and relational lives of millions of individuals in our society. Sadly, pastors in 

general have been given little or not enough attention to the relationship between ministry work 

and their own personal and family lives.  

In an attempt to shed light and understand the dynamics of work-personal and work-

family interface for pastors, this study analyzed a cluster of pre-identified items and scales used 

with professionals who worked in human, family and social services called stressors and 

enhancers as well as work-family spillover.  

Predictors of Spillover: Personal Life and Family Life 

 The goal of the current study was to identify how pastors’ work affect their personal and 

family life. It used predictors and outcomes of pastors’ work spillover as a way to identify how 

the unique nature of pastoral work spill over into personal and family lives. Based on the 

literature review, it was found in previous studies that personal accomplishment and social 

support would be resources that would predict positive spillover or family enhancers whereas 

hours worked in ministry were viewed as strains that would surge as negative spillover or family 

stressors (Crouter, 1984; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Stevanovic & Rupert, 2009). 

 It was found that social support does increase family enhancer and work-family positive 

spillover, but personal accomplishment was not found to increase family enhancer and work-

family positive spillover as predicted. Rather, personal accomplishment appeared to impact 
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family life by increasing emotional exhaustion and stressors, consequently the occurrence of 

work-family negative spillover. It was also found that increased emotional exhaustion and hours 

worked reduces the incident of enhancers and work-family positive spillover and increase family 

stressors and work-family negative spillover. It was also found that increased emotional 

exhaustion reduces marital satisfaction and increases family dysfunctions. 

The results suggest a pastor might feel pressured by family members to solve problems at 

home and have little time and energy left to be sensitive, tolerant, communicative/or supportive 

after an emotionally draining day at work. Furthermore, the study provides evidence that the 

effects of emotional exhaustion and hours worked in ministry cannot be confined in the church 

settings, and they do spillover into pastor family life. 

Personal Accomplishment Social Support Emotional Exhaustion and Hours Worked  

 Personal accomplishment and social support were hypothesized to be positive predictors 

that would influence enhancers, and be associated with work family positive spillover, marital 

satisfaction, and life satisfaction. Unexpectedly, personal accomplishment did not show 

correlation with the mediators nor with the outcome variables, especially because this sample is 

from experienced individuals who has been serving for quite a while in ministry. Overall pastors 

from this study scored a low degree of personal accomplishment, even the ones who scored high 

it did not meet the mark of a moderate degree from the scale. When compared by gender, 

females reported slightly lower levels of life satisfaction than males.  

 The female pastors scoring lower than males are consistent to previous findings and the 

reasons could be attributed to the “stained glass ceiling” (De Gasquet, 2010, p. e29), a 

phenomenon that happens in organizations where women have to work harder to achieve the 
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same position and respect of a male. It could also be linked to the fact that women pastors have 

less job/ministry opportunities (Fish & Norton, 2018), other challenges related to gender 

discrimination, involving church bureaucracy and lack of role models (Burnett, 2017), and a 

level of conflicts and miscommunication in the workplace that spillover on family life (Fish & 

Norton, 2018), also confirmed in this study.   

The results of this study regarding personal accomplishment also differed from one of the 

most of distinguished studies from positive spillover from work to family, where personal 

accomplishment was indicated as predictor of positive spillover (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). The 

results of this study suggest that pastors may differ from other professionals who work in the 

helping field, therefore personal accomplishment does not predict positive family outcome nor 

life satisfaction for this population. The difference from other professions might be explained 

that pastors have a sense of a higher calling to serve God above their personal needs. As a matter 

of fact, their calling might be put before any personal need. This finding is consistent with 

previous studies correlating emotional exhaustion with reduction of personal accomplishment 

and loss of interest in work among pastors (Abernethy et al., 2016). 

 In a study with intensive outpatient therapy for clergy burnout, Muse et al. (2016) suggest “the 

compulsive caregiving and cross-bearing” (p. 151) as one of the main factors associated with 

burnout and the need to serve others. The compulsive caregiving and cross-bearing dynamics 

might be explained by an unconscious response from unresolved childhood dysfunctional 

interactions with family of origin.  In an attempt to respond to this issue, clergy continue to serve 

others and ignore their own personal needs stemming from an unconscious childhood agenda. 

Another explanation is thatclergies are expected to find their source of motivation in the love of 
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God and love of neighbor—the message of the gospel—as their source of inspiration for the 

building of the Kingdom of God. The cultivation of a deep interior spiritual life is essential for a 

happy, rich, and productive life as a clergy. It is an unwritten expectation that clergy put aside 

their dreams, desires, and needs for the good of the church. (McDevitt, 2010, pp. 3–4) 

 Results from this study suggest that social support is associated with enhancers and a 

predictor of work-family positive spillover. However, it also showed the same exactly positive 

association with emotional exhaustion. These findings are consistent with previous study stating 

that pastors’ relationships with congregants constitute a significant source of stress due to high 

expectations from congregants that can feel unrealistic and intrusive (Clarke, 2022; Lee & 

Balswick, 1989; Morris & Blanton, 1994;). When the subscales of social support in this study 

were compared, it was found that the appraisal support was lower than the tangible support, 

suggesting that pastors might have more support available than what they actually use. It could 

possibly mean that pastors are not using all the available support they have in their community. 

A possible explanation for that might be linked to the boundary related stress (Wells et al., 

2012). Pastors might be reluctant to ask for help if the resource they need is from congregants 

(Wells et al., 2012), with a fear of exposing his personal or family situation, since the expectation 

is that “they are model families and not normal families that need to be helped” (p. 216). 

 The emotional exhaustion correlation with the personal accomplishment is somehow 

surprising if compared to other professional study who found evidence of personal 

accomplishment being a positive predictor (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Even though there is a 

study connecting stressors from ministry with lower sense of personal accomplishment and 

negative family impacts (Clark, 2022), long hours worked in this study was found to be 
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associated with work family conflict and confirmed finding of previous studies (Grzywacz & 

Marks, 2000; Gutek et al., 1991; Lee et al., 2021; Van Der Hulst & Geurts, 2001). 

Stressors and Enhancers 

These instruments have received empirical validation for both positive and negative 

spillover from work to family in past research with psychologists and marriage and family 

therapists (Staines, 1980; Stevanovic & Rupert, 2009) and supported the mediating role of 

spillover in the relationship between professional of personal lives of these professionals. These 

instruments were used to evaluate a quantitative measure of family stressors and enhancers. 

In addition to stressors and enhancers, this study used another pre-identified scale: Work-

Family spillover, with empirical validation and widely used in studies related to work-family 

interface (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). This scale was used to assess ways in which being a pastor 

enhances family life or creates additional stress.  

Enhancers   

In this study, pastors in general reported more family enhancers than family stressors. 

These findings can be explained by the fact this sample was an experienced individual that have 

been working for a while in the ministry (average 20 years). Ratings for individual items were 

examined to provide additional insights into the positive spillover from ministry work to the 

family lives of pastors. As shown in Table 3, enhancers presented a mean rating above five for 

the 10 enhancers, suggesting that they occur frequently. The three enhancers frequently 

experienced for pastors were: I feel that my family respects my expertise work as a pastor, 

followed by the I have an appreciation for my family’s strengths and, I communicate effectively 

with my family member. The lowest three enhancers experienced (sometimes) were: I deal 
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effectively with my personal issues, so I am a “better family member,” I am able to solve/prevent 

my family’s problems and, I feel more adept at monitoring myself in interactions with my 

family. 

Enhancers by Gender. Female pastors reported a slightly higher scores of family 

enhancers than male pastors. These findings could be explained by the fact that female pastors 

from this study spend more time interacting with family members compared to male pastors. In 

addition, the fact they are doing more home chores than males might force or promote more 

contact with the home environment. Therefore, they might have developed a much higher 

awareness and connection with the family compared to males. A previous study with women 

mentioned that female pastors use the same skills in ministry that they use at home, such as 

mothering and caring mentality when addressing issues in the congregation (Shehan et al., 1999). 

In addition, compared to male pastors, females from this study spend 25% less time working in 

ministry compared to male pastors. Therefore, results from this study suggest female pastors 

might be experiencing more positive outcome related to family compared to male pastors.  

Stressors  

 Pastors in this study in general reported almost as half of family stressors when compared 

to family enhancers. The highest score in the stressor scale was on “I feel my family expects me 

to have all the answers” with pastors experiencing it on an occasional frequency. The second 

most reported stressor was, “I have a little time/energy left for my own family,” occurring on 

occasional frequency, and the third most reported was, “I feel that my family resents the time and 

energy I give to others,” occurring almost occasionally. These findings are consistent to a 
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previous study where it was found that time demands are correlated to stressors (Frederick et al., 

2023) and that stressors affect the personal and familial lives of clergy (Clark, 2022).  

 Stressors by Gender. Female pastors reported lower scores of family stressors compared 

to male pastors. This also can be proportionally explained by less hours worked in ministry, 

more hours spent with family members, and more hours spent doing home chores for women in 

this sample. This result apparently suggests that female pastors in this sample differ from other 

studies with female pastors who found women experiencing higher levels of stress than males 

(Fish & Norton, 2018; Rowatt, 2001). Not only the family stressors, but also the emotional 

exhaustion scale for female pastors were consistent with lower levels of stress when compared to 

the males samples. The explanation for possible different results might rely on the diversity of 

the group, since the majority of the female pastors for this sample were Latinas/South 

Americans.  

As in other professional areas, research related to family relationship and ministry has 

had a huge focus on negativity. Despite the undeniable fact that ministry work might have a 

negative impact in pastors’ family, results from this study show higher evidence of pastors 

reporting more incidences of enhancers than stressors. These findings suggests that experienced 

pastors in ministry view themselves as able to avoid potentially negative influences of their work 

spilling over to their families by using their knowledge, skills, and other positive attitudes from 

work into their home environment. This is also consistent with a previous study conducted using 

enhancer scale with Psychologists (Stevanovic & Rupert, 2009). 

The Effects of Spillover and Family Life  
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 One of the objectives of this study was to examine the spillover as an underlying 

mechanism of the relationship between the ministry work of pastors and their personal lives. The 

model of spillover was designed to achieve this goal (Figure 1) and capture the transfer of unique 

qualities and experiences from work to family and personal domains of pastors (Staines, 1980). 

This model suggests a mediational process where experiences from ministry influence spillover, 

and the spillover then influences personal and family lives of the pastors. In addition to the 

mediational model, it was proposed a moderation model with a few predictors variables that 

would function as moderator between work domain and personal and family domain (Figures 2, 

3, 4, and 5).  

 The existent literature has linked across professions much evidence of spillovers from 

personal domain to family domain. There are associations of overall wellbeing and life 

satisfaction (Ruggeri et all., 2020; Stevanovic & Rupert, 2009), quality of relationship (Aruldoss 

et al., 2021; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Rogers & May, 2003), quality of family life (Maslasch & 

Leiter, 2008), marital satisfaction (Cho & Tay, 2016; Huang; 2020;) and involvement in 

household responsibilities as well as leisure activities (Garcia, 2021; Small & Riley, 1990). The 

results of the current study showed consistency with previous research regarding the positive and 

negative spillover of professional work into family life.  

 This study presented evidence that an increase in family enhancers was correlated with 

increased life satisfaction and marital satisfaction and decreased family dysfunction and work 

negative spillover, while an increase in family stressors was associated with increased family 

dysfunction and decreased life satisfaction and marital satisfaction. Emotional exhaustion and 

hours worked were confirmed as predictors of stressors that were transferred to family as 
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dysfunctions. Greater hours spent at work were found to contribute to decreased life satisfaction 

and marital satisfaction. Personal accomplishment was not found as evidence of being a predictor 

of enhancers as mentioned. The study also indicates that higher levels of education are associated 

with lower levels of family dysfunction.  

 The prediction that the time in ministry would moderate the emotional exhaustion and 

family function could not be confirmed in this study. The overall regression model was 

significant, but the interaction itself was not significant. This result is difficult to explain 

considering that this sample has vast experience and time in ministry. The possible explanation 

for this could reside in the fact that more than 50% of this sample work as bi-vocational pastors 

and presented with moderate to low levels of emotional exhaustion. It could be that pastors that 

work in outside jobs from ministry might buffer the amount of ministry’s stress, further study 

with these variables is recommended. In addition, since this is considered an experienced sample, 

it could mean they have managed to survive in ministry and the pastors who really struggled in 

ministry have already left the field. This is confirmed in previous research (Beebe, 2007) that 

50% of pastors entering the field do not survive the 7th year. Salary did not moderate personal 

accomplishment and life satisfaction and the possible explanation would be the results found in 

personal accomplishment being associated with emotional exhaustion. In the same way, number 

of children did not moderate personal accomplishment and marital satisfaction as predicted.  

 The results of this study suggest that individuals who answer the call to become pastors 

will most likely experience a paradox in the intersection of individual and family life. Some of 

the reasons most of the individuals have entered into this calling or profession (e.g., to care for 

others, to love and assist others, to do the will of God and expand his kingdom) almost certainly 
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will be competing with the need to provide care for oneself and one’s family. The fact that 

personal accomplishment is deeply connected to emotional exhaustion and cannot be positively 

transferred to other personal areas of life, in special, family or marital domain, pastors must be 

careful and find ways to keep the awareness of their level of dedication for ministry and family 

in check at all times. Pastors’ personal accomplishments most likely will not be associated with 

life satisfaction or marital satisfaction; as a matter of fact, pastors’ personal accomplishments 

will most likely be associated to emotional exhaustion, leading to family dysfunctions, marital 

conflicts, and life dissatisfaction. 

 Furthermore, this study suggests the pastors perceive experiencing more family 

enhancers and work-family spillovers as they become more experienced in this profession. This 

fact reinforces the need for seasoned pastors to share their negative experiences in ministry and 

how they overcame them with younger pastors entering the profession and expose the cost of 

ministry without reservations in order to protect and better equip the newcomers. 

Limitation of the Study and Future Direction 

 Conclusions from these results should be interpreted with caution. Results from family 

enhancers and stressors in this study cannot be concluded as a causal effect only, and other 

possible variables not included in this study must be considered. These results reflect only the 

pastors’ individual perceptions, therefore reaction to the experiences in their personal lives may 

influence their perceptions of positive and negative spillover particularly related to enhancers 

and stressors. Previous studies with spillover models have documented the multidimensional 

measure that includes positive and negative spillover from work to home and home to work 

(Grzywacz & Marks, 2000), and in this study it was not considered the domain home to work 
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spillovers, therefore we cannot assume that perceptions from pastors shared in this study did not 

receive influences from home. The sample size provided in this study is relatively small, 

postulating a statistical limitation with some variables. The small power should be considered 

when interpreting the existing findings and the absence of predicted results.  

  Future studies examining outcomes should include measures of physical health emotional 

wellbeing and satisfaction with family. It is also recommended that future studies include the 

participation of spouses and children using the same scales to compare results and rule out 

distorted perceptions of pastors as well as to evaluate family to work spillovers. Working in bi-

vocational ministry should be considered and tested as a possible buffer or protective factor for 

emotional exhaustion and comparison studies among different ethnic group of pastors should be 

considered to explore possible particular resilience from different groups. A qualitative method 

should be used to hear experiences of family members of pastors, especially children and 

members from the church to better give researchers a clue of different variables to be considered 

when working with research with pastors in the future. It would also be beneficial to explore 

possible barriers for pastors to receive social support from congregation and local communities 

and possible comparison studies to find out the levels of family dysfunctions between male and 

female pastors.  

Practical Implications 

 The findings and interpretation of this study expand our understanding on the importance 

of psychoeducation training about the effects of work influence in the personal and family life of 

pastors. The enhancers were found to have a number of professional skills such as 

communication, sensitivity, acceptance, supportiveness, appreciation, tolerance, and awareness 
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that could be used improve and continue to advance the quality of pastor life. The stressors were 

also found to possess a cluster of feelings and behaviors that should be used to promote 

awareness for pastors about their possible blind spot and help them creating a benchmark to keep 

themselves accountable with their family. 

Organizational Implications  

 The findings from this study suggests that religious groups and denominations who 

employs pastors should take extra caution when developing their internal policies and 

procedures. Particular attention should be given to the person of the pastor and their families, by 

including periodic mandatory time off. Education about healthy boundaries should be created 

and implemented not only for the pastors but also for congregations, to help minimize unrealistic 

expectations from congregants  and to help other local leaders of congregation to function as 

advocates and gate keepers for their pastor’s health.  Since personal satisfaction appears to have 

a negative spillover to the pastor’s personal and family life, organizations should carry extra 

responsibility and provide mechanisms not only to protect their pastors from work family 

spillovers but also to not exploit the pastor’s love to serve to the point they will not be able to 

function anymore and give up their calling.  

Clinical Implications  

 The findings of family stressors and family enhancers in this study suggest that therapists 

working with this population should pay particular attention to recognize the authority of the 

pastor in the family along with paying high respect to that individual, since authority and respect 

are the most perceived family enhancers the pastors experience in their family. Furthermore, it 

might be helpful regardless of the preferred therapeutic model, to assess with the pastors and 
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family members the skills pastors use in their daily work with their members in church settings 

and recommending them using more of it at home. Likewise, it might be helpful to assess how 

the pastors are dealing with their personal issues, (e.g., eating habits, exercises, boundaries, 

stress, time management, etc.) and make circular questions linking these areas with the 

presenting problems.  

Unique role of Marriage and Family Therapists in treating clergies 

 Marriage and family therapists are the mental health professionals involved at the highest rates 

within religious organizations, (Weaver et al., 2007)  putting them first and in direct contact with clergy 

and their communities. The training that marriage and family therapists receive is primary systemic with 

a special emphasis to assess, modify and intervene in  dysfunctional boundaries, including in family, 

political and organizational settings. Therefore, marriage and family therapists are not only the closest 

mental health professionals that will most likely have more contact with the clergy, but they also have 

specific relational training, tools and skills to help pastors with their most  challenging problems related 

to stress: ambiguous boundaries, intrusive boundaries and unrealistic demands. 
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Table 1 

Mean and Standard Deviation of Demographic Control Variable 

 M SD 
Sample Size 83  
Age 
Time in Ministry                                              

51.02 
19.95 

11.02 
11.63 

Years of marriage  25.66 10.98 
Pastors working bi-vocational in ministry 42 50.60% 
Pastors working full time in ministry  41 49.40% 
Hours worked weekly in Ministry 19.95 11.64 
Hours doing home chores 15.12 8.41 
Hours interacting with family  18.79 8.71 
Gender 
     Male 
     Female 

 
62 
21 

 
74.70% 
25.30% 

Ethnicity 
     Asian/Pacific Islander   
     Black/or African American 
     Hispanic 
     South American  
     White Caucasian 
     Multiple ethnicity  
     Others 
     Preferred not to answer 

 
5 
6 
10 
26 
29 
3 
2 
2 

 
6.00% 
7.20% 
12.00% 
31.30% 
34.90% 
3.60% 
2.40% 
2.30% 

 
Denomination 
     Assembly of God Church  
     Baptist Church  
     Evangelical Church 
     Free Methodist Church  
     Methodist Church  
     Presbyterian Church 
     United Methodist Church  
     No-denominational 

 
8 
13 
3 
22 
1 
3 
5 
29 

 
9.60% 
15.70 
3.60% 
26.50% 
3.60% 
6.00% 
1.20% 
34.90% 

Education  
     High school/informal training 
     College degree/Bachelor  
     Graduate degree/Master 
     Postgraduate/Doctor  

 
14 
44 
15 
10 

 
16.90% 
53.00% 
18.10% 
12.00% 
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Number of children  2.23 1.24 
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Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations and Cronbach’s Reliabilities of Main Variables and Scales in the 
Study  

 M SD α 

Sample Size 83   

Personal Accomplishment 22.30 6.34 .63 

Social Support 20.68 3.41 .86 

Emotional Exhaustion 

Hours worked  

19.48 

35.66 

6.47 

18.70 

.83 

--- 

Enhancers 53.14 10.36 .89 

Stressors 26.93 8.64 .85 

Work-Family Positive Spillover 10.76 2.29 .80 

Work-Family Negative Spillover 10.36 2.50 .78 

Family Dysfunction 8.52 2.92 .84 

Life Satisfaction 25.44 6.26 .87 

Marital Satisfaction 16.28 5.07 .95 
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Table 3 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales for Emotional Exhaustion (EE), Work-Family Negative 
Spillover (WFNS), Work-Family Positive Spillover (WFPS), Hours Worked (HOURS), and 
Enhancers (ENH)  

 
1 2 3 4 5 

EE __ 
    

      
HOURS 0.10 __ 

   
      
WFNS 0.20 .27* __ 

  
      
WFPS -0.18 0.16 -0.06 __ 

 
      
ENH -.31** -0.02 -.34** .52** __ 

Note: n = 83.  * Correlation is significant at the p = < .05, ** Correlation is significant at the p = 

< .01 
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Table 4 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales for Enhancers (ENH), Stressors (STR), and Negative 
Work-Family Spillover (WFNS)  

 
1 2 3 

ENH __ 
  

STR -.59** __ 
 

WFNS -.34** .66** __ 

Note: n = 83.  ** Correlation is significant at the  p= < .01 
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Table 5 

Two Independent T-test for Pastor’s Stressors and Enhancers by Gender 

Note. N = 83 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Predictor Variables  Mean p          (95% CI) 

       Lower Upper  

 

Stressors 

    

Male 2.51 .101 2.30 2.72 

Female 2.17  1.82 2.53 

 

Total 

 

2.42 

 

 

 

2.25 

 

2.60 

Enhancers     

Male 5.28. .630 5.00 5.56 

Female 5.41  5.04 5.77 

 
Total 

 
5.31 

 
 

 
5.09 

 
5.54 
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Table 6 

Three Independent T-test for Pastor’s Hours of Work, Hours Doing Home Chores and Emotional 
Exhaustion by Gender 

 
 Mean p       95 % CI 
   Lower Upper 
     

What gender reported:     

Hours worked in ministry     
Male 38.06 .044* 33.14 42.99 
Female 28.57  21.85 35.29 
 
Total 

 
35.66 

  
31.58 

 
39.75 

 
Hours doing home chores 

    

Male 12.66 <.001*** 11.61 13.71 
Female 22.38  16.56 28.21 
 
Total 

 
15.12 

  
13.28 

 
16.96 

Emotional exhaustion     
Male 2.23 .172 2.03, 2.42 
Female 1.98  1.72, 2.23 
 
Total 

 
 2.16 

  
2.01, 

 
2.32 

N = 83. Anova t-test was used to calculate the p value * p is significant at the 0.05, *** p is 
significant at <0.001 
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Table 7 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Personal Accomplishment (PA), Social Support (SS), 
Enhancers (ENH) Work-Family Positive Spillover (WFPS), Marital Satisfaction (MSAT), and 
Life Satisfaction (LSAT) 

Note. N = 83. * Correlation is significant at p = .05, * *Correlation is significant at p = .01.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

PA __ 
     

SS .26* __ 
    

ENH 0.08 -0.1 __ 
   

WFPS 0 -0.11 .52** __ 
  

MSAT -0.05 -0.19 .34** 0.17 __ 
 

LSAT 0.06 -0.03 .30** .33** .36** __ 
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Table 8 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Hours Worked in Ministry (HWM), Emotional 
Exhaustion (EE), Work-Family Negative Spillover (WFNS) and Stressors  

 
1 2 3 4 

HWM __ 
   

EE 0.1 __ 
  

WFNS .27* 0.2 __ 
 

STR .22* .36** .66** __ 

Note. N = 83. * Correlation is significant at p = <.05, ** Correlation is significant at p = < .01.  
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Table 9 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Enhancers (ENH), Life Satisfaction (LSAT), and 
Marital of Satisfaction (MSAT)  

 
1 2 3 

ENH __ 
  

LSAT .30** __ 
 

MSAT .34** .36** __ 
 

Note. N = 83. ** Correlation is significant at p = <.01.  
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Table 10 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Emotional Exhaustion (EE), Hours Worked in Ministry 
(HWM), Stressors (STR), and Family Dysfunction (FDYS) 

 
1 2 3 4 

EE __ 
   

HWM 0.1 __ 
  

STR .36** .22* __ 
 

FDYS 0.21 -0.1 .49** __ 

Note. N = 83. * Correlation is significant at p = < .05, ** Correlation is significant at p = < .01.  
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Table 11 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Enhancers, Life Satisfaction and Family Dysfunction  

 1 2 3 

ENH __ 
  

LSAT .30** __ 
 

FDYS -.56** -.54** __ 

Note. N = 83. ** Correlation is significant at p = <.01.  
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Table 12 

Pearson’s Correlation Between Scales of Stressors (STR), Life Satisfaction (LSAT), and Family 
Dysfunction (FDYS) 

 1 2 3 
STR __   
FDYS .49** __  
LSAT -.39** -.54** __ 

Note. N = 83. ** Correlation is significant at p = < .01.  
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Table 13 

Interaction Effects of Emotional Exhaustion (EE) on Family Dysfunction (FDYS) through Time 
in Ministry (TIME)  

Note. Overall p =.225; F (3, 79) = 1,45; R = .23, R2 = .05; *p<.05. S.E = Standard error, bs are 

unstandardized regression coefficients.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Predictors 

 

b SE t 95 % BC CI 

Lower Upper 

 

Constant 

     

1.71 .06 27.3331 1.5901 1.8399 

EE (X) .15 .09 1.6062 -.0365 .3432 

FDYS(W) .00 .00 .4288 -.0085 -.0132 

EE x FDYS (X.W) .00 .00 -.5820 -.1207 .0117 
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Table 14 

Interaction Effects of Emotional Exhaustion (EE) on Family Dysfunction through Level of 
Education  

Predictors b SE t 95 % BC CI 

    Lower Upper 

Constant 1.72 .06 28.266 1.599 1.1842 

EE (X) .16 .08 1.879 -.010 .330 

Education (W) -.11* .05 -2.036 -.212 -.002 

EE x Education (X.W) .06 .09  .659 -.120 .239 

Note. N= 83, Overall p =.026*; F (3, 79) = 3,25*; R = .33, R2 = .11; *p<.05. S.E = Standard 

error, bs are unstandardized regression coefficients.  
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Table 15 

Interaction Effects of Personal Accomplishment (PA) to Life Satisfaction (LSAT) through Income 

Predictors b SE t 95 % BC CI 

Lower Upper 

Constant 5.09 .14 36.4190 4.8088 5.3648 

PA (X) .08 .18 .4613 -.2785 .4479 

LSAT (W) .17 .08 .2178 -.1426 -.1776 

PA x LSAT (X.W) .05 .10  .5125 -.1433 .2426 

Note. N= 83, Overall p =.898; F (3,79) = .20, R = .09, R2 = .00; *p<.05. S.E = Standard error, 

bs are unstandardized regression coefficients.  
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Table 16 

Interaction Effects of Personal Accomplishment (PA) to Marital Satisfaction (MSAT) through the 
Number of Children 

Predictors b SE t 95 % BC CI 

    Lower Upper 

Constant 5.44 .19 29.15553 5.0676 5.8103 

PA (X) .0 .25 -.0192 -.5042 .4945 

MSAT (W) .12 .15 .7843 -.1859 -.4277 

PA x MSAT (X.W) .20 .15  1.3848 -.0900 .5017 

Note. N= 83, Overall p =.497; F (3, 79) = .80, R = .17, R2 = .03; *p<.001. S.E = Standard error, 

bs are unstandardized regression coefficients.  
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Table 17 

Pearson’s Correlation Matrix of Main Variables in the Study 
 

 Table of main study variables.  

Note: N = 83 **. Correlation is significant at p < .01. * Correlation is significant at p <.05.

 
PA SS EE HW ENH STR WFP WFN FDY LSA MSA 

Personal Accomplishment (PA) ___ 
          

Social Support (SS) .26* ___ 
         

Emotional Exhaustion (EE) .58** .22* ___ 
        

Hour’s work (HW) -.10 -.27* .10 ___ 
       

Enhancers (ENH) .08 -.10 -.31** -.02 ___ 
      

Stressors (STR) -.06 0 .36** .22* -.59** ___ 
     

Work-Fam + Spillover (WFP) 0 -0.11 -.18 .16 .52** -.34** ___ 
    

Work-Fam – Spillover (WFN) -.02 -0.18 .20 .27* -.34** .66** -.06 ___ 
   

Family Dysfunction (FDYS) -.07 0.15 .21 -0.1 -.56** .49** -.45** .21 ___ 
  

Life Satisfaction (LSAT) .06 -.03 -.20 .05 .30** -.39** .33** -.27* -.54** ___ 
 

Marital Satisfaction (MSAT) -.05 -.19 -.23* .08 .34** -.29** 0.17 -.23* -.29** .36** ___ 
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APPENDIX G: FIGURES 
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Figure 1 

Visual Representation of Study’s Correlations 

 

Note. N = 83.  
**. Correlation is significant at p < .01. * Correlation is significant at p <.05
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Figure 2 

Graphic of Interaction Effects of Variables Hypothesis 12 
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DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

1. What denomination are you part of? 

o Assembly of God Church 
o  Baptist Church  
o Methodist Church Free Methodist Church  
o Presbyterian Church  
o Evangelical Church 
o  United Methodist Church  
o Lutheran Church  
o Episcopal Church  
o Other (please specify)  

 

2. How old are you? (Please enter your age below)  

      _________________ 

 

 3. What is your gender?   

o Female  
o Male  
o Other (Please specify below)  
__________________ 

 

4. Education: 

o High School /Informal Training  
o College  
o M. Div.  
o D. Div.  
o Th. D. 
o  Ph.D.  
o Post-Grad 
 

5. Total Individual Income: 
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o None  
o Under $ 14,999 
o  $15,000 to $29,999 
o  $30,000 to $49,999  
o  $50,000 to $69,999  
o  $70,000 to $99,999  
o  $100,000 to $124,999 
o  $125,000 to $149,999  
o $150,000 + 

 

 6. Are you employed in a bi-vocational occupation? 

o Yes  
o No  

 

 

7. Which of the following best describes your current relationship status? 

o Married, First Marriage  
o Married, Previously Married 
o Married, Separated 
o Separated  
o Single, Never Married  
o Single, Divorced  
o Single, Widowed  
o Other (please specify) 
o _________________ 

 

 8. How many children do you have? 

o _________________ 
 

 9. How many children, by age, currently live in your household?  

o Less than one year old ______ 
o 1 year old ______ 
o 2 years old ______ 
o 3 years old ______ 
o 4 years old ______ 
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o 5 years old ______ 
o 6 years old ______ 
o 7 years old ______ 
o 8 years old ______ 
o 9 years old ______ 
o 10 years old ______ 
o 11 years old ______ 
o 12 years old ______ 
o 13 years old ______ 
o 14 years old ______ 
o 15 years old ______ 
o 16 years old ______ 
o 17 years old ______ 
o 18 years old or older ______ 

 

10. If married, how many years with the current partner? 

o ____________________ 
 

11. How many years serving in the ministry? 

o ____________________ 
 

12. How many hours per week do you work in ministry?  

o 5 to 15 hours  
o 15 to 25 hours  
o 25 to 35 hours 
o  35 to 40 hours 
o  40 to 55 hours  
o 55 to 65 hours  
o 65 to 70 hours  
o 70 to 80 hours  
o more than 80 hours per week  

13. How many hours per week do you spend doing home chores? 

o 5 to 10 hours  
o 10 to 15 hours  
o 15 to 20 hours  
o 20 to 30 hours  
o 30 to 40 hours  
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o more than 40 hours  
14. How many hours per week do you spend interacting only with your immediate family?  

o less than 5 hours per week 
o  5 to 10 hours per week  
o 10 to 20 hours per week  
o More than 20 hours per week 

 

 15. My total family income last year was: 

o Under $15,000  
o Between $15,000 and $29,999  
o Between $30,000 and $49,999  
o Between $50,000 and $74,999  
o Between $75,000 and $99,999  
o Between $100,000 and $150,000 
o Over $150,000  

 

16. Do you wish to receive a copy of the results of this study? 

o Yes  
o No  

 

17. If you wish to receive a copy of the results of this study, please fill out the following information: 

 Name Address __________ 

 Address 2__________ 

 City/Town__________ 

 State/Province -- Select state – 

 ZIP/Postal Code __________ 

 Country__________ 

 Email Address__________ 

 Phone Number __________ 
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18. What race or ethnicity best describes you? 

 

o American Indian or Alaskan Native  
o Asian/ Pacific Islander  
o Black or African American 
o  Hispanic 
o  South American  
o White/Caucasian  
o Multiple ethnicities  
o I prefer not to answer  
o Other (please specify) _________
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