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This paper provides a framework that elaborates on four conceptualiza-
tions of work-family balance: additive spillover (unique effects of bi-
directional conflict and enrichment), multiplicative spillover (interactive
effects of lower conflict with higher enrichment), balance satisfaction
(one’s attitude toward resource allocation across work and family roles)
and balance effectiveness (one’s interdependent self-evaluation of meet-
ing shared expectations across work and family roles). We describe the
conceptual differences among these approaches and hypothesize how
they operate differently in predicting work and family attitudes and per-
formance. Relative weights analyses showed that additive spillover was
the most important predictor of work attitudes (organizational commit-
ment, job satisfaction, and turnover intent), followed by balance satisfac-
tion and effectiveness. However, balance satisfaction and effectiveness
together were the most important predictors of family satisfaction and
job and family performance. Mediation tests revealed that unique and
interactive effects of bidirectional conflict and enrichment related to
work and family attitudes and performance indirectly through balance
satisfaction and effectiveness. We discuss implications of these findings
and offer suggestions to guide future research and theory on work-family
balance.

The study of the work-family interface has evolved in recent years,
moving beyond a focus on work-family conflict to include positive aspects
of engagement in multiple roles such as work-family enrichment (Green-
haus & Powell, 2006). Another recent addition to the literature that has
garnered popular press and scholarly attention has been the phenomenon
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of work-family balance (e.g., Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Grzywacz &
Carlson, 2007; Valcour, 2007). Despite the popularity of this concept,
only recently have scholars made a concerted effort to empirically study
work-family balance, and the concept has been acknowledged as a unique
and useful addition to the applied psychology literature (Maertz & Boyar,
2011).

Initially, when the term work-family balance was used in the literature,
its meaning was taken as self-evident and an explicit definition seldom
provided (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011). When a definition was provided,
balance was equated with the absence (or low levels) of conflict, or nega-
tive spillover, between work and family roles (Buffardi, Smith, O’Brien, &
Erdwins, 1999). Frone (2003) defined balance as the simultaneous experi-
ence of low conflict and high enrichment (i.e., positive spillover between
roles). The use of conflict and enrichment to define balance is common
(Casper, DeHauw, Wayne, & Greenhaus, 2014); given the nature of these
constructs, we categorize these conceptualizations as combined spillover
approaches.

More recently, others have argued that balance is distinct from conflict
and enrichment, though many different definitions have been provided.
Early on, Greenhaus, Collins, and Shaw (2003) defined balance as spend-
ing equal time and being equally engaged in and satisfied with work and
family roles, but since then, researchers have diverged from the notion
of equality. Voydanoff (2005) defined balance as a global assessment that
work resources meet family demands (and vice versa) such that partic-
ipation is effective in both domains. Valcour (2007) defined balance as
satisfaction with fit and allocation of time and attention across work and
family roles. Grzywacz and Carlson (2007) defined it as the accomplish-
ment of work and family expectations that are negotiated and shared with
role partners. Most recently, Greenhaus and Allen (2011) defined bal-
ance as when effectiveness in and satisfaction with work and family are
consistent with one’s life priorities. Across these definitions, researchers
consider balance to be a global evaluation of the interplay between work
and family (e.g., Carlson, Grzywacz, & Zivnuska, 2009; Valcour, 2007;
Voydanoff, 2005); as such, we refer to these as global balance approaches.

This stream of research underscores the diverse conceptualizations of
balance, ranging from combinations of positive and negative spillover to
global constructs with multiple meanings. Despite differences in mean-
ing, all these constructs have been labeled “work-family balance” as if
they are interchangeable and their differences irrelevant. Ambiguity in
the meaning of balance is problematic because strong constructs are the
building blocks of theory, and a precise, parsimonious definition is fun-
damental to a strong construct (Suddaby, 2010). Before theory can iden-
tify how balance relates to other constructs, scholars must identify its
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essential properties and define it consistently (Suddaby, 2010). Theoreti-
cally, it is important to know whether balance is best conceived of as one
or multiple constructs. If various conceptualizations are indistinguish-
able, theory could be formed around a single construct and measures used
interchangeably. However, if the conceptualizations have meaningful dif-
ferences, it is important to (a) understand their conceptual differences, (b)
provide unique labels for them, (c) account for these differences when
theorizing about balance, (d) consider how these constructs relate to one
another, and (e) consider how they relate to valued outcomes. In short, for
scholars to develop a comprehensive theory of balance and build a cohe-
sive body of research, conceptual elaboration and empirical examination
of the existing approaches is needed.

This study addresses these needs by providing a framework in which
we elaborate on the theoretical underpinnings of four balance conceptual-
izations from the extant literature—two types of combined spillover (ad-
ditive spillover, multiplicative spillover) and two types of global balance
(balance satisfaction, balance effectiveness). Our framework explicates
how these approaches differ in conceptually meaningful ways important
for developing richer theories of balance. Our framework also provides
a common language scholars can use to consistently label their approach
and aggregate findings across studies.

As Zajonc (1984) notes, however, at some point of theoretical devel-
opment we must confront our definitions with empirical reality and ensure
that theoretical distinctions have empirical value. Conceptual frameworks
such as provided by Voydanoff (2005) and Marks and MacDermid’s role
balance theory (1996) suggest that balance relates to positive attitudes and
behavior, but this proposition has rarely been tested, particularly in terms
of in-role performance rated by role partners. Our study uses data from
954 employees, 492 supervisors, and 453 spouses to empirically exam-
ine the unique and relative importance of four balance approaches with
regard to attitudes (organizational commitment, job satisfaction, turnover
intent, and family satisfaction) and performance (as rated by supervisors
and spouses). We draw from the job demands-resources (JD-R) model
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) to examine the mediating role of balance sat-
isfaction and effectiveness in the relationship between combined spillover
approaches and these outcomes. Collectively, our framework, conceptual
elaboration, and empirical examination build more clarity around this im-
portant construct as a foundation for scholars to develop stronger theories
and research on this burgeoning topic in the future.

Relating Work-Family Balance to Work and Family Outcomes

Although there is no single, comprehensive theory of balance (Carl-
son, Kacmar, Grzywacz, Tepper, & Whitten, 2013), several theoretical
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arguments coalesce to suggest that balance is associated with positive
attitudes and behaviors. For example, role balance theory (Marks &
MacDermid, 1996) posits that people engage in role responsibilities that
are embedded in an entire system of roles and that those who navigate
the entire system in a balanced way (i.e., approaching all roles with atten-
tiveness, care, and commitment) have a stronger, more integrated sense
of self, have higher quality role experiences, perform roles with greater
ease, and experience less role strain. According to this theory, role balance
is associated with positive outcomes because when people are attentive
to every one of their roles, they are primed to seize opportunities, ex-
perience more positive self-experiences, have a greater sense of control,
are more creative, view situational urgencies as less chronic, and per-
ceive roles as helping rather than hindering one another. Notably, Marks
and MacDermid found that less role balance was associated with lower
self-esteem, greater depression, and poorer role functioning at work and
school. Similarly, Voydanoff’s (2005) framework suggests demands and
resources relate to in-role performance and role quality through work-
family balance as an intervening variable. Voydanoff drew from Lazarus
and Folkman’s (1984) work on appraisal theory to suggest that positive
appraisals of work and family demands and resources result in higher bal-
ance, generating resources for better role performance and quality. Taken
together, these perspectives suggest that balance relates to positive work
and family attitudes and performance.

Despite the theoretical proposition that balance generates positive out-
comes, theory and research have not yet considered the many ways balance
has been conceptualized. Testing whether multiple balance approaches
relate to positive outcomes is important for determining whether this the-
oretical principle holds true across balance conceptualizations. This is
also an important step in developing the balance construct. If different
nomological networks exist for the balance approaches, this is evidence
that these are unique constructs, and thus richer theories incorporating the
conceptual differences are needed. In the following sections, we elaborate
on conceptual differences among balance approaches and offer theoreti-
cal explanations for why each might differentially relate to work-family
attitudes and performance.

Conceptualizations of Work-Family Balance: An Integrative Framework

Combined Spillover Approaches: Additive and Multiplicative

When the notion of balance entered scientific study, scholars equated
it with the absence of work-family conflict (Buffardi et al., 1999). As
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interest in work-family enrichment grew, Frone (2003) argued that bal-
ance involves positive and negative interrole experiences and proposed a
four-fold taxonomy with balance composed of work-to-family and family-
to-work conflict and enrichment. Conflict and enrichment are higher-order
perceptual representations wherein people report the extent to which time,
strain, or behavior in one role impedes another (i.e., conflict) or resources
from one role benefit another (i.e., enrichment; e.g., Carlson, Kacmar,
Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

Frone’s (2003) definition of balance as the experience of “low levels
of interrole conflict and high levels of interrole facilitation” (p. 145) is
the most common conceptual definition in the balance literature (Casper
et al., 2014). Studies drawing from Frone (2003) most often examine their
unique effects, suggesting balance exists when work-family conflict is ab-
sent or enrichment is present (which we hereafter refer to as the additive
spillover approach). As an example of this approach, Aryee, Srinivas, and
Tan (2005) examined the antecedents and outcomes of balance (opera-
tionalized as unique effects of conflict and enrichment) and found that
all four conflict and enrichment measures had distinct antecedents but
only higher work-to-family enrichment predicted better outcomes. Thus,
additive spillover is a significant approach in the history of the balance
concept, and as shown in Table 1, which summarizes empirical research
using each balance approach, additive spillover is the most commonly
used approach in the literature thus far.

However, we contend that additive spillover does not fully capture
Frone’s (2003) definition, which suggests that greater balance exists when
a person has the simultaneous experience of low conflict coupled with high
enrichment. In other words, the synergistic effect of low conflict combined
with high enrichment is greater than the sum of its individual parts. As
such, the interaction of a specific direction of lower conflict with the same
direction of higher enrichment better reflects Frone’s balance definition
than does the additive spillover approach. Moreover, because role balance
theory promotes a systemic view of how a person integrates roles across
their entire role system (Marks & MacDermid, 1996), greater role inte-
gration is signified by perceiving fewer role conflicts and more enriching
effects, thereby promoting role quality and role ease. Accordingly, we
argue that lower conflict combined with higher enrichment denotes high
balance and, due to their synergistic effects, will account for additional
variance in attitudes and performance beyond additive spillover effects.
Conversely, higher conflict with lower enrichment signifies lack of bal-
ance, and role balance theory suggests that poor role integration generates
negative attitudes and poor performance.

We refer to this interactive approach as multiplicative spillover and
assert that it is a unique conceptualization that needs to be considered. To
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our knowledge, only one study has adopted this approach by testing the
interaction of conflict and enrichment. Gareis, Barnett, Ertel, and Berkman
(2009) compared three models (difference score, additive, and interactive)
and found that for the family-to-work direction, the interactive model
explained more variance in outcomes such as life satisfaction and mental
health than did other approaches. In sum, Frone’s notion that balance is
the synergistic interaction of lower conflict with higher enrichment and
tenets of role balance theory (Marks & MacDermid, 1996) suggest:

Hypothesis 1: Multiplicative spillover (lower work-to-family conflict ×
higher work-to-family enrichment; lower family-to-work
conflict × higher family-to-work enrichment interactions)
relates to attitudes and performance above and beyond
additive spillover.

Global Balance Approaches: Satisfaction and Effectiveness

More recently, scholars have argued that balance is a global construct
that captures a gestalt perception of the interplay between work and family
that is distinct from conflict and enrichment (Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007;
Valcour, 2007; Voydanoff, 2005). Global approaches fundamentally differ
from combined spillover approaches in that they do not refer to cross-
domain processes nor consider direction (work-to-family, family-to-work)
but involve an overall appraisal of combining work and family roles.
Emerging evidence suggests that a person’s global perception of balance
is distinct from conflict and enrichment (Carlson et al., 2009).

Although global balance constructs have been treated as interchange-
able, they have meaningful conceptual differences. In their review, Casper
et al. (2014) found that balance definitions often included effectiveness at
and/or satisfaction with balancing work and family, suggesting these are
two primary ways to define global balance. Grzywacz and Carlson (2007)
cautioned against combining balance effectiveness and satisfaction. Fur-
ther, to develop more innovative theories, Oswick, Fleming, and Hanlon
(2011) argued for highlighting discrepancies among concepts because it
has the potential to “tease out less obvious and previously unacknowledged
attributes and, therefore, to develop new insights” (p. 333). Drawing from
these ideas, we conceptually differentiate and empirically examine the
unique and relative importance of two global approaches: balance satis-
faction and balance effectiveness. Table 1 summarizes studies using each
approach, and Table 2 reviews the conceptual similarities and differences
between these global balance approaches.

Balance satisfaction. Valcour (2007) defined “satisfaction with work-
family balance” as an attitude that reflects one’s judgment that his/her
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TABLE 2
Similarities and Differences Between Global Balance Approaches

Balance satisfaction Balance effectiveness

Nature of the construct Attitude
Global, nondirectional

Self-evaluation
Global, nondirectional

Primary focus Feelings and thoughts
Satisfaction

Thoughts and beliefs
Effectiveness

View of the self Self-centered
Independent self-view

Self-other
Interdependent self-view

Nature of judgment Private Private and public
Target of the judgment Resource allocation, fit,

integration across
work-family/personal roles

Work-family expectations
shared with role partners

resources are adequate to meet demands across work and family roles.
As with other attitudes, there is a cognitive component in the appraisal
of resource allocation, fit, and integration across roles, and an affec-
tive component that captures the resultant feelings or emotional states
(Valcour, 2007). We expand on this approach by drawing parallels from
the satisfaction and self-concept literatures.

Satisfaction has been described as an “emotional state” (Locke, 1976)
and considered an evaluative mindset that focuses on one’s own ex-
pectations, experiences, or wishes and thus is characterized by “self-
centeredness” (Kjell, Daukantaite, Hefferon, & Silkstrom, 2015). This
view closely parallels an independent view of the self (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991), which focuses on private, internal aspects of a person
(e.g., evaluations based on one’s own thoughts and feelings) more than
those outside the self. Similarly, balance satisfaction focuses on a person’s
thoughts and emotions about his/her work-family balance from his/her
own viewpoint (e.g., based on his/her values, goals, desires, etc.) and,
like other attitudes, is a psychological construct based on one’s internal,
subjective evaluation. Although balance satisfaction may be influenced
by what is outside the self, the construct reflects an evaluation of one’s
internal experiences rather than the social context. Conceptually, balance
satisfaction differs from combining satisfaction in work and family roles
separately (i.e., an additive measure of job satisfaction plus family satis-
faction), as it refers to integration across work and family—emphasizing
how the roles are combined (Valcour, 2007).

As already noted, several authors argue that high balance leads
to positive outcomes such as job satisfaction, marital happiness, job
performance, and organizational citizenship behavior (Carlson et al.,
2013; Marks & MacDermid, 1996; Voydanoff, 2005). More specifically,
we theorize that balance satisfaction uniquely relates to attitudes and



14 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

performance. Because balance satisfaction is an attitude (Valcour, 2007),
we draw from attitude theories that posit that attitudes give rise to emo-
tional responses and energize and direct behavior (Eagly & Chaiken,
1984). People who hold favorable evaluations of an attitude object en-
gage in behaviors that “approach, support, or enhance the attitude object”
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1984, p. 155) or increase positive feelings (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996), whereas those with unfavorable evaluations engage
in behaviors that “avoid, oppose, or hinder the attitude object” (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1984, p. 155) or reduce negative feelings (Weiss & Cropanzano,
1996). According to Eagly and Chaiken (1984), positive attitudes toward
one attitude object (e.g., satisfaction with integration across work and
family) relate to emotional responses toward similar classes of attitude
objects (e.g., satisfaction within work and family). Similarly, greater bal-
ance satisfaction should relate to other positive feelings and cognitions
toward one’s organization (e.g., commitment and fewer intentions to quit).
Also, when attitudes (e.g., balance satisfaction across work and family)
and behaviors (e.g., performance within work and family) are defined at
comparable levels of specificity, attitudes and behaviors are related (Ajzen
& Fishbein, 1977).

To date, eight published studies have examined balance satisfaction,
and all but one has focused on its antecedents (see Table 1). These
studies suggest having fewer demands and having greater resources are
associated with greater balance satisfaction. Only one study investigated
outcomes and found that balance satisfaction relates to greater work
and nonwork satisfaction (Grawitch, Maloney, Barber, & Mooshegian,
2013). Thus, to adequately test role balance theory’s premise that balance
generates positive attitudes and performance (Marks & MacDermid,
1996), it is necessary to examine balance satisfaction’s relationship with
job attitudes and performance. Together, work-family balance theorizing
(Marks & MacDermid, 1996; Voydanoff, 2005), attitude theory (Ajzen
& Fishbein, 1977; Eagly & Chaiken, 1984), and initial empirical findings
suggest that people satisfied with their work-family balance will engage
in behaviors that enhance performance and promote positive attitudes in
work and family roles.

Balance effectiveness. Grzywacz and Carlson (2007) argue that
satisfaction-based views do not adequately capture the fundamental mean-
ing of balance. In line with the theme of balance as effectiveness (Casper
et al., 2014), Grzywacz and Carlson (2007) defined balance as the “ac-
complishment of role-related expectations that are negotiated and shared
between an individual and his/her role-related partners in the work and
family domains” (p. 458). This view, where balance is inextricably
linked to the social context, does not dictate that one believes s/he is a
“superstar” but meets basic expectations across work and family roles.
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Below, we elaborate on Carlson and colleagues’ (2009) ideas, incorporat-
ing theory on social cognition and the interdependent self.

Following the attributes of balance as defined and operationalized by
Carlson et al. (2009), we view balance effectiveness as a self-evaluative
construct. Self-evaluations refer to how people evaluate their own capabil-
ities and worth across different life domains (Chen, Goddard, & Casper,
2004). Self-evaluation encompasses both private (i.e., judgments of one’s
own performance or attributes) and public performance (i.e., beliefs about
an audience’s judgments of one’s performance or attributes; Tesser &
Paulhus, 1983). This is consistent with an interdependent view of the
self, where one’s view of the self is intertwined with others (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991). Similarly, the self-expansion model argues that close
relationships can lead to including another person in one’s sense of self
(Aron & Aron, 1996). Like these perspectives, balance effectiveness fo-
cuses on the self in relation to others. The self-evaluation that occurs in
judging one’s balance effectiveness involves one’s thoughts and beliefs
about expectations that are negotiated and shared with work and family
role partners.

Aligning with the idea of balance effectiveness as an interdependent
self-evaluation, research generally indicates that self-evaluations influ-
ence goals, motivations, behavioral intentions, and behaviors, and as
such, balance effectiveness should uniquely relate to attitudes and per-
formance. Self-evaluations facilitate allocation of effort and persistence
(Chen et al., 2004) and play a role in the emotions people experience
and the meaning they attach to situations (Teunissen & Bok, 2013). Neg-
ative self-evaluations can be emotionally distressing, even debilitating
(Higgins, 1987). Low balance effectiveness reflects a person’s belief that
he/she does not meet role partners’ expectations. Such violations of self-
or other-prescribed obligations are associated with negative emotional-
motivational states including poorer performance and dissatisfaction (Hig-
gins, 1987). Conversely, when people believe they effectively balance
work and family, they perform better and experience more pleasurable
role attitudes.

Empirically, the four studies that have examined balance effectiveness
found that balance effectiveness was related to more positive attitudes in
work and home domains as well as self-rated role performance and re-
duced stress transmission between home partners (e.g., Ferguson, Carlson,
Kacmar, & Halbesleben, 2015; Ferguson, Carlson, Zivnuska, & Whitten,
2012). Thus, based on our theoretical elaboration and prior empirical
work, we predict:
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Hypothesis 2: Balance satisfaction and balance effectiveness uniquely
relate to attitudes and performance, above and beyond
additive and multiplicative spillover.

The Relative Importance of Global Balance Approaches

Prior research has examined how one balance approach relates to out-
comes (e.g., additive spillover or balance satisfaction) or the incremental
effect of one approach above and beyond another (e.g., balance effective-
ness above and beyond additive spillover). Because no study has examined
all four approaches simultaneously, it is not clear which approach(es) are
most important to work and family outcomes. Relative importance (cf.
LeBreton, Ployhart, & Ladd, 2004; Tonidandel & LeBreton, 2011) con-
veys the impact of a variable on a criterion relative to other predictors and
allows for a more accurate interpretation of the importance of one balance
approach to outcomes relative to other approaches.

To advance theoretical understanding, we investigate the differential
relationships of balance satisfaction and effectiveness with outcomes, as
valuable insights may be highlighted by divergent findings. Several the-
oretical perspectives suggest balance satisfaction relates more strongly
to work and family attitudes, whereas balance effectiveness relates more
strongly to performance. For one, the attitude literature supports the com-
patibility principle: the idea that relationships are strongest when con-
structs are conceptually matched (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). Thus, eval-
uations of a certain type (e.g., affective) elicit a similar type of response
(e.g., affective outcomes). Because balance satisfaction is an attitude with
an affective component, it should relate more strongly to other attitudes,
which have affective components, than to performance, which is behav-
ioral in nature. Similarly, because balance effectiveness reflects beliefs
about how well one meets shared expectations across work and family,
it focuses on perceptions of behaviors and is more conceptually com-
patible with behavioral outcomes like role performance. Further, because
balance satisfaction reflects an independent self and balance effectiveness
an interdependent self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), balance satisfaction
should associate more strongly with independent constructs (i.e., those that
represent private, internal views such as attitudes), whereas balance ef-
fectiveness should associate more strongly with interdependent constructs
(i.e., those that are both privately and publicly held such as performance).
We predict:

Hypothesis 3: Balance satisfaction is a relatively more important pre-
dictor than balance effectiveness in accounting for the
variance associated with attitudes.
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Hypothesis 4: Balance effectiveness is a relatively more important pre-
dictor than balance satisfaction in accounting for the vari-
ance associated with performance.

Thus far, we have argued that global balance approaches explain
unique variance in attitudes and performance, above and beyond com-
bined spillover approaches. Because research on global approaches is less
well-developed, another relevant question is whether global approaches
importantly predict outcomes relative to the more established combined
spillover approaches. As such, we explore the relative importance of the
two global balance approaches compared to additive and multiplicative
spillover in predicting attitudes and performance.

Research Question: When considered together, are balance satisfaction
and balance effectiveness relatively more impor-
tant than additive and multiplicative spillover in
accounting for the variance associated with atti-
tudes and performance?

The Mediating Role of Global Balance

Maertz and Boyar (2011) suggest examining relationships among con-
flict, enrichment, and global balance as an important direction for research.
Moreover, these constructs may link together in ways that generate posi-
tive outcomes. According to the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007),
when work and family demands are low and employees experience low
conflict and/or resources are high and employees experience high enrich-
ment, they in turn experience less strain, more positive attitudes, moti-
vation, performance, and well-being (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; McNall,
Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010; Shockley & Singla, 2011). Several scholars
have posited that conflict and enrichment are antecedents of global bal-
ance (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Maertz & Boyar, 2011) and that global
balance is a key variable driving work and family outcomes (Maertz &
Boyar, 2011). Thus, the unique relationships typically found between con-
flict and enrichment with outcomes may be explained by perceptions of
global balance. Drawing from the JD-R model and Maertz and Boyar
(2011), we propose that global balance mediates the unique relationships
of bidirectional conflict and enrichment with attitudes and performance.
In support of this, Grawitch et al. (2013) found that balance satisfaction
mediated the relationship of some forms of conflict and enrichment with
life satisfaction and domain-specific satisfaction.

In addition to mediated effects through balance satisfaction and bal-
ance effectiveness for additive spillover, we propose mediated effects
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for multiplicative spillover. As stated previously, tenets of role balance
theory (Marks & MacDermid, 1996) and Frone’s balance typology (2003)
suggest that the synergistic effects of lower conflict combined with higher
enrichment (rather than one or the other), signifies greater role integration.
As such, a person who experiences synergy, such that demands in one role
do not interfere with the other role (i.e., lower conflict), and resources
from one role improve the other role (i.e., higher enrichment) is likely
to be most satisfied with his/her allocation of resources across work and
family roles (i.e., balance satisfaction). Also, to the extent that perfor-
mance is improved by low demands combined with high resources (JD-R;
Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), the simultaneous experience of lower con-
flict and higher enrichment should enhance one’s self-evaluation of how
well he or she meets expectations shared with role partners. Thus, lower
conflict coupled with higher enrichment should relate to balance satisfac-
tion and effectiveness, and in turn, global balance relates to attitudes and
performance.

Hypothesis 5: Balance satisfaction and balance effectiveness mediate
the relationships between additive and multiplicative
spillover with attitudes and performance.

Method

Pilot Study

Because balance satisfaction (Valcour, 2007) and balance effectiveness
(Carlson et al., 2009) have not been previously examined together, we con-
ducted a pilot study to assess their distinctiveness. Employees enrolled as
professional MBAs at two universities in the US completed surveys. At
one university, surveys were placed in campus mailboxes and returned to
locked mailboxes and entered in a drawing for gift cards. Of 62 surveys
distributed, 37 were returned (response rate = 60%). At the other univer-
sity, surveys were administered in two classes, with extra credit offered for
completing surveys and recruiting coworkers to complete surveys. Of 300
surveys distributed, 204 surveys were returned (response rate = 68%).
To be included in analyses, participants had to work at least 30 hours
per week; 212 of the 241 participants met this requirement. The resulting
sample was 65% Caucasian, 57% male, 62% were married/living with a
partner, 44% had children, worked an average of 45 hours per week, and
were an average of 36 years old.

Balance satisfaction was measured with Valcour’s (2007) five-item
scale. Respondents reported how satisfied they were from 1 = extremely
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dissatisfied to 5 = extremely satisfied with items such as “the way you
divide your time between work and personal or family life” (α = .95).

Balance effectiveness was measured with Carlson et al.’s (2009) six-
item scale (e.g., “I am able to accomplish the expectations that my super-
visors and family have for me,” α = .88).

We followed recommendations (i.e., Edwards, 2001; Mallard & Lance,
1998) to use structural equation modeling (SEM) to test three nested con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA) models: two correlated factors, two or-
thogonal factors, and one general factor (N = 212). The correlated factors
model adequately fit the data, χ ²(43, N = 212) = 186.64, p < .01, Compar-
ative Fit Index (CFI) = .92, NonNormed Fit Index (NNFI) = .90, Standard-
ized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = .08, and better than both the
orthogonal factors model (χ ²(44, N = 212) = 251.70, p < .01; CFI = .89;
NNFI = .86; SRMR = .26; χ ²�(1, N = 212) = 65.06, p < .01) and the gen-
eral factor model (χ ²(44, N = 212) = 537.70, p < .01; CFI = .73; NNFI =
.67; SRMR = .15; χ ²�(1, N = 212) = 351.06, p < .01). The intercorre-
lation between balance satisfaction and effectiveness was significant (r =
.56, p < .01), suggesting they are distinct but related, so we treated them
as separate constructs in hypothesis testing.

Primary Study

Sample and procedure. Participants were from an engineering consult-
ing firm of 1,506 employees in the US. Researchers sent an email with
a survey link to employees, indicating that $1 would be donated to the
firm’s charity for each survey returned, up to $500. Employees were asked
to complete the survey and forward the email with the survey link to their
supervisor and partner, if married or cohabitating. The email contained an
identification number to match employee, supervisor, and partner surveys.
Each respondent reported whether he/she was an employee, supervisor,
or partner and the survey branched to appropriate items. In total, 1,044
employees (69.32% response rate), 509 supervisors (48.75% response
rate), and 470 partners (58.53% response rate) responded. After exclud-
ing surveys with incomplete data and part-time employees (less than 30
hours/week), our final sample included 954 employees, 492 supervisors,
and 453 spouses.

Employees were primarily Caucasian (91%), male (69%), and mar-
ried/cohabiting (81%); 57% had children and they were, on average,
37 years old with 8 years of firm tenure. Supervisors were also mostly
male (77%), Caucasian (95%), and were on average 43 years old with 12
years of tenure. They supervised four employees on average and had su-
pervised the employee for whom they completed the survey for an average
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of four years. Spouses were mostly female (69%), Caucasian (91%), on
average 37 years old, and 80% had a college or graduate degree. Most
spouses (73%) were employed with an average of 6 years of tenure.

Employee Survey. All items used a 5-point Likert scale from 1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree, unless noted. These data were
part of a larger survey; below, we report scales used in this study. As our
sponsoring organization was concerned about survey length, we shortened
some scales, and we conducted a validity study of shortened measures,
discussed below.

Combined spillover. Work-to-family and family-to-work conflict were
measured by Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian’s (1996) scale, with five
items for each direction (work-to-family, α = .90; family-to-work, α =
.83; e.g., “The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfill
family responsibilities”). Work-to-family enrichment was measured with
six items from Carlson et al. (2006), with two items each for affect (e.g.,
“My involvement in my work makes me feel happy and this helps me
be a better family member”), development (e.g., “helps me to acquire
skills”), and capital (e.g., “provides me with a sense of accomplishment”;
α = .91). Family-to-work enrichment was measured with the same four
items for affect and development with two items for efficiency (e.g., “My
involvement in my family causes me to be more focused at work, which
helps me be a better worker”; α = .81).

Global balance. The same items from the pilot study were used to
measure balance satisfaction (Valcour, 2007; α = .95) and balance effec-
tiveness (Carlson et al., 2009; α = .89).

Work attitudes. Organizational commitment was measured with 4 of
the 6 affective commitment items from Meyer and Allen (1991; e.g.,
“[Name of organization] has a great deal of personal meaning for me,”
(α = .81). Job satisfaction was measured with the three items from Cam-
man, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh (1979) such as “All in all, I am satisfied
with my job” (α = .92). Turnover intent was measured with three items
including two from Mowday, Koberg, and McArthur (1984) (e.g., “All
things considered, I would like to find a comparable job in a different
organization” and “I will probably look for a new job in the near future”,
α = .93).1

Family attitudes. Following others (e.g., Brough, O’Driscoll, &
Kalliath, 2005; Carlson et al., 2009), we revised two job satisfaction items

1With regard to the third item, Mowday et al. (1984) asked participants how much longer
they intended to work for the organization on a scale that ranged from 6 months to 10 years;
those planning to work less than a year were classified as intending to quit and others as
intending to stay. Their scale had average internal consistency reliability of α =.64 across
two samples. To use the same format as the other items and to improve reliability, we
adapted this item (“I will actively look for a different organization to work for within the
next year”).
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to measure family satisfaction (e.g., “All in all, I am satisfied with my
family life,” α = .92). We omitted a third item (“In general, I like working
here”) because its parallel did not transfer well to the family domain.

Control variables. Because individual differences may relate to per-
ceptions of balance (Byron, 2005), we controlled for age, gender, marital
status, parental status, job level, and positive and negative affect. Eight job
levels (i.e., hierarchical positions) were treated as a continuous variable.
To assess positive and negative affect, we used the 10-item short form of
the Positive and Negative Affectivity Scale (PANAS), developed and val-
idated by Thompson (2007). Participants rated each adjective regarding
how they normally feel on a scale from 1 = never to 5 = always (positive
affect α = .73, negative affect α = .71).

Supervisor and Spouse Surveys. Supervisors rated job performance us-
ing 4 of 7 items from Williams and Anderson (1991). They rated how
frequently the employee performed in-role behaviors from 1 = never to
5 = always such as “adequately completes assigned duties” (α = .90).
These items were selected from the original scale because they had the
highest factor loadings (.83–.88). Spouses rated family performance with
a parallel three-item adapted scale (e.g., “My spouse/partner performs
well in the family tasks that are expected of him/her”, α = .87). We did
not include the item “meets formal performance requirements of the job”
because it did not adapt well to the family domain.

Validation Study

We conducted a validation study to examine the psychometrics of the
shortened scales. Participants, recruited from Mechanical Turk, reported
their employment, relationship, and job status. Only those who worked
at least 30 hours a week, were married or cohabitating, and supervised
employees continued. To ensure data quality, only U.S. participants with
95% of their prior tasks approved who previously completed at least 1,000
tasks could participate. Participants were paid $1.75.

A total of 359 people completed the survey. Five validation questions
were embedded to ensure effortful responding (e.g., “Respond by marking
‘strongly disagree’”) and respondents who missed two or more validation
questions were excluded (21 participants), resulting in a final sample of
338: 55% were male, 67% had children at home, and 77% were Caucasian.
On average, they were 35 years old and were primarily first- (48%) and
mid-level (42%) supervisors who worked an average of 42 hours per week
in various occupations including technology, sales, education and training,
and administrative support.

Participants completed all 18 enrichment items from Carlson et al.
(2006), the six-item organizational commitment scale (Meyer & Allen,
1991), the three-item family satisfaction scale (Brough et al., 2005), and
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14 items for job and family performance (Williams & Anderson, 1991).
Alphas for full scales ranged from .86 to .93. The six-item work-to-family
enrichment measure was highly correlated with the nine-item scale (r =
.99), as was the family-to-work scale (r = .98). The four items measuring
organizational commitment were highly correlated with the Meyer and
Allen (1991) six-item scale (r = .96). The two-item family satisfaction
scale was highly correlated with the three-item version (r = .93). Also,
the four- and three-item job and family performance scales were highly
correlated with their seven-item versions (rs = .93 and .91, respectively).
In short, results suggest the shortened scales adequately represent the full
scales.

Results

Incremental Variance Predicted by Multiplicative Spillover and Global
Balance

Table 3 provides means, standard deviations, and correlations for all
primary study variables. We conducted hierarchical regression analyses
in five steps to test the extent to which multiplicative spillover and global
balance uniquely predict attitudes and performance (Hypotheses 1 and 2).
We entered covariates in Step 1 (gender, age, marital and parental status,
job level, positive and negative affect), bidirectional conflict and enrich-
ment (additive spillover) in Step 2, and two interaction terms, one for
each direction of conflict and enrichment with centered variables (multi-
plicative spillover), in Step 3. Step 4 was performed two ways: once with
balance satisfaction entered and once with balance effectiveness entered.
The global balance variable that was not included at Step 4 was entered in
Step 5. This allowed us to test (a) the unique contribution of global balance
approaches and (b) the incremental contribution of each global approach
above and beyond the other (�R2 from Step 4 to Step 5, see Table 4).

Hypothesis 1 predicts that multiplicative spillover (i.e., lower conflict
and higher enrichment) uniquely relates to attitudes and performance,
above and beyond additive spillover. As shown in Table 4, the interac-
tion between work-to-family conflict and enrichment displayed a sig-
nificant regression weight and explained unique variance above and be-
yond bidirectional conflict and enrichment for job satisfaction (β = .13,
�R2 = .01, p < .01), turnover intent (β = –.07, �R2 = .01, p < .05),
and family satisfaction (β = .08, �R2 = .01, p < .01). Interactions were
plotted per Aiken and West (1991). As shown in Figures 1 and 2, job
satisfaction was highest and turnover intent lowest under conditions of
higher enrichment combined with lower conflict, supporting our predic-
tions. Conversely, job satisfaction was lowest and turnover intent highest



WAYNE ET AL. 23

TA
B

L
E

3
M

ea
ns

,S
ta

nd
ar

d
D

ev
ia

ti
on

s,
an

d
C

or
re

la
ti

on
s

A
m

on
g

P
ri

m
ar

y
St

ud
y

Va
ri

ab
le

s

V
ar

ia
bl

e
M

SD
1

2
3

4
5

6
7

8
9

10
11

12
13

14
15

16
17

18
19

1.
G

en
de

r
a

.6
9

.4
6

─
2.

A
ge

37
.2

8
10

.2
2

.0
2

─
3.

M
ar

ita
ls

ta
tu

s
b

.8
1

.3
9

.0
9∗∗

.2
5∗∗

─
4.

Pa
re

nt
al

st
at

us
c

.5
7

.5
0

.1
2∗∗

.4
9∗∗

.3
8∗∗

─
5.

Jo
b

le
ve

l
5.

07
1.

81
.1

9∗∗
−.

20
∗∗

.0
5

−.
01

─
6.

Po
si

tiv
e

af
fe

ct
3.

88
.4

7
.0

2
.1

2∗∗
.0

3
.0

7∗
−.

01
(.

72
)

7.
N

eg
at

iv
e

af
fe

ct
2.

26
.4

9
.0

0
−.

08
.0

1
.0

2
.0

7∗
−.

36
∗∗

(.
71

)
8.

W
or

k-
to

-f
am

ily
co

nfl
ic

t
3.

56
1.

00
.0

4
−.

12
∗∗

.1
4∗∗

.0
2

.1
2∗∗

−.
19

∗∗
.3

1∗∗
(.

90
)

9.
Fa

m
ily

-t
o-

w
or

k
co

nfl
ic

t
2.

03
.8

5
.1

3∗∗
−.

06
.1

0∗∗
.2

0∗∗
.1

5∗∗
−.

24
∗∗

.1
9∗∗

.2
5∗∗

(.
83

)
10

.W
or

k-
to

-f
am

ily
en

ri
ch

m
en

t
3.

01
.9

0
−.

15
.1

0∗∗
−.

01
.0

6
−.

06
.3

1∗∗
−.

30
∗∗

−.
49

∗∗
−.

11
∗∗

(.
91

)
11

.F
am

ily
-t

o-
w

or
k

en
ri

ch
m

en
t

3.
69

.7
0

−.
11

−.
06

.0
6

.0
8∗

.0
1

.2
4∗∗

−.
11

∗∗
−.

26
∗∗

−.
06

.4
8∗∗

(.
81

)
12

.B
al

an
ce

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

2.
95

1.
06

.0
0

.1
1∗∗

−.
07

∗
.0

5
−.

09
∗∗

.2
6∗∗

−.
38

∗∗
−.

78
∗∗

−.
18

∗∗
.5

9∗∗
.3

4∗∗
(.

95
)

13
.B

al
an

ce
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s

3.
57

.8
2

−.
07

∗
.0

2
−.

09
∗∗

−.
01

−.
09

∗∗
.2

8∗∗
−.

37
∗∗

−.
65

∗∗
−.

27
∗∗

.5
1∗∗

.3
7∗∗

.7
4∗∗

(.
89

)
14

.O
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
lc

om
m

itm
en

t
4.

05
.8

1
.0

5
.1

7∗∗
.0

7∗
.1

8∗∗
.0

3
.2

6∗∗
−.

17
∗∗

−.
13

∗∗
−.

01
.4

3∗∗
.1

3∗∗
.2

7∗∗
.1

4∗∗
(.

81
)

15
.J

ob
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n
3.

93
.9

6
−.

01
.1

4∗∗
.0

0
.1

0∗∗
−.

02
.3

1∗∗
−.

35
∗∗

−.
47

∗∗
−.

10
∗∗

.6
7∗∗

.2
7∗∗

.6
0∗∗

.4
7∗∗

.6
1∗∗

(.
92

)
16

.T
ur

no
ve

r
in

te
nt

2.
12

1.
12

−.
05

−.
23

∗∗
−.

08
∗

−.
19

∗∗
.0

0
−.

23
∗∗

.2
8∗∗

.3
7∗∗

.0
3

−.
50

∗∗
−.

19
∗∗

−.
46

∗∗
−.

30
∗∗

−.
63

∗∗
−.

75
∗∗

(.
93

)
17

.F
am

ily
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n
3.

63
1.

12
−.

05
.0

5
.0

1
.0

1
−.

05
.2

0∗∗
−.

28
∗∗

−.
55

∗∗
−.

20
∗∗

.3
9∗∗

.3
8∗∗

.6
3∗∗

.6
5∗∗

.0
9∗∗

.3
9∗∗

−.
28

∗∗
(.

92
)

18
.J

ob
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
d

4.
57

.4
9

−.
02

−.
07

.0
7

−.
02

.0
1

.0
2

−.
01

−.
05

−.
08

.0
4

.0
0

.0
4

.1
4∗∗

.0
9∗

.1
1∗∗

−.
10

∗
.0

5
(.

90
)

19
.F

am
ily

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

e
4.

01
1.

01
.0

2
.0

4
.0

5
.0

8
−.

13
∗∗

.0
3

−.
08

−.
32

∗∗
−.

09
.1

9∗∗
.2

1∗∗
.3

5∗∗
.3

9∗∗
.0

5
.1

8∗∗
−.

14
∗∗

.3
5∗∗

.0
0

(.
87

)

N
ot

e.
N

s
ra

ng
e

fr
om

45
3

to
95

4.
C

oe
ffi

ci
en

ta
lp

ha
s

re
po

rt
ed

al
on

g
th

e
di

ag
on

al
.

a 0
=

fe
m

al
e,

1
=

m
al

e.
b
0

=
si

ng
le

,d
iv

or
ce

d,
or

w
id

ow
ed

,1
=

m
ar

ri
ed

or
liv

in
g

w
ith

pa
rt

ne
r.

c 0
=

no
ch

ild
re

n,
1

=
ha

s
ch

ild
re

n.
d
Su

pe
rv

is
or

-r
ep

or
te

d.
e Sp

ou
se

-r
ep

or
te

d.
∗∗

p
<

.0
1.

∗ p
<

.0
5.



24 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

TA
B

L
E

4
H

ie
ra

rc
hi

ca
lR

eg
re

ss
io

n
R

es
ul

ts

A
tti

tu
di

na
lo

ut
co

m
es

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

ou
tc

om
es

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l

Jo
b

T
ur

no
ve

r
Fa

m
ily

Jo
b

Fa
m

ily
V

ar
ia

bl
es

co
m

m
itm

en
t

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

in
te

nt
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce

St
ep

1
–

C
on

tr
ol

va
ri

ab
le

s
G

en
de

r
a

.0
3

−.
02

−.
03

−.
06

−.
02

.0
3

A
ge

.1
0∗∗

.0
8∗

−.
16

∗∗
.0

0
−.

10
−.

03
M

ar
ita

ls
ta

tu
s

b
−.

02
−.

05
.0

1
.0

1
.0

9
.0

3
Pa

re
nt

al
st

at
us

c
.1

3∗∗
.0

7∗∗
−.

11
∗∗

.0
0

−.
01

.0
7

Jo
b

le
ve

l
.0

5
.0

2
−.

04
−.

02
−.

01
−.

13
∗

Po
si

tiv
e

af
fe

ct
.2

0∗∗
.2

0∗∗
−.

12
∗∗

.1
2∗∗

.0
2

.0
1

N
eg

at
iv

e
af

fe
ct

−.
08

∗
−.

27
∗∗

.2
3∗∗

−.
24

∗∗
.0

0
−.

07
R

2
.1

1∗∗
.1

7∗∗
.1

4∗∗
.0

9∗∗
.0

1
.0

3
St

ep
2

–
A

dd
it

iv
e

sp
il

lo
ve

r
W

FC
.1

1∗∗
−.

17
∗∗

.1
6∗∗

−.
45

∗∗
−.

06
−.

28
∗∗

W
FE

.5
0∗∗

.5
8∗∗

−.
40

∗∗
.0

2
.0

4
.0

1
FW

C
.0

2
.0

3
−.

05
−.

07
∗

−.
10

−.
06

FW
E

−.
11

∗∗
−.

08
∗∗

.0
5

.2
3∗∗

−.
06

.1
4∗∗

�
R

2
.1

5∗∗
.3

4∗∗
.1

8∗∗
.2

9∗∗
.0

2
.1

1∗∗

St
ep

3
–

M
ul

ti
pl

ic
at

iv
e

sp
il

lo
ve

r
W

FC
X

W
FE

.0
0

.1
3∗∗

−.
07

∗
.0

8∗∗
.0

4
.1

1∗

FW
C

X
FW

E
−.

02
−.

04
.0

5
.0

3
.0

7
−.

01
�

R
2

.0
0

.0
1∗∗

.0
1∗

.0
1∗∗

.0
1

.0
1

(C
on

ti
nu

ed
)



WAYNE ET AL. 25

TA
B

L
E

4
(c

on
tin

ue
d)

A
tti

tu
di

na
lo

ut
co

m
es

Pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

ou
tc

om
es

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

na
l

Jo
b

T
ur

no
ve

r
Fa

m
ily

Jo
b

Fa
m

ily
V

ar
ia

bl
es

co
m

m
itm

en
t

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

in
te

nt
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce

St
ep

4
–

G
lo

ba
lb

al
an

ce
B

al
an

ce
sa

tis
fa

ct
io

n
.1

7∗∗
–

.2
9∗∗

–
.1

9∗∗
–

.4
7∗∗

–
.0

3
–

.2
9∗∗

–
B

al
an

ce
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s

–
−.

07
–

.0
8∗

–
.0

3
–

.4
6∗∗

–
.2

2∗∗
–

.3
2∗∗

�
R

2
.0

1∗∗
.0

0
.0

3∗∗
.0

1∗
.0

1∗∗
.0

0
.0

7∗∗
.1

0∗∗
.0

0
.0

2∗∗
.0

2∗∗
.0

5∗∗

St
ep

5
–

U
ni

qu
e

co
nt

ri
bu

ti
on

B
al

an
ce

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

.2
4∗∗

.2
4∗∗

.3
0∗∗

.3
0∗∗

−.
24

∗∗
−.

24
∗∗

.3
0∗∗

.3
0∗∗

−.
08

−.
08

.1
7∗

.1
7∗

B
al

an
ce

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s
−.

15
∗∗

−.
15

∗∗
−.

01
−.

01
.1

1∗
.1

1∗
.3

7∗∗
.3

7∗∗
.2

4∗∗
.2

4∗∗
.2

8∗∗
.2

8∗∗

�
R

2
.0

1∗∗
.0

2∗∗
.0

0
.0

2∗∗
.0

1∗
.0

2∗∗
.0

5∗∗
.0

2∗∗
.0

2∗∗
.0

0
.0

4∗∗
.0

1∗

To
ta

lR
2

.2
8∗∗

.5
5∗∗

.3
5∗∗

.5
1∗∗

.0
6∗

.2
1∗∗

N
ot

e.
N

s
ra

ng
e

fr
om

92
8

to
95

4
fo

r
at

tit
ud

in
al

ou
tc

om
es

an
d

45
3

to
48

8
fo

r
pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
ou

tc
om

es
.S

ta
nd

ar
di

ze
d

es
tim

at
es

ar
e

re
po

rt
ed

fo
r

ea
ch

st
ep

in
th

e
an

al
ys

is
.T

he
en

tr
y

of
th

e
gl

ob
al

ba
la

nc
e

m
ea

su
re

s
w

as
al

te
rn

at
ed

in
St

ep
4,

on
ce

w
ith

ba
la

nc
e

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

en
te

re
d

fir
st

an
d

on
ce

w
ith

ba
la

nc
e

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s
en

te
re

d
fir

st
.T

he
�

R
2

at
St

ep
5

re
pr

es
en

ts
th

e
un

iq
ue

co
nt

ri
bu

tio
n

of
th

e
ba

la
nc

e
m

ea
su

re
no

ti
nc

lu
de

d
in

St
ep

4.
W

FC
=

W
or

k-
to

-f
am

ily
co

nfl
ic

t,
W

FE
=

W
or

k-
to

-f
am

ily
en

ri
ch

m
en

t,
FW

C
=

Fa
m

ily
-t

o-
w

or
k

co
nfl

ic
t,

FW
E

=
Fa

m
ily

-t
o-

w
or

k
en

ri
ch

m
en

t.
a 0

=
fe

m
al

e,
1

=
m

al
e.

b
0

=
si

ng
le

,d
iv

or
ce

d,
or

w
id

ow
ed

,1
=

m
ar

ri
ed

or
liv

in
g

w
ith

pa
rt

ne
r.

c 0
=

no
ch

ild
re

n,
1

=
ha

s
ch

ild
re

n.
∗∗

p
<

.0
1.

∗ p
<

.0
5.



26 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

Lower Higher

Jo
b 

sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n

Work-to-family enrichment

Higher work-to-family conflict

Lower work-to-family conflict

Figure 1: Interaction Between Work-to-Family Conflict and Enrichment in
Predicting Job Satisfaction.

when there was higher conflict and lower enrichment. Figure 3 shows that
family satisfaction was highest when work-to-family conflict was lower
rather than higher (as expected), but work-to-family enrichment had little
effect on family satisfaction. No other interactions were significant; thus,
Hypothesis 1 was partially supported.

Hypothesis 2 proposes that global balance approaches uniquely
relate to attitudes and performance, above and beyond additive and
multiplicative spillover. Supporting Hypothesis 2, balance satisfaction was
uniquely associated with organizational commitment (β = .17, �R2 =
.01, p < .01), job satisfaction (β = .29, �R2 = .03, p < .01), turnover
intent (β = –.19, �R2 = .01, p < .01), and family satisfaction (β =
.47, �R2 = .07, p < .01), beyond additive and multiplicative spillover
(see Table 4), and accounted for significant incremental variance (�R2 =
.02, p < .01) in all attitudes above and beyond balance effectiveness (see
Step 5, Table 4). Balance satisfaction was also uniquely related to fam-
ily performance above and beyond additive and multiplicative spillover
(β = .29, �R2 = .02, p < .01), and accounted for significant incremental
variance above and beyond balance effectiveness (β = .17, �R2 = .01,
p < .05). However, balance satisfaction was neither uniquely related to
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Figure 2: Interaction Between Work-to-Family Conflict and Enrichment in
Predicting Turnover Intent.

job performance after controlling for additive and multiplicative spillover
(β = .03, �R2 = .00, p > .05) nor explained incremental variance above
and beyond balance effectiveness (β = –.08, �R2 = .00, p > .05).

Supporting Hypothesis 2, balance effectiveness was uniquely related
to job satisfaction above and beyond additive and multiplicative spillover
(β = .08, �R2 = .01, p < .05). However, it did not account for significant
incremental variance in job satisfaction above and beyond balance satis-
faction (β = –.01, �R2 = .00, p > .05). Further, balance effectiveness
was not uniquely related to organizational commitment (β = –.07, �R2

= .00, p > .05) or turnover intent (β = .03, �R2 = .00, p > .05) after
controlling for additive and multiplicative spillover.2 However, balance
effectiveness was uniquely associated with family satisfaction (β = .46,

2Although the �R2 associated with Step 5 in the regression analysis was significant
for the incremental variance accounted for in organizational commitment and turnover
intent by balance effectiveness, the reversed standardized regression estimate (compared to
the zero-order correlations) suggests suppressor effects are present and the results should
be interpreted cautiously (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). In separate regression analyses, when
entering only balance effectiveness in the step after control variables, suppressor effects
were no longer present and the relationships were significant in the direction expected for
organizational commitment (β = .07, p < .05) and turnover intent (β = –.23, p < .01).
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Figure 3: Interaction Between Work-to-Family Conflict and Enrichment in
Predicting Family Satisfaction.

�R2 = .10, p < .01), job performance (β = .22, �R2 = .02, p < .01), and
family performance (β = .32, �R2 = .05, p < .01), beyond the spillover
approaches. Moreover, balance effectiveness accounted for incremental
variance in family satisfaction (�R2 = .05, p < .01), job performance
(�R2 = .02, p < .01), and family performance (�R2 = .04, p < .01)
above and beyond balance satisfaction (see Step 5, Table 4). All in all,
Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.

Relative Importance of Global Balance Approaches

Relative weights analysis (RWA; Johnson, 2000) was used to assess the
relative importance of balance satisfaction versus balance effectiveness in
predicting attitudes and performance as well as their relative importance
compared to additive and multiplicative spillover (Hypotheses 3, 4, and
5). RWA accounts for intercorrelations among predictors by using orthog-
onally transformed variables that are maximally similar to the original
predictors to predict the criterion. Results yield a relative weight for each
predictor that represents its relative contribution to predicting the criterion,
more accurately reflecting variance explained by each predictor (Johnson
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& LeBreton, 2004). Variance associated with covariates was residualized
from the criteria before conducting RWA. We also residualized lower-level
simple effects from the bidirectional conflict × enrichment interactions
to appropriately decompose variance associated with higher-order effects
(cf. LeBreton, Tonidandel, & Krasikova, 2013).

Hypothesis 3 proposes that balance satisfaction is a more important
predictor than balance effectiveness of attitudes. As shown by RWA (see
Table 5), balance satisfaction was the stronger predictor of organizational
commitment (15.15% vs. 6.09% of the total variance explained), job sat-
isfaction (21.24% vs. 7.66% of total variance explained), and turnover
intent (22.40% vs. 5.83% of the total variance explained), but not family
satisfaction (25.85% vs. 33.83% of total variance explained), partially sup-
porting Hypothesis 3. Fully supporting Hypothesis 4, RWA results showed
that balance effectiveness was the stronger predictor of job performance
(47.73% vs. 7.60% of total variance explained) and family performance
than was balance satisfaction (37.41% vs. 20.45% of total variance).

To evaluate the research question, we examined the relative impor-
tance of global balance approaches together compared to the combined
spillover approaches. Results (see Table 5) showed that across all work at-
titudes (organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover intent),
additive spillover was the most important predictor, with conflict and en-
richment accounting for 64.00% to 78.28% of explained variance. Global
balance approaches followed next, with balance satisfaction and balance
effectiveness together accounting for 21.24% to 28.90% of explained vari-
ance and then multiplicative spillover accounting for .48% to 7.10% of
explained variance. For family satisfaction, job performance, and fam-
ily performance, global balance was the most important predictor, with
balance satisfaction and effectiveness together accounting for 55.33% to
59.68% of explained variance. Additive spillover was next, accounting
for 31.41% to 38.90% of explained variance, followed by multiplicative
spillover with 1.42% to 13.26% of explained variance.

Tests of Indirect Effects

Hypothesis 5 predicts that the global balance approaches mediate the
relationships of additive and multiplicative spillover with attitudes and
performance. To test this, we specified a latent SEM model using Mplus
7.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012) that included relationships between bi-
directional conflict and enrichment as well as interactions of work-family
conflict × work-family enrichment and family–work conflict × family–
work enrichment with all outcomes via indirect effects through balance
satisfaction and balance effectiveness, including covariates. Interactions
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were formed using Klein and Moosbrugger’s (2000) latent moderated
structural (LMS) approach. Because of model complexity, we employed
a three-item parceling strategy per Landis, Beal, and Tesluk (2000). We
created three parcels of randomly assigned items for work-to-family con-
flict and enrichment as well as family-to-work conflict and enrichment
before specifying latent interactions. Per Hayes and colleagues (Preacher
& Hayes, 2008; Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007), we included all direct
effects from conflict and enrichment to outcomes in our indirect effects
model and used a Monte Carlo bootstrapping approach with 95% bias-
corrected confidence intervals (CIs) to test for the significance of indirect
effects through balance satisfaction and effectiveness. Latent residuals
were allowed to correlate for balance satisfaction and balance effective-
ness to reflect the multidimensional nature of global balance, and latent
residuals among attitudes and among performance outcomes were allowed
to correlate so the model would converge. We used the sample size of 954
with full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation to deal with
missing data.3

Figure 4 presents results from our SEM indirect effects model. For
clarity, we omitted nonsignificant paths, factor loadings, path estimates
for covariates, and direct effects of bidirectional conflict, enrichment, and
their interactions on all outcomes. As shown by the significant unstandard-
ized parameter estimates (bs) in Figure 4, all four bidirectional conflict
and enrichment variables and the interactions were related to balance
effectiveness. However, only work-to-family conflict, work-to-family en-
richment, and work-to-family conflict × work-to-family enrichment were
related to balance satisfaction (bs = –.86, .31, and .13, respectively;
p < .01). In turn, balance satisfaction was positively related to organi-
zational commitment (b = .18, p < .05), job satisfaction (b = .22, p <

.05), and family satisfaction (b = .29, p < .01), whereas balance effec-
tiveness related to family satisfaction (b = .63, p < .01), job performance
(b = .18, p < .01), and family performance (b = .42, p < .01). Balance
effectiveness also related to organizational commitment (b = –.19, p <

.05); however, the reversed parameter estimate compared to the corre-
lation indicates suppression, suggesting cautious interpretation. Neither
balance satisfaction nor balance effectiveness was related to turnover in-
tent. Regarding the additive spillover variables, Monte Carlo bootstrapped

3Because of discrepancies in employee (N = 954), supervisor (N = 492), and spouse (N
= 453) sample sizes, we used the full sample of 954 and created two missing data dummy
variables to treat as controls that represented whether supervisor (1 = yes, 0 = no) and
spouse (1 = yes, 0 = no) data were present (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). We estimated the SEM
model using FIML to deal with missing data. Because there is complete correspondence
between the missing data dummy control variable and the FIML estimation, this further
accounted for any possible biasing of parameter estimates.
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CIs indicated significant indirect effects for all relationships in Figure 4
(see Table 6 for the significant indirect effects and 95% CIs). Because the
indirect effects of work-to-family conflict × work-to-family enrichment
and family-to-work conflict × family-to-work enrichment constitute me-
diated moderation effects (cf. Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005), we only
examined the indirect effects for the three significant interactions found
in the earlier hierarchical regression analyses (i.e., work-to-family con-
flict × work-to-family enrichment on job satisfaction, turnover intent, and
family satisfaction). As reported in Table 6, significant indirect effects
were found for the work-to-family conflict × work-family-enrichment
interaction regarding the relationship with job satisfaction and family
satisfaction through balance satisfaction and regarding the relationship
with family satisfaction through balance effectiveness. Altogether, results
partially support Hypothesis 6.

Discussion

Work-family balance is a burgeoning literature that suffers from sig-
nificant definitional ambiguity (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). It is critical to ad-
dress this ambiguity because theory and research cannot advance without
greater clarity and consensus around the balance concept. To this end, our
study advances understanding of balance in four ways. First, we synthesize
existing conceptualizations, identify and label four approaches (additive
spillover, multiplicative spillover, balance satisfaction, balance effective-
ness), and elaborate on their conceptual nature. Second, we demonstrate
that multiplicative spillover, which best reflects Frone’s (2003) view of
balance, explains variance in outcomes above and beyond additive ef-
fects of conflict and enrichment. Third, we apply tenets from attitude,
social-cognitive, and self-concept theories to make theoretically based
predictions about how two global approaches—balance satisfaction (Val-
cour, 2007) and balance effectiveness (Carlson et al., 2009)—differentially
relate to outcomes, helping build their nomological networks. Finally, we
examine relationships among distinct conceptualizations of balance in a
single model predicting work and family outcomes. Our mediation re-
sults provide insight into the role of global balance in the process by
which additive and multiplicative spillover relate to outcomes. Thus, this
research provides a theoretical and empirical foundation on which theory
and research on work-family balance can develop.

Implications for Theory and Research

Our results support a central, largely untested proposition of past work-
family balance frameworks (i.e., Marks & MacDermid, 1996, Voydanoff,
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2005) in finding that employees who were more balanced (as captured
by at least one of the four approaches), were more committed to their
organizations, were more satisfied with their jobs and families, were less
likely to intend to leave their employer, and performed better in job and
family roles. This is the first study to test the relation between global
balance approaches and supervisor-rated job performance or spouse-rated
family performance. As work-family balance has significant explanatory
prediction for key work and family outcomes, it is clearly a topic worthy
of continued investigation.

A compelling feature of our research is the degree to which both our
conceptual review and empirical findings emphasize the uniqueness of
these four balance approaches. As future work on balance progresses, la-
beling them all “work-family balance” is problematic and will contribute
to continued confusion about this construct. Accordingly, we argue that
researchers should specify whether their theoretical interest lies in balance
as a type of combined spillover (i.e., the combination of conflict and en-
richment) or as a global evaluation (i.e., general appraisals of satisfaction
or effectiveness across roles), and apply the labels we have provided, as
appropriate. A careful choice of the balance approach and use of con-
sistent terminology will provide more clarity and precision to advance
accumulation of research.

Historically, scholars began studying balance by equating it with es-
tablished constructs, typically measuring it with the unique effects of
low conflict and high enrichment; this additive spillover approach has
been a primary approach to studying balance (Casper et al., 2014). As
expected, we found unique effects of conflict and enrichment on out-
comes. Work-to-family enrichment accounted for 46.09% to 66.89% of
explained variance in organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and
turnover intent. These results are consistent with the source attribution
perspective (Carlson, Hunter, Ferguson, & Whitten, 2014; Shockley &
Singla, 2011; Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004), which suggests that
when one domain enriches the other (i.e., work-to-family enrichment)
people attribute the enrichment to and thereby experience better attitudes
in the domain seen as causing the enrichment (i.e., work). In contrast,
work-to-family conflict, the most commonly studied work-family con-
struct (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005), accounted
for only 5.80% to 14.54% of explained variance in work attitudes. Thus,
in terms of their unique effects, enrichment is more strongly linked to
work attitudes than is conflict.

We also found some support that the multiplicative effects of lower
conflict with higher enrichment (Frone, 2003) predicted additional vari-
ance above and beyond additive spillover. Employees who experienced
higher work-to-family enrichment combined with lower work-to-family
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conflict reported higher job satisfaction and lower turnover intent. Because
the multiplicative spillover approach best captures Frone’s (2003) concep-
tualization of balance, we recommend that the unique effects of conflict or
enrichment (i.e., additive spillover) be treated as individual constructs, as
originally formulated (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus & Powell,
2006), and not equated with work-family balance. Researchers interested
in Frone’s balance conceptualization should examine the interactive ef-
fects above and beyond the additive effects of conflict and enrichment.

Consistent with arguments that balance is best conceived of as a global
construct distinct from conflict and enrichment (e.g., Carlson et al., 2009;
Valcour, 2007), our results underscore the value of global balance ap-
proaches. Whereas the relative importance of conflict, enrichment, and
their interaction varied depending on the domain (work or family) and na-
ture of the outcome (attitude or performance), global balance approaches
together were consistently important predictors of outcomes–accounting
for 21.24% to 28.90% of explained variance in work attitudes, 55.33%
to 59.68% of explained variance in family satisfaction, and 55.33% to
57.86% of explained variance in performance. Although global balance
approaches accounted for less of the explained variance in work attitudes
than did work-to-family enrichment, the two global balance approaches
together may provide better understanding of family phenomena and job
performance than has been garnered by studying additive spillover. Thus,
global balance approaches coupled with multiplicative spillover might
provide the most utility for researchers wishing to understand the relation
of balance to attitudinal and performance outcomes.

As expected, the two global approaches have critical conceptual dif-
ferences that generate differential relationships with outcomes. These
findings are important to understanding the construct of balance, as the
“logic of construct validation” (p. 290, Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) involves
establishing constructs within a nomological network of relationships
to other constructs such as the outcomes we examined in this re-
search. Consistent with the compatibility principle (Ajzen & Fishbein,
1977), balance satisfaction, an attitudinal construct, was more strongly
associated with work attitudes whereas balance effectiveness, an inter-
dependent self-evaluation, was more strongly associated with work and
family performance. The exception was that balance effectiveness exhib-
ited a relatively stronger relationship with family satisfaction (an attitude)
than did balance satisfaction (an attitude). This provides evidence that
global approaches are more than a part-whole phenomenon (Erdogan,
Bauer, Truxillo, & Mansfield, 2012); that is, balance satisfaction is not
more strongly associated with other attitudes merely because one attitude
(e.g., family satisfaction) is part of the larger whole (e.g., balance satis-
faction). Future research might examine why balance effectiveness relates
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more strongly to family outcomes. One possibility is that when evaluating
balance effectiveness, people more heavily weight meeting family than
work expectations such that this global evaluation is more relevant to
family than to work attitudes.

Our findings also highlight the fact that a researcher’s choice of global
balance approach has a meaningful impact on the results obtained. Re-
searchers interested in explaining variance in work and family perfor-
mance should find balance effectiveness most relevant. Also, because
balance effectiveness is an interdependent self-evaluation that incorpo-
rates both private and public judgments, it may be more observable by
role partners and of interest to scholars studying crossover effects among
role partners. In contrast, for researchers interested in explaining work
attitudes, balance satisfaction may be more relevant.

Given the differential relationships of the two global balance ap-
proaches with outcomes, balance satisfaction and balance effectiveness
are best conceptualized as distinct but related constructs, each with its own
place in the nomological network of balance. We argue that both global
approaches are important for an integrative theory of balance. Future re-
search might build on the conceptual principles provided here to uncover
how balance satisfaction and balance effectiveness perceptions are formed.
Attitude formation theory suggests that attitudes, such as balance satis-
faction, are a function of beliefs and values (Bagozzi & Burnkrant, 1979),
such as values and personal beliefs about how time and attention should
be allocated across work and family roles. In contrast, given its interde-
pendent nature, the social context, rather than personal beliefs and values,
may drive the formation of balance effectiveness. Drawing from adaptive
self-regulation theory (Tsui & Ashford, 1994), which posits ways that
people actively manage role partners’ expectations, balance effectiveness
is likely formed through standard setting (e.g., identifying expectations in
work and family), discrepancy detection (e.g., determining whether one
is meeting expectations across roles), and discrepancy reduction (e.g., ac-
tions for balancing work and family to better meet shared expectations).
Research that aligns with but expands our findings would contribute to
building a comprehensive theory of balance.

Finally, our results provide insight into how different conceptualiza-
tions of balance relate to one another, which is critical to understanding the
balance construct. Construct validation involves examining associations
with related constructs in the nomological network (Cronbach & Meehl,
1955). Although our methodology does not allow testing causal effects,
our mediation findings suggest that conflict and enrichment uniquely and
interactively contribute to global balance (i.e., balance satisfaction and
effectiveness; e.g., Maertz & Boyar, 2011) and, as suggested by the JD-
R model, that global balance may be a mechanism linking conflict and



38 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

enrichment to outcomes. These findings are also consistent with Green-
haus and Allen’s (2011) view that combined spillover approaches are
antecedents to rather than indicators of balance.

Also important to construct validation and theory development are
findings of unique antecedents for balance satisfaction and effectiveness.
Whereas each direction of conflict and enrichment related to balance
effectiveness, only the work-to-family direction related to balance satis-
faction. Findings suggest that balance satisfaction is largely determined
by the degree to which work spills over to family. This is not surprising
given work-to-family conflict has been found to be more related to role
satisfaction than the family-to-work direction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).
Future theoretical developments should take into account their unique
antecedents.

Valuable knowledge might also be gained by considering the possible
causal relationship between balance satisfaction and balance effectiveness.
Attitude theory, particularly self-perception theory (Bem, 1972), suggests
people infer their attitudes from their behaviors or beliefs about their be-
havior. That is, when people believe they meet role partner expectations
(i.e., balance effectiveness), this can affect their attitude (i.e., balance sat-
isfaction) such that balance effectiveness may temporally precede balance
satisfaction. Future research adopting a cross-lagged or longitudinal me-
diation design (Cole & Maxwell, 2003) would be useful in exploring this
proposed causal relationship.

Practical Implications

Our findings have practical implications for employees’ firms and
families. Findings suggest that promoting employee balance can reap
benefits for a firm, and as such, studying balance is important to man-
agement practice. Practices that promote balance satisfaction and, in turn,
positive job attitudes may differ from those that promote balance effec-
tiveness and, in turn, better job performance. Ensuring that employees
experience work and family in accordance with their life values (Green-
haus & Allen, 2011) and hold positive beliefs about supervisor and or-
ganizational support for family (Hammer, Kossek, Yragui, Bodner, &
Hanson, 2009) may promote balance satisfaction and, in turn, enhance
organizational attachment and work attitudes. To foster balance satisfac-
tion, managers might talk to employees about what they value at work
and outside of work, and provide support that matches employees’ needs.
Importantly, firms should foster employee perceptions of balance effec-
tiveness because it may promote job performance. To do so, managers
might clarify expectations and provide regular feedback (Tsui & Ashford,
1994). As managers play an active role in negotiating expectations at
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work, they may be better able to affect balance effectiveness than balance
satisfaction.

Work-family balance also has implications for families. When peo-
ple are more satisfied with their balance or better meet expectations
across work and family, they experience more family satisfaction and their
spouses report they perform better in their family. Given these potential
benefits, spouses may consider how to maximize each other’s balance,
particularly balance effectiveness. For instance, spouses might discuss
mutual expectations, whether expectations are met, and how to provide
mutual support in accomplishing expectations.

Limitations and Conclusion

Our findings should be interpreted in the context of study limitations.
First, as a single firm was used, further research with other samples is war-
ranted. Although we would expect the same pattern of results, replication
is needed to ensure our findings generalize. Second, use of cross-sectional
data leads to concerns about reverse causality. Although reverse causal-
ity is unlikely for some relationships (e.g., high turnover intent is not
likely to predict balance), it is possible for others (e.g., job satisfaction
may foster perceptions of balance). However, our theoretical rationale for
these relationships suggests the ordering is tenable. Nevertheless, inves-
tigations of conflict, enrichment, global balance, and employee outcomes
using episodic and multilevel approaches over time can help substantiate
the temporal ordering of these constructs. Third, beyond affective dispo-
sition, we did not account for individual differences that might relate to
perceptions of global balance. For example, people with high achieve-
ment striving might evaluate their balance effectiveness more stringently
than others. Similarly, people with independent rather than interdependent
self-construals (cf. Singleis, 1994) may report greater balance satisfaction.
Future research might examine these and other individual differences as
correlates of global balance.

Finally, although performance data were collected from supervisors
and spouses, other measures were perceptual. Thus, to examine common
method bias, we conducted a series of CFAs using all self-report measures
(N = 954). First, a single-factor CFA was performed, which showed poor
fit with the data (χ ²(945, N = 954) = 15,941.56, p < .01; CFI = .53; NNFI
= .51; SRMR = .12), providing initial evidence that common method
bias is not a major concern (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003). Second, to examine bias due to positive or negative valence of
constructs, per Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon, and Podsakoff (2003),
we compared a baseline model of all substantive trait factors along with
uncorrelated positive affect (PA) and negative affect (NA) method factors
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to an alternative model allowing items to load on PA and NA factors.
Although the model that included PA and NA method loadings fit the data
better than the baseline model (χ ²�(90, N = 954) = 687.04, p < .01),
the average proportion of variance attributable to substantive traits (49%)
was much higher than that due to PA (2%) or NA (12%) method variance.
Taken together, results suggest that substantive relationships, rather than
common method bias, are likely responsible for observed relationships.

Despite these limitations, this study expands our understanding of
work-family balance, setting the foundation for future theory develop-
ment and research. Our study suggests that the four balance approaches
are conceptually and empirically distinct, and global balance approaches
are particularly valuable for predicting a wide range of work and family
attitudes and performance as well as serving as key mediating mecha-
nisms of relationships. Finally, our study emphasizes the importance of
conceptual clarity, consistent labeling, and appropriate operationalization
to foster greater consensus in the meaning of work-family balance so that
theory and research can move forward in a cohesive way.
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