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Abstract
In  view  of  the  scarcity  of  adequate  measurement  instruments  for  the  assessment  of  Work-Family/Family-Work  interactions,  the  present  study  aims  to  provide  evidence  of  the  validity  and  reliability  of  the  SWING  scale  in  a  population  of  Argentine  workers.  Method.  With  a  sample  of  N  =  611  workers,  internal  structure,  reliability,  and  concurrent  validity  were  analyzed.  Results.  The  confirmatory  factor  analysis  showed  satisfactory  fit  indices  of  the  original  4-factor  model  (χ2  =  647.073,  gl  =  203,  CFI  =  .93,  GFI  =  .92,  NFI  =  .90,  TLI  =  .92,  RMSEA  =  .05).  The  level  of  reliability  was  acceptable  (α  between  .68  to  .86).  The  relationships  of  the  subscale  scores  with  the  engagement  and  burnout  variables  were  as  expected  according  to  previous  studies.  Discussion.  Although  further  research  is  required,  the  results  support  the  use  of  the  instrument  in  Argentine  workers.
Key  words:  Reliability,  Validity,  work-family  relationship.
Resumen
Frente  a  los  escases  de  instrumentos  de  medida  adecuados  para  la  evaluación  de  las  interacciones  Trabajo-Familia/Familia-Trabajo,  el  presente  trabajo  tiene  por  objetivo  proporcionar  evidencias  de  validez  y  confiabilidad  de  la  escala  SWING  en  población  de  trabajadores  argentinos.  Método.  Con  una  muestra  de  N  =  611  trabajadores,  se  analizaron  estructura  interna,  confiabilidad  y  validez  concurrente.  Resultados.  El  análisis  factorial  confirmatorio  presentó  índices  de  ajuste  satisfactorios  del  modelo  original  de  4  factores  (χ2  =  647,073,  gl  =  203,  CFI  =  .93,  GFI  =  .92,  NFI  =  .90,  TLI  =  .92,  RMSEA  =  .05).  El  nivel  de  confiabilidad  fue  aceptable  (α  entre  .68  a  .86).  Las  relaciones  de  los  resultados  de  las  subescalas  con  las  variables  de  engagement  y  burnout  fueron  las  esperadas  según  estudios  antecedentes.  Discusión.  Aunque  se  requiere  de  mayor  investigación,  los  resultados  apoyan  el  uso  del  instrumento  en  población  de  trabajadores  argentinos.
Palabras  clave:  Confiabilidad,  Validez,  relación  trabajo-familia.
Introduction
The  balance  between  family  and  work  life  is  increasingly  difficult  to  maintain  in  today's  world.  Sociocultural  changes  and  especially  the  advance  of  information  technologies  have  affected  the  boundaries  between  both  areas  of  life  (Vesga-Rodriguez,  2019).  Telework,  for  example,  has  generated  various  changes  with  advantages  and  disadvantages  (Gądecki  et  al.,  2016;  Leung  &  Zhang,  2017;  Rubbini,  2012;  Sarbu,  2018).
Frictions  between  work  and  family  life  have  increased  during  the  COVID-19  pandemic  that  led  to  workers  being  forced  to  use  a  telecommuting  mode.  This  unplanned  transition,  abruptly  determined  by  circumstances  has  generated,  among  other  consequences,  that  some  people  with  a  rigid  opinion  about  remote  work  experience  more  negative  emotions  and  perceive  lower  productivity  in  their  work  (Howe  &  Menges,  2020).  On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  identified  that  gender  inequalities  in  relation  to  household  chores  may  be  increased  with  telework  during  the  pandemic  crisis,  in  addition  to  more  frequently  observed  feelings  of  anxiety,  loneliness  and  depression  in  women  who  perform  remote  work  (Lyttelton  et  al.,  2020).
The  imbalance  or  conflict  Work-Family  and  Family-Work  (W-F/F-W)  has  significant  negative  consequences  on  mental  health  and  quality  of  life  of  individuals.  Thus,  numerous  studies  highlight  the  relationship  between  W-F/F-W  conflict  and  professional  burnout  (e.g.,  Chernyak-Hai  &  Tziner,  2016;  Dyrbye  et  al.,  2011;  Rhnima  et  al.,  2016;  Robinson  et  al.,  2016;  Smith  et  al.,  2019).  Even  negative  affect  on  perceived  health,  job  satisfaction  and  professional  self-efficacy  as  well  as  increased  psychological  distress  have  been  linked  to  W-F/F-W  conflict  (Jacobsen  &  Fjeldbraaten,  2018;  Serenko  et  al.,  2017;  Shimada  et  al.,  2010).  Carlotto  et  al.  (2017)  found  that  negative  interactions  in  these  areas  were  related  to  a  higher  level  of  techno-fatigue,  techno-anxiety  and  a  decreased  level  of  career  resilience.
Conversely,  the  balance  between  F-T/T/T-F  has  been  associated  with  other  positive  aspects,  such  as  workers'  engagement,  psychological  sense  and  availability  at  work,  variables  that  in  turn  increase  work  engagement  (Łaba  &  Geldenhuys,  2018;  Queirós  et  al.,  2016;  Rothmann  &  Baumann,  2014).  Barreto-Colichi  et  al.  (2016)  state  that  studies  on  role  enrichment  consider  that  positive  interaction  is  bidirectional,  i.e.,  growth  opportunities  in  one  area  can  positively  influence  the  other.  These  authors  identified,  in  several  studies,  the  consequences  of  positive  T-F/F/F-T  balance  and  interactions  on  work  engagement,  job  satisfaction  and  professional  efficiency.
Given  the  relevance  of  these  phenomena,  several  scales  have  been  developed  (DiRenzo  et  al.,  2011;  Dolcos  &  Daley,  2009;  Frone,  2000;  Kelloway  et  al.,  1999;  Kopelman  et  al.,  1983;  Netemeyer  et  al.,  1996;  among  others)  that  examine  negative  T-F/F-T  interactions.  There  are  also  instruments  that  show  the  positive  T-F  relationship  and  vice  versa,  although  these  are  less  numerous  (among  them  are  the  works  of  Marshall  &  Barnett,  2013;  Parker  &  Allen,  2001;  Srivastava  &  Srivastava,  2014).  There  are  also  other  instruments  that  assess  the  relationship  between  F-W/W-Fin  specific  work  contexts,  as  is  the  case  of  the  scale  developed  by  Delgado-Sánchez  et  al.  (2011).  It  is  more  difficult  to  find  instruments  that  address  both  positive  and  negative  F-W/W-F  relationships  and  that  can  be  used  in  different  work  settings.
One  of  the  instruments  that  meets  these  characteristics  and  is  most  widely  used  is  the  Survey  Work-Home  Interaction  Nijmegen  (SWING,  Geurts  et  al.,  2005).  It  is  a  brief  self-report  questionnaire  (22  items)  that  measures  the  interaction  of  both  areas,  discriminating  the  direction  of  the  influence,  whether  W-F  or  F-W,  as  well  as  the  quality  of  the  influence,  both  positive  and  negative.  This  instrument  was  developed  based  on  scientific  evidence,  especially  the  Effort-Recovery  Theory  (Meijman  &  Mulder,  1998).  In  the  original  study  the  scale  demonstrated  a  robust  four-factor  structure,  which  was  replicated  in  five  independent  samples.  Reliability  in  this  study  ranged  from  α  =  .72  to  α  =  .85.  Additionally,  the  scale  scores  correlated  as  expected  with  other  frequently  related  external  variables  in  the  scientific  literature.
These  characteristics  have  put  this  scale  in  highlight  over  others  and  adaptations  have  been  made  in  numerous  populations:  France  (Lourel  et  al.,  2005),  Romania  (Ispas&  Iliescu,  2019),  Japan  (Shimada  et  al.,  2018),  Portugal  (Pereira  et  al.,  2014)  and  South  Africa  (Marais  et  al.,  2009),  among  others.  In  the  aforementioned  studies  the  reliability  values  were  satisfactory,  as  the  alpha  ranged  from  .72  to  .90  (Oviedo  &  Campo-Arias,  2005).  Similarly,  in  all  the  studies  the  original  four-factor  model  was  replicated  without  the  need  to  modify  the  structure  of  the  instrument,  see  Table  1.
Table 1
Psychometric data of the SWING scale and its validations to other populations.
	Validation
	Reliability
	Structure: number of factors

	Original Study Holand (Geurts et al., 2005)
	α=.72 to .85
	4

	South Africa (Marais et al., 2009)
	α=.82 to .90
	4

	Japan (Shimada et al., 2018)
	α=.75 to .86
	4

	Portugal (Pereira et al., 2014)
	α=.72 to .86
	4

	France (Lourel et al., 2005)
	α=.73 to .84
	4

	Rumania(Ispas, & Iliescu, 2019)
	
	4

	Spain (Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009)
	α=.77 to .89
	4

	Spanish talking countries (Romeo et al., 2014)
	α=.85 to .90
	4

	Argentina (Gabini, 2017)
	Coefficient of compound reliability =.81 and .82
	2
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Efforts  have  been  made  to  develop  a  version  for  the  Hispanic  population,  although  these  have  not  been  free  of  difficulties.  First,  the  Spanish  validation  by  Moreno-Jiménez  et  al.  (2009)  showed  satisfactory  psychometric  properties  in  relation  to  internal  consistency,  factorial  structure  (CFA)  and  convergent  validity  analyses.  However,  this  study  provides  evidence  that  support  its  use  in  Spain  but  not  in  others,  since  not  only  language  is  key  in  the  validation  of  a  test,  but  cultural  variables  are  also  important  to  consider  (Ramada-Rodillaet al.,  2013;  Chahín-Pinzón,  2014).
Secondly,  and  with  the  same  drawback  is  the  validation  by  Romeo  et  al.  (2014)  for  Spanish-speaking  countries.  This  study  presents  adequate  reliability  coefficients,  good  fit  to  the  four-factor  model  and  indicators  of  criterion  validity.  However,  the  methodology  of  the  study  is  questionable,  especially  in  terms  of  the  sample  size  and  composition  in  relation  to  the  target  population,  since  the  sample  consisted  of  203  cases  drawn  from  11  Latin  countries  with  very  uneven  proportional  representation.  This  is  how  cultural  differences  within  Latin  America  and  even  language  differences  are  underestimated,  which  is  why  it  is  advisable  to  adapt  it  to  the  target  population  to  obtain  reliable  data  (Ramada-Rodilla  et  al.,  2013;  Chahín-Pinzón,  2014).  The  absence  of  a  pilot  test  with  a  small  sample  to  ensure  comprehension,  and  the  difficulties  reported  in  the  back-translation  process  add  doubts  in  this  regard.  This  being  so,  this  study  is  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  robustness  of  the  instrument  in  its  cross-cultural  scope,  but  not  sufficient  for  use  in  specific  populations  in  Latin  America.
A  third  validation  conducted  in  Argentina  deserves  attention.  The  study  by  Gabini  (2017)  constitutes  an  approach  of  this  valuable  tool  to  the  local  population,  however,  the  resulting  scale  and  the  process  carried  out  may  be  questionable.  In  this  study,  the  number  of  SWING  items  was  reduced  from  22  to  8,  most  of  them  (10  items)  being  eliminated  at  the  suggestion  of  organizational  psychology  experts  (it  is  not  mentioned  that  they  had  training  or  background  in  psychometrics),  also  making  syntactic  modifications  after  the  direct  and  reverse  translation  process.  The  exploratory  and  confirmatory  factor  analyses  of  the  12  items  showed  only  two  dimensions,  and  in  this  phase  they  proceeded  to  eliminate  another  4  items,  thus  reducing  the  information  collected  by  the  instrument.
In  spite  of  the  efforts  made,  further  research  is  required  to  provide  evidence  of  validity  and  reliability  of  the  SWING  scale  in  the  population  of  Argentine  workers.  For  this  reason,  the  present  study  aims  to  analyze:  a)  internal  structure,  b)  reliability  and  c)  concurrent  validity  of  the  SWING  scale  in  the  aforementioned  population.
Methods
Participants
A  non-probabilistic  sample  of  611  workers  of  both  sexes  (73.6%  women)  aged  between  18  years  and  70  years  (Mage  =  35.33;  SD  =9.16),  who  worked  in  the  city  of  Córdoba,  was  used.  Of  the  participants,  36.1%  reported  being  married,  38.2%  single,  0.7%  widowed,  0.8%  divorced,  and  24.3%  cohabiting  with  their  partner.  70.8%  of  the  participants  reported  having  1  to  5  children  (M  =  1.56;  SD  =  1.35),  with  ages  ranging  from  0  to  40  years  (M  =  8.09;  SD  =  7.63).  Of  the  workers,  71.8%  worked  full  time  and  the  remaining  28.2%  worked  part  time  (up  to  6  hours)  at  the  time  of  data  collection.  Regarding  the  area  of  work:  37%  worked  in  commerce,  9.1%  in  health,  2.4%  in  public  administration,  6.1%  in  education  and  the  remaining  45.5%  in  other  unspecified  areas.
It  should  be  noted  that  the  sample  size  is  adequate  for  the  statistical  tests  planned  for  this  time,  particularly  in  terms  of  factor  analysis  (Lloret-Segura  et  al.,  2014).
Instruments
Ad  hoc  questionnaire  of  sociodemographic  data.  Participants'  sex,  age,  marital  status,  existence  of  children,  number  of  children,  age  of  the  youngest  child,  and  work  time  (full-time/half-time)  were  inquired.  
SWING  Scale  (Geurts  et  al.,  2005).  This  scale  is  composed  of  22  items  that  evaluate  4  types  of  interactions:  positive  work-family,  negative  work-family,  positive  family-work  and  negative  family-work.  In  other  words,  it  differentiates  between  the  quality  and  direction  of  interactions  between  the  two  spheres  of  life.  The  response  options  are  Likert-type:  Never  (0),  Sometimes  (1),  Often  (2)  and  Always  (3).  The  Spanish  version  adapted  for  the  Spanish  population  by  Moreno-Jiménez  et  al.  (2009)  was  used  for  this  study.
UWES  Engagement  Questionnaire  (Utrecht  Work  Engagement  Scale,  adapted  for  workers  in  Córdoba,  Argentina,  Spontón  et  al.,  2012).  This  scale  has  17  items  with  3  factors:  vigor,  dedication,  and  absorption.  The  responses  are  graduated  and  range  from  0  =  "never"  to  6  =  "always".  In  the  present  study  the  reliability  level  of  this  instrument  was  acceptable  for  all  subscales  (vigor  α  =  .780,  dedication  α  =  .876,  absorption  α  =.728,  Oviedo  &  Campo-Arias,  2005).
Maslach  Burnout  Inventory-General  Survey  (MBI-GS,  Schaufeli  et  al.,  1996).  The  validation  made  by  Spontón  et  al.  (2019)  in  the  Argentine  population  was  used.  The  burnout  and  cynicism  scales  were  used,  each  composed  of  4  items  with  graduated  response  options  (from  0  =  "never",  to  6  =  "always").  In  this  study  the  level  of  reliability  of  these  scales  was  adequate,  with  results  of  α  =  .756  for  exhaustion,  and  α  =  .783  for  cynicism.
Procedure
The  ad  hoc  Sociodemographic  Data  Questionnaire  and  the  SWING  Scale  were  administered  to  the  entire  sample  (N  =  611)  in  their  respective  workplaces,  after  agreement  with  the  authorities  of  the  organizations  and  the  workers.  A  subsample  (n  =  165)  was  additionally  administered  the  UWES  Engagement  Questionnaire  and  the  MBI-GS  scales  for  the  criterion  validity  study.  After  data  collection,  the  data  were  loaded  into  the  SPSS  19.0  statistical  package  (IBM  Corp.,  2010).  A  descriptive  exploration  of  the  data  was  carried  out,  in  which  atypical  and  missing  cases  were  searched  for,  and  the  distribution  of  the  responses  was  analyzed.
Subsequently,  the  internal  structure  of  the  instrument  was  analyzed  by  confirmatory  factor  analysis  (CFA)  using  the  AMOS  program.  The  χ2,  degrees  of  freedom  (gl),  comparative  fit  index  (CFI),  goodness-of-fit  index  (GFI),  normalized  fit  index  (NFI),  unnormalized  fit  index  (TLI)  and  root  mean  square  error  of  approximation  (RMSEA)  were  considered,  with  the  critical  values  proposed  by  Hu  and  Bentler  (1999).  The  reliability  of  the  instrument  was  then  analyzed  using  Cronbach's  Alpha  and  the  Omega  coefficient.  Finally,  the  relationships  between  the  results  obtained  from  the  SWING  Scale  and  the  results  obtained  from  the  UWES  Engagement  Questionnaire  and  the  MBI-GS  scales  were  explored  to  verify  concurrent  validity.
Ethical  considerations
Present study was conducted following the ethical standards of Argentina, as well as the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (IAAP & IUPsyS, 2008), the International Ethical Guidelines for Biomedical Research Involving Human Subjects (OPS & CIOMS, 2017) and the declarations of the Interamerican Society of Psychology.
Results  
Exploration  of  the  assumptions.
Firstly,  the  initial  exploration  of  the  data  was  carried  out  attending  to  outlier  cases,  missing  cases,  mean,  standard  deviation,  skewness  and  kurtosis.  Sixty-three  outliers  (Z  >3  and  <3.5)  were  detected  and  retained  in  the  database  because  their  presence  did  not  markedly  alter  the  distribution  of  the  data.  An  outlier  case  of  Z  =  20  was  also  detected;  this  case  was  eliminated  from  the  base  because  of  its  large  deviation  in  relation  to  the  rest  of  the  data.  No  missing  data  above  5%  were  found,  however,  these  were  imputed  by  linear  regression  for  the  subsequent  CFA  tests.  The  data  presented  a  normal  distribution  in  all  items  with  the  exception  of  one  item  with  skewness  and  kurtosis  above  the  ±1.5  criterion  (George  &  Mallery,  2001),  namely,  item  20  skewness  =  1.72  and  kurtosis  =  2.17.
Confirmatory  factor  analysis.
Considering  the  theoretical  and  psychometric  background  of  the  SWING  scale,  the  CFA  was  performed.  Three  models  with  different  numbers  of  factors  were  subjected  to  analysis;  the  models  are  presented  in  Figure  1.  The  Maximum  Likelihood  Method  was  used,  and  multiple  indicators  were  considered.  It  is  observed  that  the  original  four-factor  model  (M3)  is  the  one  that  presents  a  superior  fit  to  the  rest  of  the  models  tested.  It  should  be  clarified  that  the  model  still  improves  through  error  correlation.  The  results  are  shown  in  Table  2.
Figure 1. Models tested by confirmatory factor analysis.
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Note. M1. 2-factor model: Negative Interaction and Positive Interaction.  M2.  2-factor model: T-F Interaction and F-T Interaction.  M3.  4-factor model: Negative T-F Interaction, Negative F-T Interaction, Positive T-F Interaction and Positive F-T Interaction.

Table 2
Fit indices for each specified model of the SWING scale in Argentine workers.  
	
	
	Fit indices

	
	χ2
	Df
	CFI
	GFI
	TLI
	NFI
	RMSEA

	M1
	1332,273
	208
	.76
	.79
	.73
	.72
	.09

	M2
	2412,127
	208
	.52
	.66
	.47
	.50
	.13

	M3
	487,147
	196
	.93
	.92
	.92
	.90
	.05



The  internal  consistency  of  each  subscale  of  the  SWING  was  examined  by  means  of  Cronbach's  Alpha  and  the  Omega  coefficient.  The  results,  presented  in  Table  3,  are  considered  optimal  and  acceptable  except  for  the  α  obtained  in  the  Positive  Work-Family  Interaction  subscale,  however,  the  same  yields  satisfactory  levels  by  using  the  ω  coefficient.
Table 3
Internal consistency of the SWING subscales.
	Subscale
	α
	ω

	Work-Family Negative Interaction
	.864
	.894

	Family-Work Negative Interaction
	.836
	.890

	Work-Family Positive Interaction
	.686
	.794

	Family-Work Positive Interaction
	.786
	.855



Concurrent  validity  was  then  assessed  by  exploring  the  correlations  between  the  results  of  the  different  SWING  subscales,  the  UWES  Engagement  Questionnaire  and  the  MBI-GS  scales.  The  results  are  in  line  with  what  is  expected  from  the  literature,  as  the  negative  interaction  subscales  correlated  negatively  with  the  engagement  dimensions  and  positively  with  the  burnout  dimensions;  on  the  contrary,  the  positive  interaction  subscales  presented  positive  associations  with  the  engagement  variables  and  negative  associations  with  the  burnout  variables.  The  results  were  mostly  statistically  significant  and  are  shown  in  Table  4.
Table 4
Correlations between SWING subscales and engagement and burnout variables.
	
	Vigor
	Dedication
	Absorption
	Exhaustion
	Cynicism

	Negative Interaction W-F
	-0,023
	-0,073
	,168*
	,687**
	,222**

	Negative Interaction F-W
	-,415**
	-,347**
	-,266**
	,260**
	,320**

	Positive Interaction W-F
	,209**
	,316**
	,175*
	-,217**
	-,332**

	Positive Interaction F-W
	,390**
	,378**
	,189*
	-,225**
	-,387**


Note. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.

In  addition,  multiple  linear  regression  analyses  were  performed  to  verify  the  predictive  relationships  between  the  variables.  The  results  show  significant  relationships  of  all  subscales  with  some  engagement  and  burnout  variables  (see  tables  5  to  9).  
	Table 5
Multiple linear regression analysis.  SWING and Cynicism scales.  

	
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t
	p
	Adjusted rs

	
	B
	SE
	ß
	
	
	

	(Constant)
	8,068
	1,424
	
	5,665
	,000
	.23

	NegWF
	,149
	,081
	,135
	1,829
	,069
	

	NegFW
	,687
	,210
	,238
	3,264
	,001
	

	PosWF
	-,231
	,120
	-,163
	-1,923
	,056
	

	PosFW
	-,309
	,115
	-,231
	-2,690
	,008
	

	Note. NegWF = Negative Interaction Work-Family, NegFW = Negative Interaction Family-Work, PosWF = Positive Interaction Work-Family, PosFW = Positive Interaction Family-Work.
Table 6
Multiple linear regression analysis.  SWING and Exhaustion scales.  

	
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t
	p
	Adjusted rs

	
	B
	SE
	ß
	
	
	

	(Constant)
	6,876
	1,167
	
	5,893
	,000
	.50

	NegWF
	,743
	,067
	,659
	11,150
	,000
	

	NegFW
	,322
	,172
	,110
	1,870
	,064
	

	PosWF
	-,125
	,098
	-,087
	-1,281
	,202
	

	PosFW
	-,058
	,094
	-,042
	-0,618
	,538
	

	Note. NegWF = Negative Interaction Work-Family, NegFW = Negative Interaction Family-Work, PosWF = Positive Interaction Work-Family, PosFW = Positive Interaction Family-Work.
Table 7
Multiple linear regression analysis.  SWING and Absorption scales.

	
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t
	p
	Adjusted rs

	
	B
	SE
	ß
	
	
	

	(Constant)
	17,445
	1,586
	
	10,998
	,000
	.14

	NegWF
	,287
	,091
	,247
	3,143
	,002
	

	NegFW
	-,906
	,237
	-,299
	-3,826
	,000
	

	PosWF
	,150
	,134
	,100
	1,120
	,264
	

	PosFW
	,208
	,127
	,148
	1,638
	,104
	

	Note. NegWF = Negative Interaction Work-Family, NegFW = Negative Interaction Family-Work, PosWF = Positive Interaction Work-Family, PosFW = Positive Interaction Family-Work.
Table 8
Multiple linear regression analysis.  SWING and Dedication scales.

	
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t
	p
	Adjusted rs

	
	B
	SE
	ß
	
	
	

	(Constant)
	21,255
	2,043
	
	10,403
	,000
	.23

	NegWF
	,012
	,114
	,008
	0,109
	,913
	

	NegFW
	-1,166
	,297
	-,290
	-3,932
	,000
	

	PosWF
	,377
	,167
	,190
	2,262
	,025
	

	PosFW
	,437
	,162
	,231
	2,692
	,008
	

	Note. NegWF = Negative Interaction Work-Family, NegFW = Negative Interaction Family-Work, PosWF = Positive Interaction Work-Family, PosFW = Positive Interaction Family-Work.
Table 9
Multiple linear regression analysis.  SWING and Vigor scales.

	
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standardized coefficients
	t
	p
	Adjusted rs

	
	B
	SE
	ß
	
	
	

	(Constant)
	25,367
	1,500
	
	16,908
	,000
	.29

	NegWF
	,088
	,086
	,073
	1,029
	,305
	

	NegFW
	-1,224
	,222
	-,385
	-5,507
	,000
	

	PosWF
	,013
	,126
	,008
	0,102
	,919
	

	PosFW
	,537
	,122
	,363
	4,414
	,000
	


Note. NegWF = Negative Interaction Work-Family, NegFW = Negative Interaction Family-Work, PosWF = Positive Interaction Work-Family, PosFW = Positive Interaction Family-Work.
Discussion
Given  the  important  consequences  of  positive  and  negative  interactions  between  work  and  family  life,  valid  and  reliable  assessment  instruments  are  required  for  their  evaluation.  This  is  especially  important  given  the  context  of  the  COVID-19  pandemic,  which  highlights  the  impact  of  these  interactions  on  mental  health.  The  aim  of  the  present  study  was  to  evaluate  the  psychometric  properties  of  the  SWING  scale  for  a  population  of  Argentine  workers.  The  results  provide  evidence  of  a  solid  internal  structure,  acceptable  levels  of  reliability  and  concurrent  validity  in  accordance  with  the  scientific  literature.
It  should  be  noted  that  the  instrument  allows  differentiating  not  only  the  value  of  the  interactions  between  positive  and  negative,  but  also  the  direction  of  these  interactions,  either  W-F  or  F-W.  The  internal  structure  was  corroborated  by  CFA,  and  indicators  of  a  good  fit  to  the  replication  of  the  original  four-factor  model  (Geurts  et  al.,  2005)  were  obtained  without  eliminating  any  item.  These  results  are  consistent  with  previous  studies  of  adaptation  to  other  populations  (Ispas  &  Iliescu,  2019;  Lourel  et  al.,  2005;  Marais  et  al.,  2009;  Moreno-Jiménez  et  al.,  2009;  Pereira  et  al.,  2014;  Romeo  et  al.,  2014;  Shimada  et  al.,  2018)  although  they  differ  from  the  results  reported  by  Gabini  (2017)  in  Argentina,  obtained  through  methodological  processes  different  from  those  of  the  present  study.
One  aspect  of  interest  is  the  use  of  residual  error  correlation  in  the  CFA  process  to  improve  the  fit  indicators.  This  procedure  improved  the  results  of  the  present  study  and  was  also  reported  in  the  studies  of  Pereira  et  al.  (2014)  and  Lourel  et  al.  (2005).  Relying  on  this  background,  it  is  possible  to  interpret  that  the  lack  of  independence  of  the  errors  of  these  items  could  indicate  the  existence  of  common  factors  not  specified  by  the  model.
The  reliability  levels  of  the  instrument  were  acceptable  and  optimal  in  this  study.  This  is  consistent  with  previous  validations  in  other  populations  (Ispas  &  Iliescu,  2019;  Lourel  et  al.,  2005;  Marais  et  al.,  2009;  Moreno-Jiménez  et  al.,  2009;  Pereira  et  al.,  2014;  Romeo  et  al.,  2014;  Shimada  et  al.,  2018).  The  results  improve  with  estimation  using  the  omega  coefficient,  which  is  to  be  expected  considering  that  Cronbach's  alpha  is  affected  by  the  presence  of  uncorrected  correlated  errors  (Viladrich  et  al.,  2017).  
The  relationships  between  the  results  of  the  SWING  scale  and  the  burnout  and  engagement  scales  were  mostly  significant  and  consistent  with  other  studies.  Thus,  burnout  variables  were  positively  associated  with  negative  interactions  either  W-F  or  F-W,  and  negatively  associated  with  positive  interactions;  coinciding  with  results  from,  among  others,  Chernyak-Hai  &  Tziner  (2016),  Dyrbye  et  al.  (2011),  Rhnima  et  al.  (2016),  Robinson  et  al.  (2016),  and  Smith  et  al.  (2019).  For  their  part,  engagement  dimensions  correlated  positively  with  positive  W-F  and  F-W  interactions,  and  negatively  with  negative  interactions;  similar  results  were  reported  by  Łaba  &  Geldenhuys  (2018),  Queirós  et  al.  (2016),  and  Rothmann  &  Baumann  (2014).  However,  the  positive  relationship  between  the  results  of  the  Negative  W-F  Interaction  subscale  and  the  scores  obtained  in  absorption  is  striking  since  negative  W-F  interaction  would  be  expected  to  hinder  absorption  at  work,  the  role  of  absorption  in  this  context  should  be  further  investigated.
Nevertheless,  this  study  has  some  limitations  that  should  be  considered  in  future  studies.  On  the  one  hand,  the  sample  consisted  mainly  of  women,  which  could  have  affected  the  measurement  of  some  variables.  On  for  another  and  considering  that  there  are  contradictory  antecedents  in  the  Argentine  population,  it  would  be  very  important  that  further  studies  could  analyze  the  stability  of  the  psychometric  properties  of  the  SWING.
Since  work-family  relationships  are  crucial  variables  for  individual,  family,  and  organizational  well-being,  especially  considering  the  changes  generated  by  the  COVID-19  pandemic,  it  is  hoped  that  the  validation  of  this  instrument  will  contribute  to  and  encourage  the  study  of  these  and  other  related  phenomena.  Providing  a  reliable  tool  for  professional  practice  in  their  diagnostic  and  health  promotion  processes.  

References
Barreto-Colichi,  R.  M.,  Mangini-Bocchi,  S.  C.,  Molina-Lima,  S.  A.,    &  Popim,  R.  C.  (2016).  Interactions  between  quality  of  life  at  work  and  family:  Integrative  review.  International  Archives  of  Medicine,  9(358),  1-17.  https://doi.org/10.3823/2229
Carlotto,  M.  S.,  Welter-Wendt,  G.,    &  Jones,  A.  P.  (2017).  Technostress,  career  commitment,  satisfaction  with  life,  and  work-family  interaction  among  workers  in  information  and  communication  technologies.  Actualidades  en  Psicología,  31(122),  91-102.  https://dx.doi.org/10.  15517/ap.v31i122.22729
Chahín-Pinzón,  N.  (2014).  Aspectos  a  tener  en  cuenta  cuando  se  realiza  una  adaptación  de  test  entre  diferentes  culturas.  Psychologia,  8(2),  109-112.  https://doi.org/10.21500/19002386.1225
Chernyak-Hai,  L.,    &  Tziner,  A.  (2016).  The  “I  believe”  and  the  “Iinvest”of  work-family  balance:  The  indirect  influences  of  personal  values  and  work  engagement  via  perceived  organizational  climate  and  work  place  burnout.  Revista  de  Psicología  del  Trabajo  y  de  las  Organizaciones,  32(1),  1-10.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rpto.2015.11.004
Delgado-Sánchez,  A.,  Saletti-Cuesta,  L.,  Toro-Cárdenas,  S.,  López-Fernández,  L.  A.,  Luna  del  Castillo,  J.  de  D.,  &  Mateo-Rodríguez,  I.  (2011).  Validación  de  escala  para  evaluar  la  relación  familia-trabajo  en  médicas  y  médicos  de  familia.  Revista  Española  de  Salud  Pública,  85(2),  149-162.  https://doi.org/10.1590/s1135-57272011000200004
DiRenzo,  M.  S.,  Greenhaus,  J.  H.,  &  Weer,  C.  H.  (2011).  Work  Interference  with  Family  and  Family  Interference  with  Work  Scale  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t10318-000
Dolcos,  S.  M.,  &  Daley,  D.  (2009).  Work-Family  Conflict  Scale  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t01666-000
Dyrbye,  L.  N.,  Shanafelt,  T.  D.,  Balch,  C.  M.,  Satele,  D.,  Sloan,  J.,  &  Freischlag,  J.  (2011).  Relationship  between  work-home  conflicts  and  burnout  among  American  surgeons:  A  comparison  by  sex.  Archives  of  surgery,  146(2),  211-217.  https://doi.org/10.1001/archsurg.2010.310
Federación  de  Psicólogos  de  la  República  Argentina.  (2013).  Código  de  ética  de  la  Federación  de  Psicólogos  de  la  República  Argentina  (Fe.  P.  R.  A.  ).  FePRA  website:  http://www.fepra.org.ar/feprav3/
Frone,  M.  R.  (2000).  Work-Family  Conflict  Scale  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t08858-000
Gabini,  S.  (2017).  Interacción  trabajo-familia:  Adaptación  y  validación  de  un  instrumento  para  medirla.  Revista  da  UIIPS,  5(5),  24-32.  Revista  da  UIIPS  website:  https://revistas.  rcaap.  pt/uiips/index
Gądecki,  J.,  Jewdokimow,  M.,  &  Zadkowska,  M.  (2016).  Reconstructing  the  borders  and  the  definitions  of  home  and  work  in  the  context  of  telecommuting  in  Poland.  Intersections,  2(3),  84-96.  https://doi.org/10.17356/ieejsp.v2i3.166
George,  D.,  &  Mallery,  M.  (2001).  SPSS  for  Windows  Step  By  Step:  A  Simple  Guide  and  Reference.  10.0  updated.  Allyn  &  Bacon.  
Geurts,  S.  A.,  Taris,  T.  W.,  Kompier,  M.  A.,  Dikkers,  J.  S.,  VanHooff,  M.  L.,  &  Kinnunen,  U.  M.  (2005).  Work-home  interaction  from  a  work  psychological  perspective:  Development  and  validation  of  a  new  questionnaire,  the  SWING.  Work  &  Stress,  19(4),  319-339.  https://doi.org/10.1080/02678370500410208
Howe,  L.  C.,  &  Menges,  J.  I.  (2020).  Mindsets  about  remote  work  predict  employee  well-being  in  home  office:  Evidence  from  the  COVID-19  pandemic.  Microsoft  website:  https://www.microsoft.com/en-us/research/
Hu,  L.  T.,  &  Bentler,  P.  M.  (1999).  Cutoff  criteria  for  fit  indexes  in  covariance  structure  analysis:  Conventional  criteria  versus  new  alternatives.  Structural  Equation  Modeling:  A  Multidisciplinary  Journal,  6(1),  1-55.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 
IBM  Corporation.  (2010).  IBM  SPSS  Statistics  for  Windows  (Version19.0)  [Software  de  cómputo].  IBM.  
International  Association  of  Aplied  Psychology  &  International  Union  of  Psychological  Science.  [IAAP  &  IUPsyS]  (2008).  Universal  Declaration  of  Ethical  Principles  for  Psychologists.  IUPsyS  website:  https://www.iupsys.net/  
Ispas,  S.  A.,  &  Iliescu,  D.  (2019).  The  Romanian  adaptation  of  the  Survey  Work–Home  Interaction,  NijmeGen.  Evaluation  &  the  Health  Professions,  42(2),  196-218.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0163278718791303
Jacobsen,  D.  I.,  &  Fjeldbraaten,  E.  M.  (2018).  Shift  work  and  sickness  absence-the  mediating  roles  of  work-home  conflict  and  perceived  health.  Human  Resource  Management,  57(5),  1145-1157.  https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21894
Kelloway,  E.  K.,  Gottlieb,  B.  H.,  &  Barham,  L.  (1999).  Work  and  Family  Conflict  Scale  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t02979-000
Kopelman,  R.  E.,  Greenhaus,  J.  H.,  &  Connolly,  T.  F.  (1983).  A  model  of  work,  family,  and  inter  role  conflict:  A  construct  validation  study.  Organizational  Behavior  and  Human  Performance,  32(2),  198-215.  https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(83)90147-2
Łaba,  K.,  &  Geldenhuys,  M.  (2018).  Positive  interaction  between  work  and  home,  and  psychological  availability  on  women's  work  engagement:  A  'shortitudinal'  study.  S  A  Journal  of  Industrial  Psychology,  44(1),  1-11.  https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v44i0.1538
Leung,  L.,  &  Zhang,  R.  (2017).  Mapping  ICT  use  at  home  and  telecommuting  practices:  A  perspective  from  work/family  border  theory.  Telematics  and  Informatics,  34(1),  385-396.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2016.06.001
Lloret-Segura,  S.,  Ferreres-Traver,  A.,  Hernández-Baeza,  A.,  &  Tomás-Marco,  I.  (2014).  El  análisis  factorial  exploratorio  de  los  ítems:  una  guía  práctica,  revisada  y  actualizada.  Anales  de  Psicología/Annals  of  Psychology,  30(3),  1151-1169.  https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.30.3.199361
Lourel,  M.,  Gana,  K.,  &  Wawrzyniak,  S.  (2005).  Home–work  interaction:  a  French  adaptation  and  validation  of  “Survey  Work–Home  Interaction-Nijmegen”  (SWING).  Psychologie  du  Travail  et  dês  Organisations,  11(4),  227-239.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pto.2005.10.003
Lyttelton,  T.,  Zang,  E.,  &  Musick,  K.  (2020).  Gender  differences  in  telecommuting  and  implications  for  inequality  at  home  and  work.  Soc  Ar  Xiv  Papers.  https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/tdf8c
Marais,  C.,  Mostert,  K.,  Geurts,  S.,  &  Taris,  T.  (2009).  The  psychometric  properties  of  a  translated  version  of  the  Survey  Work-Home  Interaction-Nijmegen  (SWING)  instrument.  South  African  Journal  of  Psychology,  39(2),  202-219.  https://doi.org/10.1177/008124630903900206
Marshall,  N.  L.,  &  Barnett,  R.  C.  (2013).  Work-Family  Strains  and  Gains  Scale—Revised  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t32988-000
Meijman,  T.  F.,  &  Mulder,  G.  (1998).  Psychological  aspects  of  workload.  In  P.  J.  D.  Drenth,  H.  Thierry,  &  C.  J.  de  Wolff  (Eds.),  Handbook  of  work  and  organizational  psychology  (2nd  ed.;  p.  5-33).  Psychology  Press/Erlbaum,  Taylor  &  Francis.  
Moreno-Jiménez,  B.,  Sanz-Vergel,  A.  I.,  Rodríguez-Muñoz,  A.,  &  Geurts,  S.  (2009).  Propiedades  psicométricas  de  la  versión  española  del  Cuestionario  de  Interacción  Trabajo-Familia  (SWING).  Psicothema,  21(2),  331-337.  Psicothema  website:  http://www.psicothema.com/
Netemeyer,  R.  G.,  Boles,  J.  S.,  &  McMurrian,  R.  (1996).  Development  and  validation  of  work-family  conflict  and  family-work  conflict  scales.  Journal  of  Applied  Psychology,  81(4),  400-410.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.81.4.400
Organización  Panamericana  de  la  Salud  &  Consejo  de  Organizaciones  Internacionales  de  las  Ciencias  Médicas.  [OPS  &  CIOMS]  (2017).  Pautas  éticas  internacionales  para  la  investigación  relacionada  con  la  salud  con  seres  humanos.  CIOMS  website:  https://cioms.ch/  
Oviedo,  H.  C.,  &  Campo-Arias,  A.  (2005).  Aproximación  al  uso  del  coeficiente  alfa  de  Cronbach.  Revista  colombiana  de  psiquiatría,  34(4),  572-580.  Psiquiatria  website:  http://psiquiatria.org.co/web/publicaciones/revista-colombiana-de-psiquiatria/
Parker,  L.,  &  Allen,  T.  D.  (2001).  Perceived  Fairness  of  Work/Family  Benefits  Scale  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t09758-000
Pereira,  A.  M.,  Queirós,  C.,  Gonçalves,  S.  P.,  Carlotto,  M.,  &  Borges,  E.  (2014).  Burnout  e  interação  trabalho-família  em  enfermeiros:  Estudo  exploratório  como  Survey  Work-Home  Interaction  Nijmegen  (SWING).  Revista  Portuguesa  de  Enfermagem  de  Saúde  Mental,  11,  24-30.  Aspem  website:  http://aspesm.org/index.php/revista/
Queirós,  C.,  Pereira,  A.  M.,  Monteiro,  &  Cameira,  M.  (septiembre,  2016).  Work-home  interaction  as  predictor  of  engagement  among  Family  Health  Units.  Work  presented  in  25°  Epidemiology  in  Occupational  Health  Conference,  Barcelona,  España.  Repositorio  Aberto  website:  https://repositorio-aberto.up.pt/
Ramada-Rodilla,  J.  M.,  Serra-Pujadas,  C.,  &  Delclós-Clanchet,  G.  L.  (2013).  Adaptación  cultural  y  validación  de  cuestionarios  de  salud:  Revisión  y  recomendaciones  metodológicas.  Salud  pública  de  México,  55(1),  57-66.  https://doi.org/10.1590/s0036-36342013000100009
Rhnima,  A.,  Richard,  P.,  Núñez,  J.  F.,  &  Pousa,  C.  E.  (2016).  Elconflictotrabajo-familia  como  factor  de  riesgo  y  el  apoyo  social  del  supervisor  como  factor  protector  del  agotamiento  profesional.  CIENCIA  ergo-sum,  Revista  Científica  Multidisciplinaria  de  Prospectiva,  23(3),  205-218.  Ciencia  Ergo  Sum  website:  https://cienciaergosum.uaemex.mx/article/download/7363/5893
Robinson,  L.  D.,  Magee,  C.,  &  Caputi,  P.  (2016).  Burnout  and  the  work-family  interface:  A  two-wave  study  of  sole  and  partnered  working  mothers.  Career  Development  International,  21(1),  31-44.  https://doi.org/10.1108/cdi-06-2015-0085
Romeo,  M.,  Berger,  R.,  Yepes-Baldó,  M.,  &  Ramos,  B.  (2014).  Adaptation  and  validation  of  the  Spanish  Version  of  the  “Survey  Work-Home  Interaction–NijmeGen”  (SWING)  to  Spanish  speaking  countries.  Anales  de  Psicología,  30(1),  287-293.  https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.30.1.148291
Rothmann,  S.,  &  Baumann,  C.  (2014).  Employee  engagement:The  effects  of  work-home/home-work  interaction  and  psychological  conditions.  South  African  Journal  of  Economic  and  Management  Sciences,  17(4),  515-530.  https://doi.org/10.4102/sajems.v17i4.419
Rubbini,  N.  I.  (2012).  Los  riesgos  psicosociales  en  el  teletrabajo.  VII  Jornadas  de  Sociología  de  la  Universidad  Nacional  de  La  Plata,  Argentina.  Memoria  Fahce  website:  http://www.memoria.fahce.unlp.edu.ar/
Sarbu,  M.  (2018).  The  role  of  telecommuting  for  work-family  conflict  among  German  employees.  Researchin  Transportation  Economics,  70,  37-51.  
Schaufeli,  W.,  Leiter,  M.,  Maslach,  C.,  &  Jackson,  S.  (1996).  Maslach  Burnout  Inventory-General  Survey.  In  C.  Maslach,  S.  Jackson,  &  M.  Leiter  (Eds.),  the  Maslach  Burnout  Inventory-test  Manual  (3º  ed.  ).  Consulting  Psychologists  Press.  
Serenko,  A.,  Sato,  O.,  Palvia,  P.  C.,  Turan,  A.  H.,  &  Sasaki,  H.  (2017).  The  effect  of  work-home  conflict  on  IT  employees  in  Japan:  The  moderating  role  of  conscientiousness.  Twenty-third  Americas  Conference  on  Information  Systems,  Boston.  https://core.ac.uk/reader/301372540
Shimada,  K.,  Shimazu,  A.,  Bakker,  A.  B.,  Demerouti,  E.,  &  Kawakami,  N.  (2010).  Work-family  spillover  among  Japanese  dual-earner  couples:  A  large  community-based  study.  Journal  of  Occupational  Health,  52(6),  335-343.  https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.l9130
Shimada,  K.,  Shimazu,  A.,  Geurts,  S.  A.,  &  Kawakami,  N.  (2018).  Reliability  and  validity  of  the  Japanese  version  of  the  Survey  Work-Home  Interaction-NijmeGen,  the  SWING  (SWING-J).  Community,  Work  &  Family,  22(3),  267-283.  https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2018.1471588
Smith,  T.  D.,  DeJoy,  D.  M.,  Dyal,  M.  A.,  &  Huang,  G.  (2019).  Impact  of  work  pressure,  work  stress  and  work-family  conflict  on  fire  fighter  burnout.  Archives  of  Environmental  &  Occupational  Health,  74(4),  215-222.  https://doi.org/10.1080/19338244.2017.1395789
Spontón,  C.,  Medrano,  L.  A.,  Maffei,  L.,  Spontón,  M.,  &  Castellano,  E.  (2012).  Validación  del  cuestionario  de  Engagement  UWES  a  la  población  de  trabajadores  de  Córdoba,  Argentina.  Liberabit,  18(2),  147-154.  Liberabit  website:  http://ojs3.revistaliberabit.com/publicaciones/
Spontón,  C.,  Trógolo,  M.,  Castellano,  E.,  &  Medrano,  L.  A.  (2019).  Medición  del  burnout:  Estructura  factorial,  validez  y  confiabilidad  en  trabajadores  argentinos.  Interdisciplinaria,  36(1),  87-103.  https://doi.org/10.16888/interd.2019.36.1.7
Srivastava,  S.,  &  Srivastava,  U.  R.  (2014).  Work-Family  Facilitation  Scale  [Database  record].  APA  PsycTests.  https://doi.org/10.1037/t61223-000
Vesga-Rodríguez,  J.  J.  (2019).  La  interacción  trabajo-familia  en  el  contexto  actual  del  mundo  del  trabajo.  Equidad  y  Desarrollo,  1(33),  121-135.  https://doi.org/10.19052/eq.vol1.  iss33.7
Viladrich,  C.,  Angulo-Brunet,  A.,  &  Doval,  E.  (2017).  Un  viaje  alrededor  de  alfa  y  omega  para  estimar  la  fiabilidad  de  consistencia  interna.  Anale  sde  Psicología/Annals  of  Psychology,  33(3),  755-782.  http://dx.doi.org/10.6018/analesps.33.3.268401 
image1.png
Ad A

0% 40w





