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Zusammenfassung

Die Forschung, die sich mit der Schnittstelle ldgiden Lebensbereiche Beruf und
Familie befasst, hat wiederholt gezeigt, dass lielgzeitige Einbindung in mehrere Rollen
schadliche Folgen nach sich ziehen kann. Diesedichén Folgen resultieren aus den
konkurrierenden Anforderungen, die die beiden Lebereiche an die Arbeitnehmstellen.
Aus der neueren Forschung resultiert jedoch, dasgidbindung in mehrere Rollen auch
positive Effekte fur den Arbeitnehmer haben kanesb positive Sicht auf die Schnittstelle
zwischen Beruf und Familie wird in einem Modell bleseben, das aufzeigt, wie sich die
beiden Lebensbereiche gegenseitig bereichern kdi@reenhaus & Powell, 2006). Das
Modell geht davon aus, dass positive Erfahrungesinar Rolle (z. B. Arbeitnehmer) die
Funktionsfahigkeit in einer anderen Rolle (z. Beknteil) verbessern. Neuere
Studienergebnisse zeigen daruber hinaus einenyessfusammenhang zwischen der
Erfahrung, dass Lebensbereiche sich gegenseitgchern konnen, und positiven
Konsequenzen fur den Arbeithnehmer und auch dieiligeeéOrganisation. Im Vergleich zur
Forschung zu den negativen Konsequenzen durchimliénBung in mehrere Rollen, ist das
bisherige Wissen uber Faktoren, die die Bereichgedar beiden Lebensbereiche begtinstigen
kdnnen, noch sehr bruchstiickhaft. Dartber hinausevmoch kaum untersucht, welche
Mechanismen diesem Bereicherungsprozess zwischebetensbereichen tberhaupt
zugrunde liegen. Die hier vorliegende Dissertasietzt an dieser Forschungslicke an und
untersucht in drei empirischen Feldstudien verstdme Aspekte der Bereicherung zwischen
Lebensbereichen. Die ersten beiden Studien fokessaabei darauf, wie die Gestaltung der
Grenzen zwischen Beruf und Familie mit der Beraigchg zwischen den beiden
Lebensbereichen zusammenhéngt und welche arbetgrean Konsequenzen daraus
resultieren. Im Mittelpunkt der dritten Studie stathingegen die Mechanismen, die dem

Bereicherungsprozess zugrunde liegen.

! Im Folgenden verwende ich den Begriff ,Arbeitneltrur besseren Lesbarkeit sowohl im Singular alsha
im Plural immer in der mannlichen Form. Es sindbjgustets Mannarnd Frauen damit gemeint.
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In der ersten Studie wurde untersucht, wie diégreaizen eines Arbeitnehmers, mit
den Grenzen zwischen Beruf und Familie umzugehérgen Bereicherung zwischen Beruf
und Familie zusammenhangen. Gleichzeitig wurdedeet Studie auch der Frage
nachgegangen, ob es einen Zusammenhang zwischévatienehmung eines Arbeitnehmers,
wie die Organisation die Grenzen zwischen Beruf kahilie gestaltet, und der Bereicherung
der Familie durch den Beruf gibt. Dartiber hinausdglangenommen, dass die Bereicherung
und die Arbeitszufriedenheit positiv miteinandesamnmenhangen. Es wurden Daten von 222
Arbeitnehmern erfasst, die mit mindestens einendij@meinsam im gleichen Haushalt
lebten. Die Ergebnisse zeigten, dass die Prafesieies Arbeitnehmers, die Arbeit mental in
die Familie zu integrieren, in positiver Beziehung Bereicherung der Familie durch den
Beruf stand. Aul3erdem zeigten die Ergebnisse, jddtsxibler ein Arbeithehmer die
Organisation hinsichtlich der zeitlichen und rauwién Gestaltung der Grenzen zwischen
Beruf und Familie wahrnahm, desto starker der Belsibereichernd fur die Familie erlebt
wurde. Wie angenommen, hing die Bereicherung zwis@eruf und Familie auch positiv
mit der Arbeitszufriedenheit zusammen.

Studie 2 beschaftigte sich damit, wie sowohl digfétenz eines Arbeitnehmers,
Arbeitsbelange in die Familiendomane zu integrietsrauch mentales Abschalten wahrend
der Freizeit mit der Bereicherung zwischen Berud &amilie Uber die Zeit hinweg
zusammenhangen. AulRerdem sollte auch in diesereSintersucht werden, welche
arbeitsbezogenen Konsequenzen (Arbeitsengagemem{roritszufriedenheit) aus dieser
positiven Erfahrung resultieren. Dartber hinausdeulangenommen, dass es eine positive
Beziehung zwischen dem Arbeitsengagement undrdéerénz eines Arbeitnehmers,
Arbeitsbelange in die Familiendomane zu integrieggiot. Die Daten wurden an zwei
Messzeitpunkten in einem Abstand von sechs Moretteaoben. An der Untersuchung
nahmen insgesamt 207 Arbeitnehmer teil, die zusammiemindestens einem Kind im

gemeinsamen Haushalt lebten. Wie angenommen, nalgteErgebnisse eine positive
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Beziehung zwischen der Praferenz eines Arbeitnehymebeitsbelange in die Familie zu
integrieren, und der Bereicherung zwischen dendmeigtbensbereichen. Diese Beziehung
wurde durch mentales Abschalten in der Freizeitened. Es zeigte sich vor allem fur
Arbeitnehmer, die wéhrend der Freizeit nur wenigntalevon der Arbeit abschalteten, ein
starker positiver Zusammenhang zwischen der Pridefgbeitsbelange in die Familie zu
integrieren und der Bereicherung zwischen Berufleahilie. Es konnte auf3erdem gezeigt
werden, dass die Bereicherung zwischen Beruf unalieapositiv mit dem
Arbeitsengagement und der Arbeitszufriedenheitmmsanhangt. Auch die Annahme, dass
das es eine positive Beziehung zwischen dem Adregegement und der Praferenz eines
Arbeitnehmers, Arbeitsbelange in die Familie zegnteren, gibt, konnte bestétigt werden.

Wahrend Studie 1 und Studie 2 Pradiktoren und Kaunsezen der Bereicherung
zwischen Beruf und Familie untersuchten, befassteStudie 3 mit den Mechanismen, die
dem Bereicherungsprozess zwischen den Erfahrung@&erufsleben (Arbeitsengagement)
und den Erfahrungen im Privatleben (Bereicherungawen Beruf und Privatleben)
zugrunde liegen. Studie 3 untersuchte, ob es nebsitivem Affekt einen weiteren, eher
kognitiven Mechanismus gibt, der die Erfahrungeden beiden Lebensbereichen
miteinander verbindet. Die Daten wurden an zwei$degpunkten in einem Abstand von
drei Monaten erhoben. Insgesamt antworteten 25@ihmer an beiden Messzeitpunkten.
Die Ergebnisse bestatigten die Hypothese, dassvashs einen affektiven als auch einen eher
kognitiven Mechanismus gibt, der das Arbeitsengag@rand die Bereicherung zwischen
Berufs- und Privatleben miteinander verbindet. Darthinaus konnte auch gezeigt werden,
dass die Erfahrung, dass der Beruf das Privatlbbegichern kann, unabhangig ist vom Zivil-
oder Familienstatus.

Zusammengefasst konnte die hier vorliegende Detsentauf verschiedene Weisen
das Wissen Uber das positive Zusammenspiel vonf8arad Privatleben erweitern. Es

konnte gezeigt werden, dass die Gestaltung derz8nerwischen Beruf und Familie ein
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wichtiger Faktor ist, der mit der Bereicherung zskisn den beiden Lebensbereichen
zusammenhangt. Einerseits zeigte sich, dass ierdBeziehung die Praferenzen und das
Verhalten eines Arbeitnehmers, veeselbstimit den Grenzen zwischen Beruf und Familie
umgeht, eine wichtige Rolle spielen. Anderersegigten die Ergebnisse aber auch, dass die
Wahrnehmung eines Arbeitnehmers, die Organisatiordie Grenzen zwischen Beruf und
Familie gestaltet, mit der Bereicherung zwischeruBend Familie zusammenhangt. Des
Weiteren konnte die Dissertation mehr Aufschlusariglle dem Bereicherungsprozess
zugrunde liegenden Mechanismen geben. Es konnegjezerden, dass es sowohl einen
affektiven als auch einen weiteren, eher kognitiveEathanismus gibt, der die Erfahrungen
aus den verschiedenen Lebensbereichen miteinardenget. Dartiber hinaus konnte
gezeigt werden, dass die Erfahrung, dass Lebensbergich gegenseitig bereichern kénnen,
unabhangig ist vom Zivil- oder Familienstatus. Aflsgf3end zeigte die Dissertation auf, dass
die Bereicherung zwischen Lebensbereichen positiarbeitsbezogenen Variablen
zusammenhangt. Dies bringt wichtige Implikationewshl flr die Praxis als auch die
Forschung mit sich und starkt somit weiter die Ratez des Konstrukts der Bereicherung
zwischen Beruf und Familie als ForschungsthemaligiArbeits- und

Organisationspsychologie.
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Summary

Research on the work-family interface repeatedipalestrated that combining multiple
roles such as being an employee as well as a paaeriéad to detrimental consequences due
to competing demands emerging from both the wodktaa family domain. However, in
recent years, research found that combining maltiples can also have positive
consequences. This positive perspective on the-feonky interface is specified in the model
of work-family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2D0O& ork-family enrichment describes
the extent to which positive experiences in one (elg., employee) enhance functioning in
another role (e.g., parent). Recent research denaters that the experience of work-family
enrichment is associated with favorable outcomebdth the employees and the organization
they work for. However, compared to research omtgative side of combing multiple roles,
the knowledge about antecedents as well as megliagthanisms in the enrichment process
is still fragmentary. Thus, the present dissertatiddressed this research gap by investigating
different aspects of work-family enrichment in thrempirical field studies. Study 1 and
Study 2 thereby focused on the relationship betvwieemanagement of boundaries between
the work and the family domain as well as the jelated consequences. Study 3 addressed

the mediating mechanisms underlying the enrichrpestess.

Study 1 examined the relationship between an emepleypreference to manage
boundaries between the work and the family domadhveork-to-family enrichment.
Additionally, the study considered the employeescpption of how their organization deals
with the boundaries between the work and the fadviypain and its relationship with the
experience of work-to-family enrichment. Moreovieryas investigated how work-family
enrichment in turn is related to job satisfactiData were gathered from 222 employees
having at least one child living at home. Resultidated that an employee’s preference to
mentally integrate work into the family domain sstively related to work-to-family

enrichment. Additionally, results of this study sfeml that the more an employee perceives
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the organization as offering temporal and spaliditble boundaries between the work and
the family domain the more an employee experiemae&-to-family enrichment. As

hypothesized, work-to-family enrichment in turrpissitively associated to job satisfaction.

Study 2 investigated how an employee’s preferendetégrate work into the family
domain and psychological detachment from work durian-work time contributes to work-
to-family enrichment and in turn to work engagemastvell as to job satisfaction over time.
Moreover, the study examined if work engagemeatpsedictor of an employee’s preference
to integrate work into the family domain. Longitodl data were gathered at two
measurement occasions with a time lag of six mointms 207 employees having at least one
child living at home. As predicted, an employea'sference to integrate work into the family
domain is positively related to work-to-family eztiment, in particular for employees who
indicate low psychological detachment from workidgmon-work time. Additionally, results
showed that work-to-family enrichment relates pesiy to work engagement and job
satisfaction. Moreover, work engagement is podifivelated to an employee’s preference to

integrate the work into the family domain.

Whereas Study 1 and Study 2 examined predictorsamskequences of work-family
enrichment, Study 3 focused on the mediating mashenunderlying the enrichment process
between work (work engagement) and non-work expeeg (work-to-life enrichment). More
specifically, the study tested if there is an addal, more cognitive mediator besides positive
affect in the enrichment process as proposed bwithlk-family enrichment model
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Data were gathered@iteasurement points with a time lag
of three months. In sum, 256 employees answerbdthtmeasurement occasions. Results
supported the hypothesis that besides positivetatiere is a cognitive pathway in the

enrichment process that links work engagement wdtk-to-family enrichment.
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Additionally, this study demonstrated that work-finenrichment is an experience that is

independent from the marital and/or family status.

In sum, the present dissertation expands researtiegpositive side of the interplay
between the work and the non-work domain in seweasss. It demonstrates that the
management of boundaries between the work andathiyfdomain is related to work-family
enrichment. The results indicate that both theguegfce and the behavior of an employee to
manage boundaries as well as how the employeeipesdde organization to deal with
boundaries play an important role in the relatigm$t work-family enrichment. Furthermore,
this dissertation sheds more light on the undeglyirechanisms of the enrichment process. In
particular, it shows that besides positive affeetre is a cognitive mechanism that links work
to non-work experiences. It also demonstratesttigéxperience of feeling enriched exists
for all employees independently from their mar@gafamily status. Finally, by investigating
job-related outcomes of work-family enrichment, thsults of the dissertation brings along
implications both for practitioners as well as fesearchers thereby further strengthening the
relevance of work-family enrichment as an importasearch topic of work and

organizational psychology.
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General Introduction

Along with demographical developments and increaaumbers of dual-earner
families and single parents, research on the wamkilf/ interface and its related
consequences became an emerging topic in work @adhiaational psychology throughout
the past decades (Byron, 2005; Eby, Casper, LocéywBordeaux, & Brinley, 2005;
Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). This stream of reseancthe work-family interface brought
along important results that indicate that the cioiauiion of various roles (e.g. being an
employee and a parent) is associated with a nuofljeb-related as well as non-job-related
consequences (e.g., Allen, Herst, Bruck, & SutRiq0).

Past research on the work-family interface mainlyused on the negative implications
of managing multiple roles, for example, the exgece that work and family are conflicting
life domains and the resulting detrimental consaqas for the employees and the
organizations alike (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).nBw, this line of research on the negative
side of the work-family interface is well documenhia the literature (for an overview see
Byron, 2005; Eby, et al., 2005). Only recently,e@sh began to acknowledge that holding
multiple roles can also be beneficial for both ¢ineployees themselves and the organizations
they work in (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacarl§bn, Kacmar, & Wayne, 2007). This
positive view on the work-family interface is basedthe assumption that both life domains
can provide resources that can be used acrosslifgedemains (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006;
Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974).

The notion that there is a positive side of commmultiple roles becomes evident in
the model of work-family enrichment that describiest the work domain and the family
domain can have mutual positive impact on eachr@@®eenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Although research on work-family enrichment recdiweore attention during recent years,
the knowledge about which variables trigger theegigmce of work-family enrichment and

its potential positive consequences for the emm@symnd their organizations is still
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fragmentary (e.g., McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010hus, the main goal of the present
dissertation is to address this gap and to extemdnderstanding of the positive side of the
work-family interface. Specifically, | want to idefy antecedents as well as job-related
outcomes of work-family enrichment. Moreover, tliegent dissertation aims at investigating
linking mechanisms in the enrichment process. htiqdar, | investigate mediating variables
that link positive experiences in the work domaithwhe experience of enrichment in the
non-work domain. Finally, | want to demonstratet tine experience of enrichment is not
restricted to employees with a family in a tradiabsense.

In the following sections | will introduce the cansct of work-family enrichment and
its correlates in more detail and point out its artance in the organizational context.
Furthermore, | will delineate the overall reseagolls of this dissertation and, finally, give an

outline over the following chapters.

The Construct of Work-Family Enrichment

Research on the work-family interface acknowledpesnsight that the work and the
family domain should not be considered as two s#pdrspheres but actually as two central
life domains that are interconnected and have nhutyzact on each other (Edwards &
Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; GreemnaBowell, 2006). The notion, that the
work and the family domain influence each otherefgected in two lines of research on the
work-family interface: work-family conflict (Greealis & Beutell, 1985) and work-family
enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). At this pdirnis important to mention that work-
family conflict and work-family enrichment are nmpposite poles of the same construct but
represent two different constructs that may ocoumcarrently (Gareis, Barnett, Ertel, &
Berkman, 2009; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywata]., 2007). Research on work-
family conflict repeatedly demonstrated that cantiig demands of competing life domains

lead to detrimental individual as well as job-rethtonsequences (Allen, et al., 2000). In
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consequence, the main goal of research on workifaronflict is to address the question how
negative consequences of holding multiple rolesbmareduced. Work-family enrichment, on
the other hand, is based on the assumption thétipation in different life domains may
provideresources that trigger improved role functioning & turn favourable individual and
job-related outcomes (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006:ki8lat977). Thus, research on work-
family enrichment focuses on identifying factorattbnhance and foster an employee’s
benefit from holding multiple roles. This focusisline with the view of positive psychology
that generally calls to not exclusively addres$fmatic human issues but to examine
positive conditions and processes that foster iddal’s well-being and personal flourishing
(Gable & Haidt, 2005; Seligman & CsikszentmihaB000). Therefore, the present
dissertation follows this call of the positive pegtogy and focuses on the perspective of

work-family enrichment.

Work-family enrichment and its relevance in the or@nizational context.

Work-family enrichment is defined as “the extentoich experiences in one role
improve the quality of life in another role.” (Grdeaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73). Specifically,
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) propose that resogeseed in one life domain are transferred
to another life domain and thereby improve funatigrand quality of life in the receiving
domain. Past research on work-family enrichmentalestrated that participating in multiple
life domains can indeed be a positive experienatishassociated with favorable outcomes
such as improved health and well-being (Kinnuneidt- Geurts, & Pulkkinen, 2006; van
Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009), job performancel$Gay Kacmar, Zivnuska, Ferguson, &
Whitten, 2011; van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2008)jah satisfaction (Carlson, Grzywacz,
& Kacmar, 2010; McNall, Masuda, & Nicklin, 2009; &kley & Singla, 2011). These results
highlight the relevance of work-family enrichmert only as an experience that is beneficial

for the employees but also for the organizationglwmight benefit from healthy, productive
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and satisfied employees. Moreover, these findimgoaparticular interest because they point
to the practical importance of work-family enrichmbhé the organizational context. For
example, the study results might encourage orgaoimato provide the employee with
recources and/or interventions that can foster viamnkily enrichment — and in turn may
promote beneficial organizational outcomes.

As mentioned earlier, the work and the family damfzave mutual impact on each other
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Greenhaus & Powell 6208pecifically, this implies that work
influences the family domain and vice versa. Redesrdicated that the positive
consequences of work-family enrichment are strobgéwveen than within life domains
(Carlson, Hunter, Ferguson, & Whitten, in pressNdlt, et al., 2010; Shockley & Singla,
2011). These findings mean, for instance, that wherk enriches the family life the positive
consequences of work-to-family enrichment are gfeorior the giving domain — the work —
than for the receiving domain — the family. Shogldad Singla (2011), for example could
show that when positive work experiences enrichedamily life the relationship with job
satisfaction was stronger than with family satistat And conversely, when positive
experiences in the family enriched the work donth@relationship with family satisfaction
was stronger than with job satisfaction (Shocklegi&gla, 2011). In consequence, this
implies that identifying factors which trigger tbgperience that work enriches family life
indirectly also identifies factors that foster faable job-related outcomes - which might turn
out in benefits for the organizations. In other grdentifying factors that are facilitators of
work-to-family enrichment is worthwhile for both the empbd®as as well as the organizations
alike. Moreover, to study worte-family enrichment carries the chance to providecpcal
recommendations for organizations how to fostegraployee’s experience of enrichment
because organizations have more impact on the tlarkthe family domain (Chen, Powell,
& Greenhaus, 2009). Thus, in my dissertation | feitlus on the direction fromvork to

family and its relationship to job-related outcomes thefarther strengthening the relevance
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of work-family enrichment in the organizational ¢ext. In particular, | will investigate job
satisfaction as an affective (Study 1 and Study@) work engagement as a motivational
outcome (Study 2) of work-to-family enrichment.

Because of the strong relationship between woratoty enrichment and favorable
job-related consequences it is imperative for netetp broaden the understanding of the
enrichment process by studying antecedents andanischs that underlie the experience of
work-family enrichment. Thus, the present dissemtatvill address this objective by
examining both antecedents as well as mediatdfeienrichment process.

Below, | will delineate the antecedents as wellh&smediators of work-family

enrichment that | investigate in my dissertatiomiore detail.

Antecedents of work-to-family enrichment: Boundarymanagement.

As aforementioned, the model of work-family enridmhproposes that resources
gained in one life domain enhance role functionmgnother life domain (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006). These resources are, for exampésifspskills (e.g., learning a foreign
language), psychological capital (e.g., positiMéeealuations) or social capital (e.g., social
support) and are considered as crucial “faciligtor “drivers” of the enrichment process
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). But whether the resesigained in one life domain in fact are
transferred into another domain might depend ogiBp@aspects of the employee and/or the
organization the employee works for. Research atdgthat the mutual impact of the work
and the family domain is subject to how employee$ep to deal with the boundaries around
the work and the life domain (Kreiner, 2006; Parkéx, 2011). Some employees might
prefer to build strong and impermeable boundaniearal their life domains and prefer to
keep the work and the family domain mostly sepalta example, by leaving all work-
related matters behind at the end of the working @his preference of an employee to keep

the work and the family domain separated might ipbssnpede the transfer of resources
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and, in turn, the experience of enrichment. Othepleyees, however, might prefer to have
very weak and permeable boundaries around theidbimains and, for example, take work
tasks home or think about work-related issues dugisure time, thus, possibly enabling the
transfer of resources and, in consequence, theierpe of enrichment. In the same vein, it
might be essential how organizations deal withbibxendaries around the work and the family
domain (Chen, et al., 2009; Kreiner, 2006). Whegssase organizations might build strong
and impermeable boundaries around the work domatin as fixed working hours

exclusively at the office, other organizations ntigtovide weak and permeable boundaries
(e.g., flexible working hours or teleworking) arttefore also impede or enable the transfer
of resources.

How the employee and the organization manage thedasies around life domains and
how these boundaries relate to the work-familyrfiatee is specified in Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000; Kreiner, 2008pain, besides some few exceptions
(Bulger, Matthews, & Hoffman, 2007; Chen, et ab09; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010), most
of the past research on the relationship betweeandary management and the work-family
interface primarly focused on a negative perspecspecifically, on the relationship between
boundary management and conflicts in the home dofeag., Kreiner, 2006; Park & Jex,
2011; Rothbard, Phillips, & Dumas, 2005), therabglecting the positive side of the work-
family interface. As a consequence, it still rensaumanswered how employees and
organizations should deal with the boundaries atdifi@ domains so that employees might
feel enriched by holding multiple roles. Thus, Stddand Study 2 of my dissertation aim at
filling this gap and examine the relationship betwspecific boundary management variables
and work-to-familyenrichmem by strongly drawing on Boundary Theory (Ashforthal.,

2000).
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Linking mechanisms in the enrichment process: An déctive and a cognitive
pathway.

For a more comprehensive understanding of whatrlieséhe enrichment process it is
not only important to know which variables triggeork-to-family enrichment but also to get
insight into the linking mechanisms within the ehment process. The work-family
enrichment model proposes that there is an affegathway that links the positive
experience in one life domain (e.g., work) andpbsitive experience in the other life domain
(e.g., home) (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Specliicthis affective pathway implies that the
positive experience in the originating life domaricarried” by positive affect into the
receiving life domain. Suppose an employee hadaeptionally successful working day and
feels elated about this success. The work-famificement model then proposes that this
positive experience leads to positive affect whicturn will be carried into the family
domain, thereby improving family functioning (Gréais & Powell, 2006). However, there
are hardly any studies (for an exception see Rothl2801) that tested positive affect as a
mediator in the relationship between a positiveeeigmce in one life domain and the
experience of enrichment in another life domainug;tas a further goal of my dissertation, |
will test the proposition of the work-family enrictent model that positive affect indeed is a
mediator in the enrichment process. Furthermongl| Expand the work-family enrichment
model as developed by Greenhaus and Powell (2G0&h ladditional mediator. This purpose
is in accordance with recent research that indscéitat positive affect might not be sufficient
to explain exclusively how a positive experienceasied from one life domain into another
(llies, Wilson, & Wagner, 2009). Therefore, in ling&h the Cognitive Appraisal Theory
(Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b), | propose that besidasiymaffect there is an additional, and

specifically, a more cognitive pathway in the ehnment process.
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Expanding the work-family enrichment model: Work-life enrichment.

In a further step, my dissertation contributesetgearch on the work/non-work interface
by expanding the workamily enrichment into a workfe enrichment model. Past research on
work-family enrichment predominantly focused onrtiiy” in a very narrow sense (G. G.
Fisher, Bulger, & Smith, 2009). Thus, most of thedy samples consisted of employed
parents. Only recently, scholars on the work/nomkwaterface called to examine work-
family relationships not exclusively for individisalvho are family members in a traditional
sense (e.g., parents) but for all individuals, petedently from their marital or family status
(G. G. Fisher, et al., 2009; Kreiner, 2006). Indemdichment as it is defined by Greenhaus
and Powell (2006) is not limited to employees vatildren. However, research on
enrichment processes with samples consisting @raimployees than parents, is still in its
infancy (e.g., Siu et al., 2010). Thus, my dissemteaims at filling this gap and proposes that
not only parents but also individuals with varidamily statuses might experience

enrichment by combining multiple roles such as §e&in employee and a friend.

Research Goals

The overall goal of this dissertation is to exantieg combining multiple roles can
have benefits for the employee. In particular, thésertation aims to extend the
understanding of the positive side of the work-igmmterface — namely work-family
enrichment - by identifying predictors of work-tarhily enrichment as well as linking
mechanisms in the enrichment process. Moreovenuastigating beneficial job-related
outcomes of work-to-family enrichment, my dissediatwants to underpin the relevance of
research on work-family enrichment in work and aiigational psychology.

In three independent studies, | take a closer &iokariables that | propose to be
associated with work-to-family enrichment. More @fieally, building upon Boundary

Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000), in Study 1 anddyt@, | will investigate how the
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management of boundaries between the work andathigyfdomain relates to the experience
of work-to-family enrichment. Additionally, in Styd®, | examine if mentally unwinding

from work during non-work time (psychological ddtatent), as a specific behavior to
manage boundaries between the work and non-worlaigins a possible moderator in this
relationship. Thus, my dissertation contributesetgearch on the work-family interface by
identifying specific boundary management varialihed have the potential to foster work-to-
family enrichment.

As a further goal, my dissertation contributese®earch on the work-family interface
by expanding the work-family enrichment model agali@ped by Greenhaus and Powell
(2006) in two important ways. First, Study 3 addessthe question of underlying
mechanisms of the enrichment process. In particutarggest that besides positive affect that
links work experiences to non-work experiencesrapgsed by the enrichment model of
Greenhaus and Powell (2006), there is an additiomate cognitive pathway. | thereby build
on Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Lazarus, 1991a, 1)%hd consider positive work reflection
during non-work time (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006) gmasible cognitive linking mechanism
that should underlie the enrichment process. Ségo8tudy 3 also aims at extending the
work-tofamily enrichment model into a work-tde enrichment model as suggested by work-
family scholars (G. G. Fisher, et al., 2009; Krejrg)06) by including all employees into the
sample - independent from their marital or famiigtss.

Finally, I aim to demonstrate that work-to-familgreeEhment is not only an experience
of the employees themselves but, moreover, alsbtrhi@gve benefits for the organizations the
employees work in. Thus, | focus on job-relatedsemuences of work-to-family enrichment.
Specifically, | examine job satisfaction (StudyrideStudy 2) and work engagement (Study 2)
as favourable outcomes of work-to-family enrichm@&uth outcomes have been shown as
crucial variables in the organizational contextdiese they are related to job performance

(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Judge, TremgBono, & Patton, 2001; Ziegler,
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Hagen, & Diehl, 2012). In consequence, finding thatk-to-family enrichment is positively
related to beneficial job-related outcomes streiseselevance of work-to-family enrichment

in the practical and organizational context as aglin research in work and organizational

psychology.

Dissertation Outline

The present dissertation comprises three empiiadl studies that investigate various
antecedents and outcomes of work-family (life) @mment as well as linking mechanisms in
the enrichment process. These studies are presertse following chapters (Chapter 2 to 4)
and can be read independently. Each study inclitslesvn sections of theoretical
introduction, methods, results and discussion.

Study 1 (Chapter 2) aims at investigating boundaaypagement between the work
and the family domain as a predictor of work-to-figrenrichment and job satisfaction.
Specifically, building upon Boundary Theory (Ashfaret al., 2000), my co-author and |
consider boundary management both as an indiv{gwederences of an employee) as well as
a contextual variable (perceived supplies of a wiade), both with respect to the two
boundary dimensions permeability (psychologicalrztary) and flexibility (time and spatial
boundary). We propose that all four boundary mamesge variables — permeability
preferences and supplies as well as flexibilityfgnences and supplies — are positively related
to work-to-family enrichment. Work-to-family enriotent in turn should be positively related
to job satisfaction. Furthermore, we assume thakyieimily enrichment mediates the
relationship between the boundary management ‘asiand job satisfaction. We test our
hypotheses in a study with 222 employees from @iffeoccupational groups having at least
one child at home.

Study 2 (Chapter 3) examines the beneficial effetistegrating the work domain

into the family domain on the work-family interfadearticularly, in line with Boundary
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Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000), my co-author afypothesize that an employee’s preference
to integrate work into the family domain relatesipigely to work-to-family enrichment.
Moreover, we propose that psychological detachrftent work during non-work time
moderates this relationship. Additionally, we invgate work engagement and, specifically,
work absorption, as an antecedent of an employeeference to integrate work into the
family domain. In a final step, we examine work@ipsion and job satisfaction as favorable
consequences of work-to-family enrichment. We oesthypotheses with a final sample of
207 employees from different organizations havinigast one child. Data were gathered at
two measurement occasions with a time lag of sirthby an online survey.

Study 3 (Chapter 4) investigates mediating varmbidghe enrichment process
between work (work engagement) and non-work expeeg (work-to-life enrichment). My
co-author and | hypothesize that the relationskigvben work engagement and work-to-life
enrichment is mediated not only by positive affesfproposed by the enrichment model
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), but also by positivekweflection as an additional, more
cognitive pathway in the enrichment process. Wevdayur hypotheses from the Cognitive
Appraisal Theory (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b). Moreowerexpand the workamily enrichment
model to a model of workfe enrichment by including a sample that consistsaoficipants
with various family statuses (e.g., parents, simdiging without or with children). The
hypotheses are tested with the data of 256 fulkktamployees at two measurement occasions
with a time lag of three months.

The final chapter summarizes and integrates thdtsesf all three empirical studies. |
will discuss theoretical and practical implicaticared provide conclusions for future research

emerging from the findings of this dissertation.



Chapter 2: Crossing the borders25

Study 1
Crossing the Borders: The Relationship between Bowary Management, Work-Family

Enrichment, and Job Satisfaction

Summary

Building upon Boundary Theory, the present studysaat investigating boundary
management as a predictor of work-to-family enriehtrand job satisfaction. We
conceptualize boundary management both as an dudilv{preferences of an employee) as
well as a contextual variable (perceived supplies workplace), both with respect to the two
dimensions permeability (psychological boundaryd #exibility (time and spatial boundary).
In a survey of 222 employees from different occigretl groups having at least one child at
home we assessed employees’ permeability and fligxireferences, perceived
permeability and flexibility supplies of the worlggle, work-to-family enrichment, and job
satisfaction. Regression analysis showed a stroetiye association between employees’
permeability preferences, work-to-family enrichmand job satisfaction and between
perceived flexibility supplies of the workplace, ikao-family enrichment and job
satisfaction. Additional mediation analysis indexhthat work-to-family enrichment mediated
the relationship between permeability preferencekjab satisfaction. Furthermore, work-to-
family enrichment mediated the relationship betweerceived flexibility supplies and job

satisfaction. Theoretical and practical implicasiai the results will be discussed.
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Introduction

During recent decades changing role perceptiorrsmiamilies as well as
technological innovations (e.g., emails and smiaones) require high dedication from
employees to manage the boundaries between vdif®@deomains. More and more
organizations are responding to this developmemffgying family-friendly policies such as
telecommuting, flextime or in-house childcare téphemployees to cope with competing
demands both of the family and the work domain &b, et al., 2010; Kossek, Michel, &
Zedeck, 2011; Sanchez-Vidal, Cegarra-Leiva, & Ceghiavarro, 2012).

On the one hand, participating in multiple roles tad to high perceived conflict
between life domains (Byron, 2005; Eby, et al.,20Breenhaus & Beutell, 1985). On the
other hand, recent research indicates that contbmuitiple roles can also lead to
enrichment between work and home (Siu, et al., 2040 Steenbergen, Ellemers, &
Mooijaart, 2007; Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 200@sd&rch shows that work-family
enrichment is related to job-related outcomes siscjob-satisfaction (Carlson, et al., 2010;
McNall, et al., 2010; Shockley & Singla, 2011) aodnultiple health variables (Grzywacz &
Bass, 2003; Stoddard & Madsen, 2007; van Steenb&ddlemers, 2009). Hence, it is
important to investigate antecedents of work-faraityichment to foster the positive
influence of holding multiple roles. The presenp@afocuses on the management of
boundaries between work and family as a possil@digior of work-family enrichment.

Research indicated that boundary management irdésetine work-family interface
(Bulger, et al., 2007; Kreiner, 2006; Powell & Gneaus, 2010; Rothbard, et al., 2005).
Boundary management refers to the way of how enggl®yand the workplace handle the
transitions between different life domains (Ashifipret al., 2000; Rothbard, et al., 2005). Both
the employe@ndthe workplace jointly structure the boundariesmMeetn work and family
(Kreiner, 2006). For example, some working paremtght prefer to finish working tasks in

the evening at home because they have to addmedy fasponsibilities in the afternoon. In



Chapter 2: Crossing the borders27

contrast, other working parents might prefer tokvexclusively in the office. Additionally,
one workplace might support flexible working comalis whereas another workplace might
require a nine-to-five job. Thus, boundary manag#rsbould be considered from two
different perspectives (Kreiner, 2006): First, frtime perspective of how employees appraise
their own preferences to manage boundaries betiifeatomains (individual preferences)
and second, from the perspective of how employessejve their workplace regarding the
management of these boundaries (perceived sumblaes/orkplace). The present study
draws on this idea and aims at investigating thaiomship between boundary management
and work-family enrichment from an employee’s prefiees perspective and from the
employee’s perception of the workplace.

To study the interplay between work and non-worikdms (e.g., work and family) and
its potential consequences, Boundary Theory (Ashfet al., 2000) offers a fruitful
framework (llies, et al., 2009; Masuda & Visio, 2)1Ashforth et al. (2000) proposed that
individuals differ in their preferences to integratr separate different life domains. Beyond
that, Boundary Theory characterizes boundariegeofibmains on the two dimensions
flexibility (spatial and temporal boundary) and peability (psychological boundary).
Moreover, Boundary Theory states that contextuzbfa such as the workplace can
additionally influence boundary management (Asiioet al., 2000; Kreiner, 2006).

Most of the past research on the relationship batviundary management and work-
family enrichment focused on family-friendly poksi such as flextime (Carlson, et al., 2010;
Kossek, Lautsch, & Eaton, 2006), thereby disregareémployee’s preferences as well as the
permeability dimension of boundary management.hiddest of our knowledge, the only
study which took into account both individual adhvas contextual boundary management
variables, adopted a fit perspective between eneglgypreferences and the supplies of a
workplace (Chen, et al., 2009). This study repodmahterintuitive results. For this reason

Chen et al. (2009) suggested to separately inastifpe influence of the preferences of an
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employee and the perceived supplies of a workpaoceork-to-family enrichment. To sum
up, earlier studies on the positive side of thekafamily interface examined only singular
propositions of Boundary Theory. Moreover, thera @ll in literature to investigate different
components of boundary management and their impeeteegarding the work-family
interface (llies, et al., 2009). Thus, the prestatly aims at filling this gap by providing a
more comprehensive investigation of the relatiop$i@tween boundary management and
work-to-family enrichment. This approach offers tpportunity to investigate the
contribution of each boundary management variamhdkeiis relational importance regarding
work-family enrichment simultaneously.

Hence, with this paper, we seek to make threeritanions to research on the work-
family interface, and in particular, on work-fam#yrichment. First, although research on the
positive side of the work-family interface has riged increasing attention (e.g., Carlson,
Ferguson, Kacmar, Grzywacz, & Whitten, 2011; vaee8bergen, et al., 2007), yet the
relationships between antecedents and consequeihwaesk-family enrichment are still
understudied. Thus, building upon Boundary Theéshforth, et al., 2000), the present study
aims at investigating boundary management as agboedf work-to-family enrichment. We
thereby see boundary management both as an indijpiteferences of an employee) as well
as a contextual variable (perceived supplies obekplace) on both boundary management
dimensions (permeability and flexibility). Secomd,an important practical concern, we
examine whether work-family enrichment is relateé toeneficial job-related outcome,
namely job satisfaction (Shockley & Singla, 2014dditionally, we investigate if work-to-
family enrichment mediates the relationship betwleemndary management variables and job
satisfaction.

Finally, results might provide practical recommetimtas for both employees and
organizations alike about how to improve work-fgmahrichment. Specifically, results of our

study might highlight how employees can fosterrtbain work-to-life enrichment and in
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consequence their job satisfaction by, for examiptegrating work into the family domain

and how a workplace can support them by offerifigxable work environment.

The Core Concepts of Boundary Theory

In general, Boundary Theory describes how employegnage boundaries between
different life domains such as work and family (&sth, et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996).
Specifically, the theory states that employeesalsticreate and maintain boundaries between
life domains and the associated roles (e.g., b@mgmployee and a parent) in order to

manage the demands of these distinct domain roles.

Flexibility and permeability . Ashforth et al. (2000) propose two key constructs
which influence employees’ transitions betweendiéenains — the flexibility and the
permeability of a boundary. Flexibility is definaed “... the degree to which the spatial and
temporal boundaries are pliable” (Ashforth, et 2000, p. 474). Flexibility implies that
requirements originating from one domain can béopered independently from a special
place and/or a special time in order to meet desmahdnother life domain. The boundary of
a workplace is flexible if, for example, an empley&an leave the workplace at any time to
meet an appointment with the family. Flexibilityoresents the physical dimension (spatial
and temporal) of a domain boundary. Permeabilijeifined as “... the degree to which a
role allows one to be physically located in theei®domain but psychologically and/or
behaviorally involved in another role” (Ashforth,a., 2000, p. 474). The boundary between
work and family is permeable, if, for instance,eanployee is mentally concerned with
working matters, while doing the housework. Pernigalolescribes the psychological
dimension of a domain boundary. Both dimensions bbbundary, flexibility as well as
permeability, may have influence on the interfaetMeen life domains (Ashforth, et al.,

2000; Kreiner, 2006).
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Integration and separation. A further key assumption of Boundary Theory pragsos
that boundaries between life domains can vary condéinuum from high integration to high
separation (Ashforth, et al., 2000; Kreiner, 20@€jh integration implies that boundaries
between life domains are very flexible and/or vieeymeable (e.g., when carrying out and/or
thinking about work tasks at home). In contrasihiseparation means inflexible and/or
impermeable boundaries (e.g., when having a niffestgob in the office not allowing
private phone calls during working time).

Moreover, according to Boundary Theory (Ashforthale 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996),
employees vary in their preferences to integratgeparate life domains. While some
employees prefer to keep work and family domairassted (e.g., carrying out work solely at
the office from nine-to-five and/or not thinkingali working issues at home), others prefer
to integrate both life domains (e.g., leaving therkplace to meet demands of the family
and/or still thinking about the work task at homE)ese preferences for integration or
separation can be distinct for the two boundaryedisions flexibility and permeability. For
example, some employees might prefer high templerability at the workplace (high
integration on the flexibility dimension) but, sittaneously, prefer not to think about work
when at home (high separation on the permeabiimedsion). Additionally, boundary
management strategies are assumed to differ wgtrdeo the corresponding life domain
(e.g., an individual may want to separate famibyrirthe work domain by not allowing phone
calls of family members in the office but not viersa) (Clark, 2000; Park & Jex, 2011; Rau
& Hyland, 2002). Thus, there is a wide range ofvithhal’s preferences how to manage
boundaries between life domains.

Furthermore, research on Boundary Theory statédbdsades an employee’s
preferences to manage boundaries between life demaontextual workplace factors have to
be taken into account (Kreiner, 2006; Rothbard|.e2005). On the one hand, a workplace

may afford to have flexible working hours or to beéh family-related issues during



Chapter 2: Crossing the borders31

working time (flexible and permeable boundaries)cdntrast, another workplace may
request the physical presence in the office ataguibed time not allowing any private phone
call during office time (inflexible and impermealideundaries). Consequently, not only
employees differ in their preferences to integoateeparate but also workplaces differ in the
degree to which they offer an environment that &saimtegration versus separation (Kreiner,
2006; Rothbard, et al., 2005).

From the above delineations it follows that thexefaur possible combinations of
boundary management strategies that can be aredgyed the integration-separation
continuum: 1) employee’s preference for permeahil} employee’s preference for
flexibility, 3) permeability supplies of a workpla@and 4) flexibility supplies of a workplace.

As mentioned earlier, boundary management is asgumbe asymmetrical (Clark,
2000; Park & Jex, 2011; Rau & Hyland, 2002). Thiglies that, for example, work might be
integrated into the family domain but not the otivary round. Because outcomes of the
work-to-family direction are more likely to be anadhe to influence both by the employee
and the workplace (Chen, et al., 2009), we focutherwork-to-family direction of boundary

management and enrichment.

The Relationship between Preferences of an Employead Work-to-Family Enrichment
According to Greenhaus and Powell (2006), enrictirbetween work and family
occurs if resources gained from one life domaig.(evork) are transferred to another life
domain (e.g., family) thereby improving the qualylife in this receiving domain. If an
employee prefers to keep work completely separated the family domain (e.g., by not
thinking about work at home), the two life domaditsnot affect each other (Edwards &
Rothbard, 2000; llies, et al., 2009; Rothbard | e2805). Therefore, as a precondition to
experience work-to-family enrichment, an employas to integrate work into the family

domain to some degree. Boundary Theory propos¢ési@mployee’s preference to
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integrate life domains can have beneficial effbetsause integration facilitates the
interchange between these domains (Ashforth, ,€2@00). This implies that aspects of one
domain are more likely entering into another litevdhin (e.g., to bring a colleague home for
dinner) and thereby increase the chance that fsnddmain affects the other (Matthews &
Barnes-Farrell, 2010). Consequently, the more gpl@yee prefers to integrate work into the
family domain the more likely working issues migimter into the family domain. As a result,
work resources such as interpersonal skills or welkted positive affect are more likely to
be carried into the family domain (Halbeslebena&ts| Carlson, Perrewé, & Rotondo, 2010).
Specifically, this means that an employee’s prefegeof integration enables and triggers the
transfer of resources gained at the workplace, (@tgrpersonal skills) into the family domain
(e.g., using these new interpersonal skills inidgakith family members), resulting in an
enrichment of the family domain (Masuda & Visio12). Empirically, it has been shown
that high integration of the work and family domaimhances the utilization of resources
across domain boundaries (Halbesleben, et al.,)20h& example of integrating job
resources into the family domain reflects the baiea of work-to-family enrichment.

Even though the integration of life domains se&rrise an important overall
requirement to experience work-family enrichmeing, two integration dimensions flexibility
and permeability must be considered as two distionstructs (Ashforth, et al., 2000).
Therefore, in the following sections, we delinetie relationship between an employee’s
preferences to integrate work into the family damend work-to family enrichment
separately for both boundary dimensions - in paldic the flexibility as well as the

permeability dimension.

Employee’s flexibility preference.Regarding the flexibility dimension, an employee’s
preference to integrate work into the family domianplies that this person prefers to be

temporally and/or spatially flexible in carryingtosork to meet family demands (Ashforth, et
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al., 2000). An employee’s preference to be flexdilavork is assumed to activate efforts to
engage in activities in order to attend family dens- independently from contextual
constraints such as traditional work arrangemeitts fixed working hours (Bulger, et al.,
2007; Matthews & Barnes-Farrell, 2010). Imagine&,éwample, a child has a sports event at
school during parent’s regular working hours. Arpéogee who prefers to have flexible
boundaries at work will be more likely react tostlevent by searching for a solution to attend
the event. The employee might try to finish worlhaine if possible (spatial flexibility) or
compensate by working overtime on another day (teaifdlexibility). This employee might
be more likely motivated to activate any potenjodl resource, for instance supervisor
support, to make it available for the family domaihis may result in improved functioning
within the family domain (Bulger, et al., 2007). &cding to the work-family enrichment
model, job resources foster work-to-family enricimn@reenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Consequently, we propose that an employee’s pragerto be flexible at work is positively
associated with work-to-family enrichment.

Hypothesis 1An employee’s preference to be flexible in cargyout work (flexibility

preference) is positively related to work-to-famgligrichment.

Employee’s permeability preference Concerning the permeability dimension, the
preference of an employee to integrate work ineofimily domain means that the employee
prefers to integrate either psychologically andbenaviorally work into family life (Ashforth,
et al., 2000). Integrating work into family life $iaften been considered under a negative
perspective such as work-family conflict (e.g.,klP&rlex, 2011). However, Boundary
Theory assumes that besides the costs of integraticch as work-family conflict, there are
benefits in integrating work into the family domd#shforth, et al., 2000). This benefit might
be that work can enrich the family life. Work isl@main that has the potential to elicit

positive experiences (Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevi@89). Thus, if an employee prefers to
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integrate psychologically work into the family heste will, for example, talk more likely
about the positive work experiences with family nbens when at home (Nippert-Eng, 1996).
Furthermore, individuals capitalize on positive Wwexperiences by reliving these
experiences at home or sharing them with family tmen® which results in positive affect
(Langston, 1994). Positive affect in turn is assditeebe an antecedent of work-to-family
enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). To sum lup prreference to have a permeable
boundary from work to family is an important preddion of work-to-family enrichment. It
facilitates the transmission of resources suclolasglated positive affect between both life
domains by, for example, talking about positive kvexperiences while being at home
(Halbesleben, et al., 2010; llies, et al., 2009caéxrdingly, research demonstrated a positive
relationship between an employee’s permeabilitygoesce to integrate work into the family
domain and a positive spillover from work to horiaén, et al., 2009; llies, et al., 2009) and
work-life enhancement (Bulger, et al., 2007). Thus,propose a positive relationship
between an employee’s preferences to psychologiaatl/or behaviorally integrate work into
the family domain and work-to-family enrichment.

Hypothesis 2An employee’s preference to integrate work i@ family domain

(permeability preference) is positively relatedmork-to-family enrichment.

The Relationship between Supplies of a Workplace @anwork-to-Family Enrichment

A further assumption of Boundary Theory is thabatontextual factors affect the
work-family interface by offering an integrating egparating environment (Ashforth, et al.,
2000; Kreiner, 2006). On the one hand, an emplayag perceive a workplace as very
flexible because the workplace provides, for exaniéxibility policies such as flextime
enabling an employee to deal with demands fronefit life domains (flexibility supplies).
On the other hand, an employee may perceive thaissmf a workplace as psychologically

entering into the family domain through, for exam@ phone call of a colleague during
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leisure time (permeability supplies). Thereforspahe perceived supplies of a workplace and
their relationships with the work-family interfabave to be considered on both boundary

dimensions — flexibility and permeability.

Perceived flexibility supplies of a workplaceThe flexibility supplies of a workplace
play a central role for managing the work-familjeirface (Kossek, et al., 2006). The model
of work-family enrichment by Greenhaus and Powdi06) establishes flexibility of a
workplace as an important job resource that proswtak-to-family enrichment. These
authors specify flexibility of a workplace as tla¢itude to decide on timing and location
when and where job demands are met, thus fosterihgnced family functioning. Perceiving
a workplace as flexible constitutes an experierfi@dotrol over where and when one can
perform one’s tasks (Carlson, et al., 2010; Tho&&anster, 1995). Kossek et al. (2006;
Kossek, et al., 2011) argued that the beneficfalcebf perceived flexibility supplies of a
workplace on the work-family interface is due tgthperceived control over working issues
as a psychological resource. This argument empdssize of the core assumptions of the
work-family enrichment model that states that jebaurces foster work-to-family enrichment
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Research indeed demonstrated that the flexibifigy workplace has beneficial effects
on managing work and family demands (e.g., Jonak,&2008). It has been shown, for
example, that the flexibility supplies of a workpda(e.g., flextime) are able to reduce work-
family conflict or increase work-family enrichmef@arlson, et al., 2010; Kossek, et al.,
2006; McNall, et al., 2009). However, research alsggests that merely perceiving the
workplace as flexible has beneficial influencegtmawork-family interface (Jones, et al.,
2008; Kossek, et al., 2006). Thus, in line with thedel of work-family enrichment and the
empirical findings, we propose a positive assoarabetween high perceived flexibility of a

workplace and work-to-family enrichment:
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Hypothesis 3Perceived supplies of a workplace that enablenaployee to be
flexible in carrying out work (flexibility suppligsare positively related to work-to-family

enrichment.

Perceived permeability supplies of a workplacelhe permeability supplies of a
workplace refer to employees’ perception of thatkiig matters (e.g., phone calls of
colleagues during leisure time) enter into the famdomain. Research on the relationship
between permeability supplies of a workplace amedabrk-family interface is still at the
beginning. Moreover, to the best of our knowledgsities the study of Chen et al. (2009)
there is no research that investigated the relati@iween perceived permeability supplies of
workplace and work-family enrichment.

According to the delineation about the employeesyeability preferences of
integration illustrated earlier in this paper, wgue that also the permeability supplies of a
workplace may facilitate or hinder the transferegources from work to the family domain.
A work environment which supports the integratidmvork into the family domain more
likely facilitates the transfer of job resourcetithe family domain. Specifically,
permeability supplies of a workplace imply that arkplace provides opportunities that the
work domain may enter into the family domain. Feample, a workplace might encourage
private contacts between colleagues and family neesnihus making resources such as co-
worker support more available to the family memb&hse more opportunities the work
domain provides to interrelate with the family domahe more likely job resources will be
transferred from one domain into another (Masudésio, 2012). Job resources in turn are
hypothesized to promote work-to-family enrichmeatgenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Empirically, it has been shown, that perceived fispmf a workplace to separate work from

family domain are negatively related to affectiwesipive spillover (Chen, et al.,
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2009).Therefore, we propose a positive relationbeiwveen the perceived supplies of a
workplace to integrate work into the family domaimd work to family enrichment.

Hypothesis 4Perceived supplies of a workplace to enable aoi@ee integrate work
into the family domain (permeability supplies) pasitively related to work-to-family

enrichment.

The Relationship between Work-Family Enrichment andJob Satisfaction

For organizations it is of particular interest twkv that work does not simply enrich
employees’ family life but, moreover, that workfeomily enrichment in turn brings benefits
for the organization. The relationship between wiodkamily enrichment and work-related
outcomes might build the basis for organizatioreisions to offer specific interventions that
have the capability to promote enrichment. Recesgarch indicated that work-to-family
enrichment indeed is related to several positivekwelated outcomes such as job
performance (e.g., Carlson, Kacmar, et al., 20dffg¢ctive commitment (e.g., Aryee,
Srinivas, & Tan, 2005), and job satisfaction (eGarlson, et al., 2010). These results provide
evidence that above and beyond the experiencesldeenriched in the family domain
through positive work experiences, there is a pasielationship between work-to-family
enrichment and beneficial organizational outconMsNall, et al., 2010). A particular strong
relationship had been shown between work-to-fagrilgchment and job satisfaction
(Shockley & Singla, 2011). Moreover, research iathd that the relationship between work-
to-family enrichment and job satisfaction is eveorsger than the within-domain relationship
between work-to-family enrichment and family satedfon (for an overview see Shockley &
Singla, 2011). Theoretically, it has been argued this relationship between work-to-family
enrichment and job satisfaction is the result sbarce attribution (Shockley & Singla, 2011).
Individuals who experience a source domain (e.grkjvas enriching for a receiving domain

(e.g., family) attribute this beneficial effectttee originating source (e.g., work). Because of
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these empirical findings we focus on job satistatas a work-related outcome of enrichment
and propose:

Hypothesi®: Work-to-family enrichment is positively relatemljob satisfaction.

In consequence, linking Hypotheses 1 to 4 with Higpses 5, we suppose work-to-
family enrichment as a mediator between boundanyagement strategies and job
satisfaction:

Hypothesis 6Work-to-family enrichment mediates the relatiopsbetween the four

boundary management strategies (H6a to H6d) andgt&faction.

Methods
Sample and Procedure

The present study was conducted in a company lbcatde Southern part of Germany.
This company was specialized in the production edlizal-technical equipment and was
awarded by a corporation (Audit berufundfamilie Giizthor offering family-friendly policies
such as flextime, teleworking, and in-house chitdca

The organization provided a list of all employedswnet participation criteria
(working at least 17 hours per week and havingastione child under the age of 18 living in
the same household). The list included 1573 elggalrticipants. We distributed paper-based
questionnaires to a total of 600 employees randamillycted from this list. These 600
employees received the questionnaire with two ctategrs, one from the authors of the study
and one from the board of the management, bothestiong participation in the survey. The
cover letters provided information about the obyes and procedure of the study and assured
confidentiality, anonymity, and voluntariness oftpapants’ response. In addition, the
employees got stamped and pre-addressed envetopesd back their questionnaires to the
researchers at the university. Questionnaires doeiliilled out during working hours and had

to be sent back within three weeks.
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A total of 224 employees returned the questionsdiresponse rate: 37.0%). Two
questionnaires had to be excluded due to too mussimy data resulting in a final sample of
222 respondents (33.3 % women). The participardohaaverage 1.9 childreBD = 0.8),

95% were married or lived in a partnership and 9vi8re responsible for care-dependent
family members. The average age of the respondeds12.44 yearsSP= 6.16), and the
average organization tenure was 17.7 yea3+8.7). The majority of the respondents had a
professional education (65.8%), 30.1% had a coltegeiversity degree, 2.3% had no

formal professional trainings, and 1.8% indicatdtko professional education.

Measures

All scales developed originally in English werengkated in German by the first author
and retranslated to English by a bilingual expdriless otherwise indicated, all measures
used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ttdagly disagreejo 5 (srongly agree) Table 2.1
depicts all means, standard deviations, correlataond Cronbach's alphas for all study

variables.
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Table 2.1

Means, Standard Deviations (SD), Correlations aetidilities of the Study Variables.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Number of children 1.88 0.78
2. Gendef 0.67 0.47 21
3. Marital statug 005 022 -15  -19+
4. Age 42.44 6.16 -.08 33+ .05
5. Job-related positive affect 3.60 0.61 .08 -.03 -.03 -.03 .90
6. Permeability preferences 3.58 0.86 -.03 .05 .00 .09 26+ .86
7. Permeability supplies 289 0.86 A2 28 .04 .00 .03 21+ .92
8. Flexibility preferences 3.89 0.89 .07 -.01 -.04 -.03 .02 -.03 .03 .86
9. Flexibility supplies 3.26 0.78 .02 -.07 -11 -.04 .09 .06 A2 -38* .74
10. Enrichment 3.26 0.75 -.04 -.26 .00 -15 A6 2fF .08 -.04 3292
11. Job satisfaction 3.99 0.62 .02 -.13 -.01 .02 58+ 320 12 -.02 21 58+ 76

Note 0 = women, 1 = men;0 = married/living in a partnership with children= single parent; **p < .001, **p < .01, *p <.

alpha on the Diagonal.

05; Cronbach’s
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Employee’s flexibility preference An employee’s preference to be temporal and
spatial flexible in carrying out work was measuvéth the three items of the Boundary
Management Scale of Kreiner (2001). A sample itéthe scale is: “I like to be able to

decide when and where to do my work”.

Employee’s permeability preference An employee’permeabilitypreference (the
preference to integrate work into the family domaias measured with the four items of the
Boundary Management Scale of Kreiner (Kreiner, 20B&cause the items of the scale
assess the extent to which an employee prefersep work from family domain
psychologically and/or behavioralbgparateda sample item is: “I don't like to have to think

about work while I'm at home”), we recoded all fotams.

Perceived flexibility supplies of a workplaceThe perceived flexibility supplies of the
workplace was measured with the three items oBthendary Management Scale of Kreiner
(2001). The scale assesses the extent to whiclmplogee perceives that the workplace
allows for temporal and spatial flexiblity in caimg out the work. A sample item is: “My

workplace gives people options about when theyhgst work done”.

Perceived permeability supplies of a workplacelhe perceived permeability supplies
of the workplace to let an employee integrate wot& the family domain were measured
with the four items of the Boundary Management &célKreiner (Kreiner, 2006). Because
the scale assesses the extent to which an empbeyeeives the workplace to let people keep
work psychologically and/or behaviorally separdted the family domain, we recoded all
items. A sample item is: “My workplace lets peofadeget about work when they are at

home*.
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Work-to-family enrichment . Work-to-family enrichment was measured with theenin
items from the Carlson et al. (2006) Work-FamilyriEnment Scale which is composed of
three subdimensions with three items per dimen&apital, Affective and Developmental
Enrichment). Consistent with earlier research (@gle-Dusseau, Britt, & Greene-
Shortridge, 2012; Siu, et al., 2010) we calculapaverall measure for enrichment by
averaging all nine items. In general, the scalesses the extent to which an employee feels
enriched in family life by gaining resources at ilwok sample item is: “My involvement in

my work puts me in a good mood and this helps me Ibetter family member.”

Job satisfaction We measured job satisfaction with four items adé&ftem the
Brayfield and Rothe (1951) index of job satisfastitbat assesses the degree an employee
feels contend with his or her job. A sample itenfligeel fairly well satisfied with my

present job.”

Construct Validity

We ran Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) to engheg our study variables (four
boundary management strategies, enrichment, anshjtdfaction) represent distinct
constructd The hypothesized six-factor model showed a goodetfit (y*= 678.345df =
387,p < .001, RMSEA = .058, CFI = .931) and fit thealhetter than a one-factor modgl (
= 2384.658df = 403,p < .001, RMSEA =.149, CFI = .528;(2 =1706.313df=16,p <
.001), better than the best-fitting five-factor reb¢”= 827.399df = 392,p < .001, RMSEA
= .071, CFl = .896Ay> = 149.054df = 5,p < .001), better than the best-fitting four-factor
model §*= 941.686df = 396,p < .001, RMSEA = .079, CFI = .870y> = 263.341(df =9,

p < .001), better than the best-fitting three-fachmdel {*= 1269.214df = 399,p < .001,

2 We ran the CFA by building a second-order factorehrichment, comprising the three subdimensidrnise
work-to-family scale in order to account for thegh subdimensions of the enrichment construct
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RMSEA = .099, CFI = .793\y* = 590.872df=12,p < .001), and better than the best-
fitting two-factor model*= 1939.103df = 401,p < .001, RMSEA = .132, CFIl = .633%°

= 1260.758¢f = 14,p < .001).

Control Variables

We derived control variables from the literaturetib@ work-family interface and
included job-related positive affect, gender, numddechildren living at home, marital status,
and age as control variabldeb-related positive affegtas assessed with 10 items from the
PANAS (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Particifsawere asked to indicate on a five-
point scale, ranging from hdt at all)to 5 fully), how they feel when thinking of their work
(sample items were “interested” and “activ&3enderandmarital statusvere measured as
categorical variables. Gender was coded dsrigle)and 1 (nale) marital status as 0
(married/living in a partnership with childrerg@nd 1 §ingle parent)Agewas calculated from
participants reported year of birfdumber of children living at homeas based on a self-

reported statement.

Results

We conducted a set of hierarchical regression agalto test our hypotheses. In each of
the analysis, we entered all control variables (pemnof children, gender, marital status, age,
job-related positive affect) in Step 1. Subsequyemike entered the respective predictor
variables (Table 2.2 and 2.3). Finally, we testadlie mediating role of work-to-family
enrichment with further regression analysis (Tabfeand 2.5).

Hypotheses 1 to 4 proposed the four boundary mamagevariables as predictors of
work-to-family enrichment. Specifically, Hypothedigroposed that an employee’s
preference to be flexible in carrying out work esfgively related to work-to-family

enrichment. Hypothesis 2 stated that an employssiseability preference to integrate work
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into family domain is positively related to work-tamily enrichment. Hypothesis 3 stated
that the perceived supplies of a workplace toe¢mployee be flexible in carrying out work
are positively related to work-to-family enrichmehRinally, Hypothesis 4 supposed that the
perceived permeability supplies of a workplacestaah employee integrate work into the
family domain are positively related to work-to-fdyrenrichment.

To test Hypotheses 1 to 4 we regressed work-tolaenrichment on all four boundary
management variables (employee’s permeability peafes, employee’s flexibility
preferences, perceived flexibility supplies of arkygdace and perceived permeability supplies
of a workplace) simultaneously after controlling fioe background variables in a first step.
Table 2.2 shows the results. Regression analydisated that gender and job-related positive
affect as control variables in Model 1 predictedkwim-family enrichment. Model 2,
including all four boundary management variableaddition to the control variables, showed
a significant improvement over Model AR¢ = .107,F = 8.92Q p< .001). Analysis
indicated that employee’s permeability prefereraned perceived flexibility supplies of a
workplace were positively related to work-to-famégrichment. Thus, Hypotheses 2 and 3
were supported. Employees who indicated that thefepto integrate psychologically and/or
behaviorally work into the family domain and empeg who perceived their workplaces to
be flexible with respect to temporal and spatishagements experienced high work-to-
family enrichment. However, preferences of an elygxato be flexible in carrying out work
and perceived supplies of a workplace to let anleyee integrate work into the family
domain did not contribute significantly to the pictgbn of work-to-family enrichment.

Hence, Hypotheses 1 and 4 were not supported.
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Table 2.2

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regdg Enrichment from Boundary

Management Variables

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Number of children -0.028 -0.455 -0.014 -0.243
Gender -0.216 -3.297** -0.177 -2.753**
Marital statug -0.027 -0.452 0.014 0.240
Age -0.061 -0.968 -0.085 -1.428
Job-related positive affect 0.449 7.598*** 0.379 6.626***
Permeability preferences 0.178 3.035**
Permeability supplies -0.050 -0.831
Flexibility preferences -0.078 -1.315
Flexibility supplies 0.292 4.804***
R? 0.267 0.375
F 15.472*** 13.845***
AR? 0.267 0.107
F 15.474*** 8.920***

Note 20 = women, 1 = meR;0 = married/living in a partnership with children= single

parent; ***p < .001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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Hypothesis 5 stated that work-to-family enrichmisrpositively related to job
satisfaction. Results are displayed in Table 2134bdel 1, gender and job-related positive
affect predicted job satisfaction. In Model 2, weezed work-to-family enrichment into the
equation. Model 2 indicated a significant improvemever Model 1 4R? = .120,F =
47.831 p<.001). We found that work-to-family enrichmevds positively related to job
satisfaction. In particular, employees who expexgehhigh work-to-family enrichment

reported high satisfaction with their job. Thisding supports Hypothesis 5.
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Table 2.3

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Reedg Job Satisfaction from Enrichment

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Number of children 0.011 0.187 0.024 0.461
Gender -0.138 -2.234* -0.045 -0.788
Marital status’ -0.029 -0.513 -0.016 -0.309
Age 0.089 1.495 0.112 2.073*
Job-related positive affect 0.573 10.301*** 0.390 6.861***
Enrichment 0.407 6.916***
R2 0.351 0.471
F 22.923*** 31.294***
AR? 0.351 0.120
F 22.923*** 47.831***

Note 20 = women, 1 = meR;0 = married/living in a partnership with children= single

parent; ***p<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05.
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Hypothesis 6 proposed an indirect effect of workaimily boundary management variables
on job satisfaction through work-to-life enrichmenkus, we conducted mediation analyses
using three different approaches. First, we followee three-step procedure suggested by
Baron and Kenny (1986). Secondly, we analyzeddhalts of this procedure with a Sobel
Test (MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & She@302). Finally, we applied the
bootstrapping approach for indirect affects asmaoended by Preacher and Hayes (2008).
The procedure of testing mediation hypothesis peddyy Baron and Kenr{§986)
requires the fulfillment of three conditions regagithe relationship between predictor,
mediating and outcome variabkss a first requirement thgredictor variables should be
significantly related to the outcome variabdelditionally, the predictor variables should be
significantly related to the mediator variabdd finally, the mediator variables should be
significantly related to the outcome variable, wites predictor variables are included in the
equation. As an additional condition, an in thetfstep significant relationship between
predictor and outcome variable should become imfsignt (full mediation) or should drop in
significance (partial mediation) in the third stépour analysis, the first step of the procedure
implies that all four work-to-family boundary mareagent variables should be significantly
related to job satisfactioffhis condition was met only for an employee’s peahilty
preference, the perceived permeability supplies wbrkplace and the perceived flexibility

supplies of a workpladgsee Table 2.4).
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Table 2.4

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Reedg Job Satisfaction from Boundary

Management Variables

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Number of children 0.012 0.214 0.034 0.616
Gender -0.135 -2.180* -0.080 -1.289
Marital status’ -0.028 -0.492 0.008 0.139
Age 0.089 1.475 0.053 0.922
Job-related positive affect 0.571 10.213*** 0.508 9.201***
Permeability preferences 0.210 3.718***
Permeability supplies -0.146 -2.520*
Flexibility preferences -0.050 -0.869
Flexibility supplies 0.157 2.675*
R? 0.347 0.422
F 22.426*** 16.819***
AR? 0.347 0.075
F 22.426*** 6.753***

Note 0 = women, 1 = men;0 = married/living in a partnership with childrein= single

parent; ***p<.001, *p<.01, *p<.05.
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In a next step, boundary management variables dhoeusignificantly related to the mediator
work-to-family enrichment (Hypothesis 1 to Zhis condition was met for an employee’s
permeability preferences and the perceived flekybslupplies of a workplacgsee Table 2.2).
To test the last requirement of the three-stepgmioe, we conducted an additional regression
analysis, entering all control variables in ModgtHe predictor variablgdoundary
management variables) in ModeltBe mediator variable (work-to-family enrichment) i
Model 3, and regressed job satisfaction on all fmundary management variables and work-
to-family enrichment. Table 2.5 depicts the resissthe first and second condition of the
three-step procedure was only met for an employsaeability preference and the
perceived flexibility supplies of a workplace, onhese two predictor variables could be
considered in further mediation analysis. In Mdglethe perceived flexibility supplies of a
workplace was no longer a significant predictojotf satisfactionf = .054,t = .938,n9)

when the mediator variable work-to-family enrichrhesas entered into the regression
equation. Additionally, an individual’s permeabjlppreference dropped in significance
compared to Model 28(= .148,t = 2.742 p < .01). Furthermore, work-to-family enrichment
was a significant predictor of job satisfactigh=.346,t = 5.532,p < .001). These results
suggest that work-to-family enrichment mediatesréiationship between an employee’s
permeability preferences and job satisfaction agtd/een the perceived flexibility supplies of

a workplace and job satisfaction.
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Table 2.5

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Redg Job Satisfaction from BoundaWianagement Variables and Enrichment

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

3 t 3 t 3 t
Number of children 0.012 0.214 0.034 0.616 0.038 0.740
Gender -0.135 -2.180* -0.080 -1.289 -0.016 217,
Marital status’ -0.028 -0.492 0.008 0.139 0.004 0.070
Age 0.089 1.475 0.053 0.922 0.082 1.520
Job-related positive affect 0.571 10.213*** @85 9.201*** 0.379 6.677***
Permeability preferences 0.210 3.718*** 0.148 2.742*
Permeability supplies -0.146 -2.520* -0.130 -2.398*
Flexibility preferences -0.050 -0.869 -0.022 -0.414
Flexibility supplies 0.157 2.675** 0.054 0.938
Enrichment 0.346 5.532***
R2 0.347 0.422 0.497
F 22.426*** 16.819*** 20.362***
AR? 0.347 0.075 0.075
F 22.426*** 6.753*** 30.601***

Note 20 = women, 1 = meff;0 = married/living in a partnership with childrehz single parent; **p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05.
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To confirm our findings resulting from the threeystprocedure of Baron and Kenny (1986),
we conducted Sobel tesBoth for the relationship between employee’s petiliea
preferences and job satisfactia=(2.67,p < .01) as well as for the relationship between
perceived flexibility supplies of a workplace amth jsatisfaction= 3.63,p < .001) Sobel
test indicated that the indirect effect through kvtm-family enrichment was statistically
significant.

As recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2008), wezltesediation with the
bootstrapping approach for indirect effects. Fas pgurpose, we used the SPSS macro for
indirect effects developed by Hayes (2008). Anaysere conducted with a bias-corrected
bootstrap to calculate the 95% confidence intemgalg 5,000 resamples (Preacher & Hayes,
2008).We ran bootstrapping for each of the two relevadependent variables. Thus, the
first analysis comprised employee’s permeabiligf@rences as predictor, job satisfaction as
outcome and work-to-life enrichment as a mediatbe second analysis comprised perceived
flexibility supplies of a workplace as predictasbjsatisfaction as outcome and work-to-
family enrichment as mediator. Additionally, in Bamnalysis we added the remaining
predictor variables as covariates (Preacher & Ha3@38).Results of the bootstrapping for
the first analysis indicated that the specific radt effect of employee’s permeability
preferences on job satisfaction through the progpoasediator work-to-family enrichment was
.10, 95% CI [.05, .17]In the second analysis, the specific indirect eftéthe perceived
flexibility supplies of a workplace on job satisfi@n through work-to-family enrichment was
.14, 95% CI [.08, .21].

To sum up, the findings from all three methodse&t thediation imply that both the
relationship between an employee’s preferencastégiate work into family and job
satisfaction as well as the relationship betweerpérceived supplies of a workplace to let an
employee be flexible in carrying out work and j@isfaction was mediated by work-to-

family enrichmentThus, Hypotheses 6 is partially supported.
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Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to examifereift boundary management
variables as predictors of work-to-family enrichrhand its relationship with job satisfaction
as a consequence. Our results suggest that boumaaggement is a predictor of work-to-
family enrichment. Specifically, we found two impamt boundary management aspects that
were related to work-to-family enrichment. Firsg wonfirmed that an employee’s preference
to integrate psychologically and/or behaviorallyrkvimto the family domain (permeability
preference) is positively related to work-to-faméigrichment. This result supports
Hypothesis 2. Moreover, this finding underpins ohéhe core assumptions of Boundary
Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) that the integratad life domains can have beneficial effects.
For example, an employee who prefers to integheevork and the family domain might
more likely think about the accomplishments at wohen at home or might discuss a work-
related success with the partner, thereby transéppositive work experiences into the family
life. This interpretation is in line with the assption that employees can capitalize on
positive work experiences by reliving these expergs at home or by sharing them with
family members what results in positive affect (gaton, 1994). Positive affect in turn is
assumed to foster work-to-family enrichment by ioyaing cognitive functioning (Edwards &
Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Secondly, our results provide support for Hypoth@iEmployees who perceive a
workplace as being flexible in carrying out worleibility supplies) experience more work-
to-family enrichment. This result is consistenthwtihte assumption of Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000) that flexible work bounigarpermit employees to meet demands of
competing life domains, thus offering benefitshie tamily domain. Perceiving a workplace
as flexible implies that an employee experiencedgrobover handling demands of the job
and the family (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Kosselal.e 2006). In consequence, our finding

provides support for the proposition of the workafly enrichment model (Greenhaus &
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Powell, 2006) that a flexible workplace is a reseuthat promotes work-to-family
enrichment.

We found no support for Hypotheses 1 and 4. Botpleyees’ preferences to be
flexible as well as the perceived permeability digspof a workplace are not related to work-
to-family enrichment. The overall pattern of fingsisuggests that whereas the integration
preference on the permeability dimension plays pnrale in predicting work-to-family
enrichment, the flexibility preference is not reldto work-to-family enrichment.
Additionally, the results reveal that the perceifledibility supplies of a workplace predict
work-to-family enrichment whereas the perceivedneability supplies of a workplace are
not associated to work-to-family enrichment. In @equence, these findings underline the
importance to make a distinction between physindl@sychological aspects of domain
boundaries and that boundaries depend on bothripgees themselves and the work
environment of these employees.

In the light of Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et &Q00), our results seem very plausible.
According to Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al., BDGemployees create and maintain
boundaries around life domains to optimize the rganeent between these life domains. It
seems obvious that an employee finds it easier@e and maintain a psychological
boundary around life domains (e.g., to think alibatjob at home or not) than a physical
boundary (e.g., to leave the workplace early ireotd attend a family event). An employee
has the ability to actively influence his or heoulghts (Piotrkowski, 1979) independently
from environmental constraints such as the pernigabupplies of a workplace. If an
employee had a successful working day and decodisdl the partner in the evening the
accomplishments of the day or simply thinks abbig $uccessful working day, he or she
needs no supplies of the workplace to transferetipesitive work experiences into the family
domain. Specifically, this implies that an emploggeeferenceso integrate work into the

family domain are crucial for work-to-family enrietent. In contrast, an employee might find
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it more difficult to create actively a physical malary around the work domain. More
probably, the employee would be dependent on &xébility suppliesof the workplace. This
implies that flexibility as a resource to experieneork-to-family enrichment seems to be
exclusively dependent on contextual constrainigimaiing from the workplace — and not
from the employee’s preferences.

Finally, our study supported Hypothesis 5 that wiodtamily enrichment is positively
related to job satisfaction, and partially Hypoibes that work-to-family enrichment
mediates the relationship between boundary manageragables and job satisfaction. These
findings are consistent with earlier research (MtN# al., 2009) and emphasize again the
importance of work-to-family enrichment as an intpat predictor of positive job-related
outcomes. Furthermore, results of our study oftkeliteonal support for the source attribution
idea (McNall, et al., 2010) at the work-family irfeece and, specifically, in the work-to-
family enrichment process. The source attributaeaiimplies that affective reactions to the
work-family interface emerge not in the receiving m the originating domain that
constitutes the source of benefits (Shockley & Bing011). Future research might also take
affective outcomes other than job satisfaction sunsideration to strengthen the importance

of work-to-family enrichment for work-related outoes.

Limitations and Future Research

Although this study contributes both theoreticahd empirically to the literature of
boundary management and the work-family interfheee are a number of limitations to be
mentioned. First of all, the cross-sectional desifjthe study does not allow for causal
inferences. Thus, as the results of our researdehsnggest a causal relationship between
predictor, mediator and outcome, future researochlgtreplicate our findings applying a
longitudinal study design with multiple measuremeoints. Additionally, we assessed all of

our constructs by self-report measures which rajsestions about common-method bias
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(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). ldger, results of confirmatory factor
analyses indicated that our study variables aregaddent constructs. Moreover, if the
common-method bias would have been extremely stagould not find different results
for the distinct boundary management variables.e@déeless, to strengthen our findings,
future research might want to replicate our findihg using ratings from other sources such
as family members.

Another limitation of our study concerns the samplarticipants were exclusively
recruited from an organization in Germany. Futesearch should investigate the
relationship between boundary management and veorkly enrichment across different
cultures (Lewis, Gambles, & Rapoport, 2007). It Widoe of interest if the findings of our
study could be replicated in other cultures aparnfEurope.

Furthermore, we analyzed our data with an overaksare of work-to-family
enrichment. Because work-to-family enrichment pmsed to have different subdimensions
(Carlson, et al., 2006), boundary management M@sabay have different effects on these
different subdimensions of work-to-family enrichmé@hen, et al., 2009). Thus, future
research might want to investigate the relationdefgveen boundary management variables

and work-to-family enrichment in a more differetgid way.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

The study offers interesting implications. The testeveal thaBoundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000) helps to understand thetienship between different boundary
management aspects and the experience of worketedrichment. Specifically, our findings
support the general assumption of Boundary Thdwtthe integration of life domains is
associated with beneficial outcomes of the workilaimterface. Additionally, our study
demonstrates that it is necessary and helpfultgider boundary management and its

relationship with the work-family interface from avdifferent perspectives: First, from the



Chapter 2: Crossing the borders57

perspective of the employee’s preferences andnseémm the perspective of the
employee’s perception of the workplace (KreineQ&0 Moreover, our findings highlight the
multidimensionality of boundaries between life damsa- permeability and flexibility — as
described by Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al., @0Guture research might apply these
results to other aspects of the work-family inteefauch as family-to-work enrichment.

Additionally, Boundary Theory proposes that thegration of life domains has -
besides its benefits - also costs (Ashforth, e2&8I00). For example, integration might also
lead to higher work-family conflict because workisgues might interfere with family
matters (Ashforth, et al., 2000). Empirical findéngupport this assumption (Olson-Buchanan
& Boswell, 2006; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010). Therefdat might be interesting to
investigate if employees have the ability to sefgan@gative and integrate positive work
experiences into the family domain. At this pothge mindfulness of an employee could be a
promising construct. Mindfulness describes a siateeing aware of and paying attention to
what is happening at the present moment (CarmoegdRKristeller, & Merriam, 2008).
Recent research indicates, for example, that mine$s is positively related to the work-life
balance (Allen & Kiburz, 2012). Therefore, futuesearch might investigate if mindfulness
could help employees to be aware of positive amyhtive work experiences in order to
enhance work-family enrichment by integration amdetduce work-family conflict by
separation.

Additionally, in the light of our study results,abuld be an interesting research question
to investigate predictors of an employee’s prefeeeio integrate or separate life domains.
Empirical studies might provide answers to the jaesf the preference of an employee to
integrate or separate is a stable trait or a maléeable characteristic that can be influenced
by situational workplace variables (e.g., job reses).

Besides these research implications, results oftmaly additionally offer practical

implications for both the employee and the orgarma Our study demonstrates that work-
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to-family enrichment is related to job satisfactiblence, it is important to foster work-to-
family enrichment. Because individuals may actiiejuence their thoughts (Piotrkowski,
1979), employees may trigger their own work-to-figrenrichment and in turn job
satisfaction by integrating their positive work exignces into the family domain. A
possibility for integrating work into the family dwin and thereby fostering work-to-family
enrichment might be to share positive work expeesrwith family members (Gable, Reis,
Impett, & Asher, 2004) or to simply think about tecomplishments at work. Beyond an
employee’s own influence on the experience of wiorkamily enrichment, the organization
has the capacity to foster an employee’s work-toHiaenrichment. Our results suggest that a
workplace should offer flexibility policies in ordé provide employees with the opportunity
to meet demands of both the work and the family @arif required. Employees will benefit
of high perceived flexibility supplies through teeperience of work-to-family enrichment
and, moreover, job satisfaction. Organizationsuin, will benefit of work-to-family

enrichment through employees who are highly satisivith their job.
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Study 2
Boundary Management and Work-Family Enrichment: Antecedents, Consequences,

and the Role of Psychological Detachment

Summary

Building upon Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al. 0B}, the present longitudinal study
aims at investigating the relationship between warkily integration and work-family
enrichment. Specifically, we hypothesize a positelationship between an employee’s
preference to integrate work into the family domam work-to-family enrichment, in
particular for employees who indicate low psychaabdetachment from work during non-
work time. Moreover, we propose work absorptiommasntecedent of an employee’s
preference to integrate work into the family dom&mally, we investigate work absorption
and job satisfaction as consequences of work-talfaenrichment. We gathered our data
from employees (having at least one child) in dédfé organizations at two measurement
points with a time lag of six months by an onlinevey (N = 207). Results of multiple
regression analyses and mediation analyses folpwinootstrapping approach (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008) provided support for our hypotheses.résults point out that integrating work
into the family domain can have beneficial effdotsboth the employee and the organization.
Moreover, our findings challenge past researchherpbsitive relationship between high
psychological detachment and favorable outcomeglidations for future research on the

enrichment process and its practical consequemeadisctussed.
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Introduction

During the past years, research has repeatedlyrsti@t/employees need to unwind
from work during non-work time in order to restalepleted resources (Fritz, Yankelevich,
Zarubin, & Barger, 2010; Sonnentag, Binnewies, &24902010). However, work might not
only consume but also provide resources (Csikszbatyn & LeFevre, 1989; Hobfoll, 1989).
The notion that work can also serve as a sourcesoiurces is a core idea in the model of
work-family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006)rk-family enrichment implies that
resources gained in one life domain (e.g., work)tensferred into another life domain (e.g.,
family), thereby improving quality of life in theceiving domain (Greenhaus & Powell,
2006). Because research indicates that work-tolagnrichment is associated with
favourable job-related outcomes such as job satisfa(Carlson, et al., 2010; McNall, et al.,
2010; Shockley & Singla, 2011), it is importanfitad variables that might predict the
transfer of resources from work into the family domand thereby promote the experience of
work-to-family enrichment. In the present study, suggest an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain as a predicbwork-to-family enrichment.

According to Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al., Bphe way how employees deal
with boundaries between the work and the family donimpacts the ease of transitions
between both life domains. Particularly, Boundahedry (Ashforth, et al., 2000) proposes
that employees have preferences to integrate arateplife domains. An employee’s
preference to integrate work into the family domaéscribes how much an employee favours
that working matters spill over into the family daim, for example, by talking about a
successful working day with the partner during maork time (Kreiner, 2006). By contrast,
an employee who prefers to keep the work and faddipain separated will keep working
matters “at the door” when entering the family dom@shforth, et al., 2000). It seems
obvious that the transfer of resources - and byenork-to-family enrichment - can only

occur if an employee allows that resources or peséxperiences from the work domain spill
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over into the home domain through integrating wagkinatters into family life. Accordingly,
literature suggests that integrating work intofdraily domain might benefit the work-family
interface (Ashforth, et al., 2000; Halbesleben,uégr & Bolino, 2009; llies, et al., 2009;
Masuda & Visio, 2012; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010)wdwer, past research on the work-
family interface mostly focused on a negative pectipe and concentrated on possible
conflicts emerging from integrating different lid®mains (Chesley, 2005; Olson-Buchanan &
Boswell, 2006; Park & Jex, 2011), thereby neglerthe possible benefits of work-family
integration. Thus, the main focus of the presamiysts to investigate the relationship
between integrating work into the family domain avwrk-to-family enrichment.

Specifically, building upon Boundary Theory (Ashfaret al., 2000) we propose a
positive relation between a person’s preferendetegrate both life domains and this
person’s perceived work-to-family enrichment. Moreig besides an employee’s preferences,
we also examine a specific boundary managementigeabat is assumed to influence the
relationships between an employee’s preferencetégiiate the work into the family domain
and work-to-family enrichment (Ashforth, et al., @0 Nippert-Eng, 1996). We suggest
psychological detachment from work during non-witnke (e.g., temporary mental
disengagement from work) as such a specific boynai@nagement practice. In the present
study, we argue th&w levels of psychological detachment moderate tlsitipe
relationship between an employee’s preferencetegrate work into the family and work-to-
family enrichment.

Furthermore, we examine an antecedent of an emgipeeference to integrate work
into family life. Up to the present, only little khown about what may foster an employee’s
preference to integrate or separate differenddmains (llies, et al., 2009; Rothbard, et al.,
2005). However, it is important to identify variablthat are associated to the development of
an employee’s preference because research inditetedn employee’s preference relates to

crucial outcomes such as job satisfaction and viemkity conflict (Kreiner, 2006; Olson-
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Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). Thus, as a second goalstudy aims at identifying an
antecedent of boundary management preferencesuyfges work engagement and, more
specifically, work absorption (Rothbard, 2001) teqict an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain.

Finally, in a last step, we aim at investigating twork-related outcomes of work-to-
family enrichment: work engagement (absorption) idsatisfaction. Both work
engagement (absorption) as well as job satisfatizme been shown as important variables in
the organizational context (e.g., Ho, Wong, & L2@]11; Petty, McGee, & Cavender, 1984).
By investigating work-related outcomes, our stugjhhghts the importance of work-to-
family enrichment not only for the employees thelves but, moreover, for the organizations
they work in.

Hence, the contribution of our study to researclthenwork-family interface is
threefold. First, we follow the call in literatu¢elalbesleben, et al., 2010; llies, et al., 2009)
and investigate possible long-term benefits, namelgk-to-family enrichment, of an
employee’s preference to integrate work into theifladomain as proposed by Boundary
Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000). Thereby, we addlitilly take a specific boundary
management practice, namely psychological detachfren work during non-work time
into account. Secondly, our study focuses on wagagement (absorption) as an antecedent
of an employee’s preference to integrate work theofamily domain. This is an important
step as it helps to identify factors that fosteplayees’ integration preferences and, in turn,
their perceived work-to-family enrichment. Finallyy examining work-related outcomes, our
study further highlights the practical importanéevork-to-family enrichment for both the
employee and the organization and, thus, encouragearch to find additional correlates of

work-to-family enrichment. Figure 3.1 displays oesearch model.
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Figure 3.1 Research model. WF = work-to-family; t1 = TimegZ = Time 2.
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The Relationship between Work-to-Family Integrationand Work-to-Family
Enrichment

According to Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al., BDGemployees create and maintain
boundaries around their life domains in order ttoaemodate to the demands of these
different domains. Moreover, employees differhirit preference to integrate versus separate
life domains in order to manage demands from theajud the family (Ashforth, et al., 2000).
An employee, for example, who prefers to integvedek into the family domain, will more
likely be occupied with work-related issues duntan-work time (e.g., thinking about work-
related achievements when at home). An employegewer, who prefers to keep work and
family domain separated, will more probably leaw&king matters at work (Kreiner, 2006).
Consequently, the more an employee prefers tornategvork into the family domain the
more likely work-related issues can influence thmify domain (Ashforth, et al., 2000; llies,
et al., 2009). Boundary Theory states that thegnatigon of life domains can have beneficial
effects on the work-family interface. Accordinglifes et al. (2009), for example, found that
employees who integrated work into the family damraiported high positive affect at home
— at least on days when they were highly satisfigd their job. Ashforth et al. (2000) argued
that the beneficial effects of integration are risult of smooth transitions between life
domains. In particular, employees who prefer tegrte work into the family domain may
more easily “move” between work and home in ordeneet responsibilities of the job and
the family (Bulger, et al., 2007; Desrochers & Sauty 2004).

In line with this reasoning, research suggestsdhatbeneficial effect of integration on
the work-family interface might be work-family eahiment (Halbesleben, et al., 2010).
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) described that worlengich the family life because resources
acquired at work are transferred to and reinveistélde family domain, thereby enhancing the
quality of the family life. It seems quite evidehat if an employee prefers to keep the work

and family domain separated the transfer of ressubetween the two life domains gets
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impeded. By contrast, if an employee prefers tegrdate work into the family domain the
transfer of resources might be facilitated (Halblesh, et al., 2010). Thus, the preference for
integration has the capability to stimulate thesfar of work-related resources (e.g., work-
related positive affect) into the family domain (8tala & Visio, 2012). For example,
employees who prefer to integrate work into theifaniomain might more likely talk about
the positive work experiences with their partneip@ért-Eng, 1996). This exchange about
positive work experiences at home can lead to ipesitutcomes in the family domain (llies,
Keeney, & Scott, 2011). Consistent with these aggiams, Halbesleben et al. (2010) found
that the integration of life domains improved tlse wf resources across domain boundaries.
This line of reasoning implies that the preferetecmtegrate work into the family domain is a
basic requirement to experience work-to-family emment. Empirically, it has been shown
that integration is positively related to the exgece that work may beneficially affect the
home domain (Bulger, et al., 2007; Chen, et alD920ies, et al., 2009; Powell & Greenhaus,
2010). Therefore, we propose a positive relatignbletween an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain and work-to¥ily enrichment.

Hypothesis 1The preference to integrate work into the familyndan will be positively

related to work-to-family enrichment.

The Moderating Role of Psychological Detachment

In the preceding section we argued that an emplsygeference to integrate work into
the family life is an important antecedent of waokkamily enrichment. However, the
preference to integrate (versus separate) desaitligshow an employee woulidke to
manage the boundaries between the work and théyfdomain (Ashforth, et al., 2000;
Kreiner, 2006). But, how does an employee actualyave in dealing with the boundaries?
And how does this specific behavior relate to thsoaiation between an employee’s

preferences to manage boundaries and the workyfamdrface?
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Boundary Theory assumes that besides an emplogesferences also specific
boundary management strategies play a role ineflaionship between these preferences and
the work-family interface (Ashforth, et al., 2000pssek, Noe, & DeMarr, 1999; Nippert-
Eng, 1996). Thus, employees may actively use diffestrategies that might foster versus
hinder the integration of work-related issues i family domain (Olson-Buchanan &
Boswell, 2006; Park, Fritz, & Jex, 2011; Sonnentagjtler, & Fritz, 2010). Moreover,
Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) descripsgchological disengagement as a strategy
to separate life domains. Psychological detachmenhg non-work time might be such a
strategy of disengagement that could influence¢haionship between an employee’s
preference to integrate work into the family domaml work-to-family enrichment.
Psychological detachment means that an employetaityetisengages from work during
non-work time (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). An empleyeho is psychologically detached
from work during non-work time is not engaged inrkroelated issues anymore (e.g.,
thinking about work or checking emails; Sonnentagr&z, 2007). In other words, an
employee who is psychologically detached during-work time in fact separates the work
from the family domain (Edwards & Rothbard, 200€t#; et al., 2010).

Research indicated that psychological detachmemwtased to low levels of fatigue
(Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005) and good mental healthr{8ntag, Kuttler, et al., 2010).
However, these results have been found in the kbateinfavorable work experiences such
as high job demands. Employees who are exposedhigdb demands have to restore
depleted resources to avert negative consequeoichsdlth and well-being, for instance, by
mentally disengaging from work (Sonnentag & Fri@07). In contrary, work-to-family
enrichment occurs when positive work experiencelveark-related resources spill over into
the family domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; lliesal., 2009). Thus, we argue that in the
specific relationship between an employee’s prefggdo integrate and work-to-family

enrichmentow psychological detachment is a crucial factor beedaw detachment might
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allow positive work experiences to spill over i@ family domain. Low psychological
detachment implies that an employee is still ocedpvith work-related issues during non-
work time. Thus, an employee who does not mentatach from work more likely behaves
in a way that enables the active integration ofliexperiences into the family domain. For
example, an employee who does not mentally detach Work during non-work time more
likely might discuss accomplishments at work whb partner when being at home. By
contrast, an employee who mentally detaches fromk wmre likely behaves in a way that
hinders the active integration of work experienioés the family domain. An employee who
mentally detaches from work during non-work timdl wot discuss any work-related issues
with the partner or even think about working tagdlsing non-work time. As a consequence,
the positive relationship between an employee’fepeace to integrate work into the family
domain and work-to-family enrichment should onlgcfor employees who do not detach
from work during non-work time.

To sum up, we propose that low psychological deteit during non-work time should
moderate the relationship between an employeefsn@mce to integrate work into the family
domain and work-to-family enrichment. Thus, we hyjesize:

Hypothesis 2Psychological detachment during non-work time matkey the
relationship between the preference to integratdwao the family domain and work-to-
family enrichment. The relationship is positive tbose employees who are low in
psychological detachment during non-work time. €hismo relationship for employees who

are high in psychological detachment.

Work Engagement (Absorption) as an Antecedent of Wl-to-Family Integration
Although research on boundary management andasamship to the work-family
interface recently got more attention (e.g., Cletral., 2009; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell,

2006) antecedents of an employee’s preferencedgriate or separate are still understudied.
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Literature on boundary management suggests thatibdividual and/or situational
characteristics might influence an employee’s pegfees to manage boundaries (Kossek, et
al., 1999).

Based upon reinforcement principles and role inewient theory, Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000) suggests that individualgeneral seek for reinforcement and, in
particular, seek for various roles (e.g., work yahewhich they expect to be rewarded through
for example intrinsic satisfaction and motivatiddoreover, employees who are highly
involved in their work role more likely prefer totegrate their work into the family domain
because of their desire to voice this work rolehfasth, et al., 2000; Olson-Buchanan &
Boswell, 2006). Thus, we suggest work engagemehtsgrecifically, work absorption as an
antecedent of an employee’s preference to integratk into the family domain. Work
absorption refers to the experience of being esga# and focused on one’s work
(Rothbard, 2001). Moreover, absorption is assodiaiigh high intrinsic motivation and
intrinsic reward (Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1983hn, 1990). Research showed that the
more an individual is involved in a rofe.g.,work) the more likely he or she is absorbed by
the role (Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989). Sfieally, this implies that work absorption
may act as a proximal indicator of work involvem@tahn, 1990; Rothbard, 2001).
Additionally, high levels of work involvement migtrigger the mental occupation with the
role (Carlson & Frone, 2003; Michel, Kotrba, Mit¢ten, Clark, & Baltes, 2011). Moreover,
there is empirical evidence that employees wholhigdfer to their work role during non-
work time also indicated high integration of worka the home domain (Olson-Buchanan &
Boswell, 2006).

In consequence, according to Boundary Theory (A¢ihfet al., 2000) and the
abovementioned empirical findings, high work engaget (absorption) should be positively
related to an employee’s preferences to integratk wto the family domain. Thus, we

propose:
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Hypothesis 3Work engagement (absorption) will be positivelyatet to the preference

to integrate work into the family domain.

Work Engagement and Job Satisfaction as Consequerscef Work-to-Family
Integration

Research on the work-family interface found thatkato-family enrichment is
associated with several favorable outcomes sughbgserformance (e.g., Carlson, Kacmar,
et al., 2011), affective commitment (e.g., Aryeteale 2005), job satisfaction (e.g., Carlson, et
al., 2010) and health (e.g., van Steenbergen &gts, 2009). The present study focuses on
two outcomes of work-to-family enrichment: work eggment (absorption) as a motivational
and job satisfaction as an affective constructt Resgarch demonstrated that both constructs
are crucial in the organizational context througgirt relationship to job performance (Ho, et
al., 2011; Petty, et al., 1984). Thus, to find aifpee association between work-to-family
enrichment and work absorption and/or job satigfactvould strengthen the importance of

work-to-family enrichment for organizational as e theoretical concerns.

Work engagement (absorption) We suggest that work engagement (absorption)tis no
only an antecedent of an employee’s preferencetégiate work into the family domain but
also an outcome of work-to-family enrichment. Wedthis suggestion on assumptions of
Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964). According egi&l Exchange Theory, individuals
evaluate the potential benefits they may get oat €dcial relationship, including a
relationship with an organization (Katz & Kahn, 89.7In particular, the more benefits an
individual expects out of a social relationship there the individual will invest in this
relationship. Therefore, an employee who perceavesrganization as beneficial for him or
herself should return these benefits to the orgaioz (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Work-

to-family enrichment implies that positive work exggnces improve an employee’s family



Chapter 3: Boundary management and work-familycamment 70

functioning and, thus, is basically a beneficigbexence for the employee (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006; Rothbard, 2001). Employees who fadcbed in the family through their

work also experience more positive affect towakasrtwork (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006;
Rothbard, 2001). Thus, an employee may note tlea¢inichment in the family domain
originates from the work domain and, in consequewderespond to this experience by
reinvesting into the work domain (McNall, et alQ1®). In line with Social Exchange Theory,
this reinvestment answers the purpose to stalihizeocial relationship with the organization
and to maintain the benefits out of this relatiopsBpecifically, an employee who
experiences work-to-family enrichment might wantrtaintain this positive state by engaging
in work as a reinvestment. Highly being engagedank implies that the employee will
reinvest in the originating domain to reciprocdte teceived benefits and thus retaining work
as a giving domain. Thus, we assume that work4tataenrichment is positively related to

work engagement (absorption).

Job satisfaction There is empirical evidence that work-to-famityiehment is
positively related to job satisfaction (e.g., Canlset al., 2010; Carlson, et al., in press).
Research indicated that the between-domain rektiprof work-to-family enrichment and
job satisfaction is even stronger than the withomdin relationship of work-to-family
enrichment and family satisfaction (for an overvisse Shockley & Singla, 2011). Shockley
and Singla (2011) argued that the positive relatigmbetween work-to-family enrichment
and job satisfaction is the result of a sourcelaition because job satisfaction constitutes an
affective construct. The idea of source attribusoggests that when an employees perceives
a certain domain (e.g., work) as beneficial fortheodomain (e.g., family) this benefit will
be attributed to the originating domain (e.g., Wodsulting in a positive attitude towards the

originating domain such as job satisfaction (Car]sa al., in press; Kinnunen, et al., 2006).
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In consequence, this theoretical reasoning leatisetproposition that work-to-family
enrichment should be positively related to jobsfatition.

To summarize, the theoretical frameworks and ergdifindings suggest a positive
relationship between work-to-family enrichment avatk engagement (absorption) as well as
job satisfaction. Thus, we propose:

Hypothesis 4Work-to-family enrichment will be positively rekd to work engagement

(absorption) (H4a) as well as job satisfaction (JH4b

Indirect Effects

The delineations of our hypotheses point to thegmee of two indirect conditional
effects. First, we suggest that there is a posilegionship between an employee’s
preference to integrate work into the family domaml work-to-family enrichment (H1), in
particular for employees who are low in detachn{ei?). Additionally, we propose that work
engagement (absorption) is positively related teraployee’s preference to integrate work
into the family domain. In consequence, this imptieat the interaction between an
employee’s preference for integration and psycholdgletachment should mediate the
relationship between work engagement (absorptindveork-to-family enrichment. Thus,
linking Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 we propose:

Hypothesis 5The interaction between the preference to integrerk into the family
domain and psychological detachment mediates thgaeship between work engagement
(absorption) and work-to-family enrichment.

Second, we suggest that the relationship betweemgtoyee’s preference to integrate
work into the family domain is positively relatealwork-to-family enrichment (H1),

particularly for employees who are low in psychatad detachment (H2), which in turn
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should be positively related to work engagemensdgtition) and job satisfaction (H4). Thus,
linking Hypotheses 1, 2 and 4, we propose:

Hypothesis 6Work-to-family enrichment mediates the relatiopgbetween the
interaction of the preference to integrate work ithte family domain and psychological

detachment and job satisfaction (H6a) and work gegeent (absorption) (H6b).

Methods

Sample and Procedure

To test our hypotheses we conducted a two-wavaetlafigal study with a time lag of
six months. We gathered our data from four diffeprblic-service organizations in Germany
(the administration of a public university, a mutsaving bank, a social pension insurance
and a municipality). All these organizations weneeded for offering family-friendly

policies by a corporation called “Audit berufundfiget (www.beruf-und-familie.de

At the first contact with each organization weatdsed the objectives and procedure of
the study and invited the organization to take padur online survey. We sent a
standardized email to the contact persons witherotiganizations with a cover letter for
potential individual participants requesting papition in the survey and with a link to the
online questionnaire. The cover letter provideti@sintroduction of the research team, a
description of the study objectives, and an insioachow to fill out the online questionnaire.
Additionally, the letter described who was eligibdetake part in the survey (persons working
at least 20 hours a week and having at least aiewider the age of 18) and that the
participation was voluntary, anonymous and confi@dénThe questionnaires could be
answered during working hours. Six months latersest another email to the contact
persons of the organizations. The email includethaitation to fill out another online

guestionnaire. Again, the questionnaires couldrissvared during working hours.
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At Time 1, 440 participants and at Time 2, 305ipgrants answered the questionnaire
completely (retention rate: 69,32%). We matchedigpants of Time 1 and Time 2 by means
of a four-digit code that was created by the pioaict. With this procedure 98 participants
could not be matched properly, resulting in a feeinple of 207 participants (65.2 %
women). The vast majority of our sample (91.3 %3% wearried or lived with a spouse.
Participants had on average 1.59 childi®b € .72), a mean age of 44.07 ye@®BE 5.89)
and worked on average 31.67 hours a w&Ek< 9.17). They had about 15.2 years of work
experience$D= 8.23) and a mean job tenure of 17.6 ye83< 8.27). Additionally, most
participants had a professional education (59.4alQut one third held a college or university
degree (31.9 %), only a minority (1 %) indicatedtuer type of professional education, or no
formal professional trainings (0.5 %). Due to tla¢une of the organizations most of the
participants (92.3 %) indicated an administratigeupation (e.g., administrative and
financial services clerks). The remaining partiaigandicated other occupations such as
child care workers, technicians, doctors and lag/y818 %) or provided no informations (0.9
%).

We analyzed our data for systematic dropout, com@ararticipants who responded
only at Time 1 (N = 233) with participants who resded at Time 1 and Time 2 (N = 207)
with respect to all control and study variablesr @ualysis indicated no differences in any of

these variables between these two groups.

Measures

All measures were assessed at Time 1 and Timec2pefor demographic data that
were assessed only at Time 1. The first authoslased all scales that were not available in a
German version into German. Subsequently, all itesr® translated back by a bilingual
expert. Participants answered all items on 5-pakert scales. Table 3.1 depicts means,

standard deviations, zero-order correlations, amshiiach’s alpha coefficients.
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Table 3.1

Means, Standard Deviations (SD), Correlations, adiabilities (Cronbach’s alpha; on the Diagonaltbe Study Variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Gendef 0.35 048
2. Age 44.07 5.89 .14
3. Marital statu$ 0.09 028 -15 -04
4. Number of children 159 0.72 .06 -04 -06
5. Job experience 17.83 8.23 .10 S22 02 -13
6. Weekly working hours 31.67 9.17 .65* .12 -06 -.10 .01
7. Integration WF t1 226 0.79 .06 15 -.03 13 .10 .03 .88
8. Detachment t1 3.05 0.61 -10 -.06 .06 -.06 -08  -.20** -25* .90
9. Enrichment WF t1 3.28 0.76 -.17* -10 -04 .07 -07 -13 25% .07 .93

10. Work engagementtl  3.20 0.55 -.06 .04 -01 .01 -.00 .01 18 -.09 22%* 77

11. Job satisfaction t1 3.97 0.72 -.04 4% -.05 .10 .02 -.09 34% 15 62%*  39** .84

12. Enrichment t2 332 0.73 -22** -07 -04 .07 -07  -20* 37 -02 SS9 17 46% 94

13. Work engagementt2  3.21 0.60 -13 -.04 .00 -.02 -08 -.03 A7 .04 34%* 63** .38 .35** .80

14. Job satisfaction t2 3.90 0.73 -.08 .08 -.09 A2 -01 -14% 26%* 15 39  16* .66** .56** .34** .83

Note 0 = women, 1 = men;0 = single parent, 1 = married/living with a speud/F = work-to-family; t1 = Time 1, t2 = Time 2* p < .01, *p < .05.
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Employee’s preference for work-to-family integration. We measured an employee’s
preference to integrate work into family life wite four items of the Boundary Management
Scale of Kreiner (Kreiner, 2006). This scale asse#ise extent to which an employee prefers
to keep workseparatedrom the family domain (an example for an item‘isdon’t like to
have to think about work while I'm at home”). Besawan employee’s preference for
integration or separation are proposed as two afgpsles of a continuum (Ashforth, et al.,
2000; Kreiner, 2006) we recoded all four itemsiider to obtain a value for an employee’s

preference to integrate work into family life.

Work-to-family enrichment. We assesseadork-to-family enrichment with the nine
items from the Carlson et al. (2006) Work-FamilyriEnment Scale. The scale consists of
three subdimensions with three items per dimen&apital, Affective and Developmental
Enrichment). Correspondending to past researchark-family enrichment (e.g., Odle-
Dusseau, et al., 2012; Siu, et al., 2010) and Isecatithe high intercorrelations of the three
subdimensions of the scale we used an overall me&suenrichment by averaging all nine
items. The overall scale measures the extent tohndm employee feels enriched in family
life by experiences at work. A sample item is: “Myolvement in my work puts me in a

good mood and this helps me be a better family neerhb

Psychological detachmentWe assessed psychological detachment from worktiwith
four items from the Recovery Experience Questiaen@onnentag & Fritz, 2007). The scale
measures the extent to which an employee expesdondee mentally away from work during

non-work time. A sample item is: “| forget about mvgrk during leisure time”.

Work engagement.We measured work engagement with the five-itenmkvatasorption

scale of Rothbard (2001). The scale assesses @ineed® which an employee is fully
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engrossed in and focused on the working role. Apdamtem is: “When | am working, | often
lose track of time.”

Job satisfaction.We measured job satisfaction with four items adé&ftem the
Brayfield and Rothe (1951) index of job satisfasti®he scale assesses the degree an
employee feels contend with his or her job. A sanigm is: “| feel fairly well satisfied with

my present job.”

Construct Validity

At Time 1, we measured work engagement, work-tolfamtegration, psychological
detachment, work-to-family enrichment, and jobsfatition. To ensure that all measured
variables represent distinct constructs, we ranfi@oatory Factor Analyses (CFA). Results
of the CFA indicated a superiority of the hypotlzesi five-factor model at Time 44 =
542.598df = 286,p < .001, RMSEA = .066, CFI| = .925) over a onedachodel {* =
1836.3994df = 296,p < .001, RMSEA = .159, CFI = .55Ay* = 1293.801df = 10,p <
.001), over the best fitting four-factor modg! € 706.498df = 290,p < .001, RMSEA =
.083, CFI = .878Ay% = 163.900df = 4,p < .001), and over the best fitting three-factor
model §? = 944.740¢df = 293,p < .001, RMSEA = .104, CFl = .818y° = 402.142df =7,
p < .001) and two-factor modef’(= 1313.229df = 295,p < .001, RMSEA = .129, CFI =
.703;Ay? = 770.631df=9,p < .001).

At Time 2, we measured work engagement, work-toifaenrichment, and job
satisfaction. We conducted another set of CFAHerTime 2 measurements. Results
supported that the three-factor model at Timg*2324.968df = 129,p < .001, RMSEA =
.086, CFI = .925) fit the data better than a ormeiamodel §* = 726.120df = 132,p < .001,
RMSEA = .148, CFl = .774Ay* = 401.152¢df = 3,p < .001), and the best-fitting two-factor
model ¢ = 500.750¢df= 131,p < .001, RMSEA = .117, CFl = .858y° = 175.782(df = 2,

p < .001).
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Control Variables

To rule out possible alternative explanations afresults we included control variables
into our analysis. We referred to research on thkkviamily interface in the selection of the
control variables. First of all, we controlled five core demographic variables gender (0 =
women; 1 = men) and age (in years) because reseaichted that both, gender and age,
may influence experiences at the work-family irded (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Carlson,
Kacmar, et al., 2011; Rothbard, 2001). Moreover,@mployee’s family situation may
influence the experiences at the work-family irded (Chen, et al., 2009). Thus, we added
marital status (0 = single parent; 1 = marrieddigzivith a spouse) and number of children as
control variables. Additionally, because reseanchdated that some work-related variables
are associated with the work-family interface (Byra005; Eby, et al., 2005; Weer,
Greenhaus, & Linnehan, 2009), we included weeklykimg hours and job tenure as control
variables. Weekly working hours influence how mtiafie an employee spends with the
family - that might have an impact on the work-fgnmterface. Furthermore, we controlled
for job experience because job experience posesjidyates as a job resource that might be
related to the work-family interface, and, speailiig, the experience of work-to-family

enrichment.

Results

We ran a set of hierarchical regression analysésstaour main hypotheses (Hypotheses
1to 4). In Step 1 of each analysis we enteredaitrol variables (gender, age, marital status,
number of children, weekly working hours, and jelperience). Additionally, we entered the
Time 1 values of the corresponding outcome variatitethe equation. In Step 2, we added
the respective predictors of interest (Table 3.2Zdble 3.5). Finally, we tested our mediation
hypotheses (Hypotheses 5 and 6) with the bootstrg@gpproach as recommended by

Preacher and Hayes (2008) for testing indirectcédfe
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Hypothesis 1 stated that the preference to integvatk into the family domain is
positively related to work-to-family enrichment. Test this hypothesis we regressed work-to-
family enrichment at Time 2 on the preference tegnate work into the family domain on
Time 1 after controlling for all background variebland work-to-family enrichment at Time
1. Table 3.2 displays the results. Regression aisathowed that in Model 1 only work-to-
family-enrichment at Time 1 predicted work-to-fayndnrichment at Time 2. Entering the
preference to integrate work into the family domatimime 1 into the regression analysis
resulted in a significant improvement of Model ZpWodel 1 AR? = .059,F = 16.469 p<
.001). The preference to integrate work into thmiladomain at Time 1 was a positive
predictor of work-to-family enrichment at Time 2hi$ implies that employees who prefer to
integrate work into the family domain at Time 1 expnce more work-to-family enrichment

at Time 2. Thus, Hypotheses 1 was supported.
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Table 3.2
Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Reedg Work-to-Family Enrichment at Time 2 from WawkEamily Integration Preference at

Time 1 and Psychological Detachment at Time 1

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

R t B t R t
Gender -0.117 - 0.994 -0.137 -1.207 -0.114 -1.009
Age 0.002 0.283 -0.002 -0.270 -0.005 -0.568
Relationship statu¥ -0.085 -0.574 -0.082 -0.580 -0.147 -1.020
Number of children 0.029 0.489 -0.003 -0.060 -0.010 -0.178
Job experience -0.003 -0.433 -0.004 -0.675 -0.002 -0.318
Weekly working hours -0.006 -1.040 -0.007 -1.204 -0.009 1517
Enrichment WF t1 0.541 0.807*** 0.476 8.597*** 0.487 8.835+**
Integration preference WF t1 0.231 4.237*** 0.198 3.524***
Detachment t1 -0.027 -0.384 -0.042 -0.603
Integration preference WF t1 x -0.154 2 127+
detachment t1 :
R2 0.370 0.429 0.442
F 16.725%** 16.469*** 15.540%***
AR2 0.370 0.059 0.013
F 16.725*** 10.176%*** 4.524*

Note 20 = women, 1 = men:0 = single parent, 1 = married/living with a speud/F = work-to-family; t1 = Time 1; *** p < .00%* p < .01, * p < .05.
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Hypothesis 2 stated that psychological detachmetemates the relationship between
the preference to integrate work into the familyndan and work-to-family enrichment. We
proposed that the relationship should be positvemployees who are low in psychological
detachment during non-work time. There should beetationship for employees who are
high in psychological detachment. To test Hypoth@sive included the interaction of the
preference to integrate work into the family domaml psychological detachment at Time 1
into the regression equation (Model 3 in Table af®r controlling for background variables
and after entering both main effects (the prefezdndntegrate work into the family domain
and psychological detachment at Time 1) into theeh¢Model 1 and 2 in Table 3.2). Model
3, that included the interaction term, indicatefdréher improvement over Model AR =
.013,F = 15.54Q p< .001). The interaction term was a significargdictor of work-to-
family enrichment at Time 2. We conducted a singbige test for 5D above and below the
mean of the moderator (psychological detachmenina¢ 1) to examine the pattern of the
interaction effect, following the approach of Pieag Curran and Bauer (2006). As expected,
the results indicated that when psychological detent at Time 1 was low @D below the
mean) the relationship between the preferencetégiate work into the family domain at
Time 1 and work-to-family enrichment at Time 2 vpasitive (estimate = 0.28E= 0.06;
t=4.71,p<.001). In contrast, when psychological detachra¢iime 1 was high ($D
above the mean) there was no significant relatipnsétween the preference to integrate
work into the family domain at Time 1 and work-emfily enrichment at Time 2 (estimate =

0.11;SE=0.08;t = 1.33,n9). Figure 3.2 depicts the interaction.
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Figure 3.2.Interaction effect of the integration preferenaarirwork to family at Time 1 and

psychological detachment at Time 1 on work-to-fgreitrichment at Time 2.
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Taken together, results of our analysis indicaled the relationship between the
preference to integrate work into the family domatimfime 1 and work-to-family enrichment
at Time 2 was positive, particularly for employed® indicated low detachment during non-
work time at Time 1. Thus, this finding supportegbldtheses 2.

Hypothesis 3 proposed that work engagement (absojptill be positively related to
the preference to integrate work into the familyndan. We ran a further regression analysis
controlling for the background variables in Modedrid entering work engagement
(absorption) at Time 1 in Model 2 (see Table 3i8Model 1, none of the control variables
was significant. Model 2, that included work engageat (absorption) at Time 1 as a
predictor variable, showed a significant improvetrmrer Model 1 AR* = .03,F = 2.286
p < .05). Results indicated that work engagemergqdiion) at Time 1 was positively
related to the preference to integrate work ineofimily domain at Time 1. This means that
employees who indicated to be highly engaged ak\Wwad a high preference to integrate

work into the family domain. Thus, Hypothesis 3 wapported.
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Table 3.3
Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regdg Work-to-Family Integration

Preference at Time 1 from Work Engagement (Absworptat Time 1

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender 0.024 0.151 0.056 0.363
Age 0.017 1.548 0.016 1.456
Relationship statu¥ -0.046 -0.232 -0.036 -0.185
Number of children 0.150 1.912 0.146 1.893
Job experience 0.005 0.569 0.005 0.616
Weekly working hours 0.001 0.165 0.000 0.032
Work engagement t1 0.261 2.623*
R? 0.042 0.074
F 1.477 2.286*
AR? 0.042 0.032
F 1.477 6.878**

Note 20 = women, 1 = men:0 = single parent, 1 = married/living with a speud = Time 1;

% p< 001, *p<.01, *p < .05.
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Hypothesis 4 stated that work-to-family enrichmwiik be positively related to work
engagement (absorption) (H4a) and job satisfa¢ti#i). We tested these both hypotheses
separately in two further regression analyses.erabl depicts the results from regressing
work engagement (absorption) on work-to-family elnment at Time 2 (H4a) after
controlling for all background variables and thepective Time 1 values (work engagement
(absorption) and work-to-family enrichment at Tifije Results indicated that in Model 1
only work engagement (absorption) and work-to-fgraitrichment at Time 1 predicted work
engagement (absorption) at Time 2. In Model 2, daed work-to-family enrichment at Time
2 into the analyses. Model 2 showed a significamirbvement over Model W& = .02,F =
19.768 p< .01). Work-to-family enrichment at Time 2 wassftively related to work
engagement at Time 2. This finding implies that lyges who indicated to experience high

work-to-family enrichment were highly engaged arkvd@ hus, Hypothesis 4a was supported.
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Table 3.4

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Reedg Work Engagement (Absorption) at

Time 2 from Work-to-Family Enrichment at Time 2

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender -0.106 -1.158 -0.088 0.979
Age -0.001 -0.081 -0.001 -0.132
Relationship statu¥ 0.013 0.114 0.026 0.234
Number of children -0.031 -0.680 -0.035 -0.793
Job experience -0.004 -0.901 -0.004 0.83
Weekly working hours 0.003 0.715 0.004 0.949
Work engagement t1 0.643 10.713*** 0.634 10.756**
Enrichment WF t1 0.167 3.816*** 0.083 1.606
Enrichment WF t2 0.158 2.921**
R? 0.452 0.475
F 20.397%** 19.768***
AR? 0.452 0.023
F 20.397*** 8.531**

Note 20 = women, 1 = men;0 = single parent, 1 = married/living with a speud = Time

1, t2 = Time 2; WF = work-to-family; *** < .001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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We used a similar approach to test Hypothesis dbler3.5 illustrates the results.
Model 1 showed that job satisfaction at Time 1 mted job satisfaction at Time 2. Including
work-to-family enrichment at Time 2 as a prediatariable into the analyses resulted in a
significant improvement of Model 2 over Model AR = .08,F = 24.942 p< .001).
Employees who experienced high work-to-family emment felt highly satisfied with their

job. Thus, Hypothesis 4b was also supported. Iseguence, results confirmed fully

Hypothesis 4.
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Table 3.5

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Redg Job Satisfaction at Time 2 from

Work-to-Family Enrichment at Time 2

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender -0.012 -0.108 0.044 0.426
Age 0.003 0.320 0.004 0.541
Relationship statu’ -0.158 -1.143 -0.129 -1.010
Number of children 0.046 0.832 0.039 0.766
Job experience -0.001 -0.260 -0.001 ®.18
Weekly working hours -0.006 -1.053 -0.004 -@.82
Job satisfaction t1 0.617 9.559%** 0.533 g70
Enrichment WF t1 0.056 0.919 -0.104 -1.667
Enrichment WF t2 0.374 5.948***
R2 0.449 0.533
F 20.141%* 24.942%*
AR?2 0.449 0.084
F 20.141%** 35.376***

Note 20 = women, 1 = men;0 = single parent, 1 = married/living with a speud = Time

1, t2 = Time 2; WF = work-to-family; *** < .001, *p < .01, *p < .05.
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To test our mediation hypotheses (Hypotheses Sana followed the bootstrapping
approach for indirect effects as suggested by Rezaand Hayes (2008). Both mediation
hypotheses constitute moderated mediations. Therefe used the SPSS macro
“PROCESS” developed by Hayes (2012) which allowagply several different mediation
models including moderated mediations analysis.

Hypothesis 5 stated that the interaction betweermptbference to integrate work into the
family domain and psychological detachment medititeselationship between work
engagement and work-to-family enrichment. We spatibur model (Model 14 of
“PROCESS”) with work engagement at Time 1 as ptedievork-to-family enrichment at
Time 2 as outcome, the preference to integrate wiokthe family domain at Time 1 as
mediator and psychological detachment at Time haderator. We included all background
variables and work-to-family enrichment at Timeslcavariates into the analysis. We ran the
mediation analysis with a bias-corrected bootstoagalculate the 95% confidence interval by
using 5,000 resamples. Results indicated thatdhdittonal indirect effect of work
engagement at Time 1 on work-to-family enrichmenitine 2 through the proposed
interaction as a mediator was .055, 95% CI [.0D&9] at 1SD below the mean of
psychological detachment at Time 1. The conditiamdirect effect at 5D above the mean
of psychological detachment at Time was not sigaift (.019, 95% CI [-.008, .089]). This
result implies that work engagement at Time 1 wasgectly related to work-to-family
enrichment at Time 2 through the preference taynatie work into the family domain at Time
1, particularly for people who indicated low psyldgical detachment at Time 1. Hence,
Hypothesis 5 was supported.

Hypothesis 6 proposed that work-to-family enrichimaediates the relationship
between the interaction of the preference to iatisgwork into the family domain and
psychological detachment and work engagement (ptisn) (H6a) and job satisfaction

(H6b). We ran a bias-corrected bootstrapping amalygh 5,000 resamples for each of the
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two outcome variables (Model 7 of “PROCESS”). Thug, first analysis comprised the
preference to integrate work into the family domatimfime 1 as predictor, work engagement
(absorption) at Time 2 as outcome, work-to-famiyiehment at Time 2 as a mediator and
psychological detachment at Time 1 as a moderata.second analysis comprised the same
variables except of the outcome variable that whssatisfaction at Time 2. Again, we
included all background variables and the respecfime 1 measurements as covariates into
each of the analysis. Results of bootstrappinghferfirst analysis indicated that the
conditional indirect effect of the preference ttegrate work into the family domain at Time

1 through the proposed mediator work-to-family elmment at Time 2 was .049, 95% CI
[.016, .104] at ISDbelow the mean of psychological detachment at Tim#es expected at

the high level of psychological detachment the d@omthl indirect effect was not significant
(.017, 95% CI [-.011, .055]). In the second analysiith job satisfaction at Time 2 as
outcome, results showed the same pattern. Thetcamaliindirect effect of the preference to
integrate work into the family domain at Time 1joh satisfaction at Time 2 through work-
to-family enrichment at Time 2 was .095, 95% CBB(.188] at a low level of psychological
detachment at Time 1. Again, the conditional inclieffect was not significant at a high level
of psychological detachment at Time 1 (.039, 95%- ©PR9, .107]. To sum up, these results
indicate that work-to-family enrichment at Time 2dmted both the relationship between the
preference to integrate work into the family domatimime 1 and work engagement
(absorption) at Time 2 (H6a) as well as the retetiop between the preference to integrate
work into the family domain at Time 1 and job si@tsion at Time 2 (H6b), particularly for
employees who indicated low psychological detachiraeime 1. Thus, our data fully

supported Hypothesis 6.
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Discussion

The present longitudinal study investigated if gneging work into the family domain is
beneficially associated with the work-family int&ece. Specifically, building upon Boundary
Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) we hypothesized Hraemployee’s preference to integrate
work into family domain is positively related to vketo-family enrichment. Additionally, we
took a closer look on the role of a specific bougdaanagement practice, namely
psychological detachment during non-work time (Patlal., 2011; Sonnentag, Kuttler, et al.,
2010). We suggested that psychological detachnmarates as a moderator in the
relationship between an employee’s preferencetegrate work into the family domain and
work-to-family enrichment. Furthermore, we hypoiked that work engagement and, in
particular, work absorption is both an antecedéancemployee’s preference to integrate
work into the family domain as well as an outcorh@vork-to-family enrichment. Moreover,
we tested job satisfaction as an additional faveralork-related outcome of work-to-family
enrichment.

The findings of the present study support our hiyesés and, thus, offer new insights
about the positive side of the work-family integaé&irst, following a call in literature (llies,
et al., 2009), we showed that an employee’s preter¢o integrate work into the family
domain is positively related to work-to-family ectiment under a longitudinal perspective.
Thus, our study confirmed a core assumption of Bam Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) that
the integration of life domains can have benefieféécts on the work-family interface.
Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, this stweg the first that investigated
psychological detachment during non-work time apecific boundary management practice
in the context of work-to-family enrichment. We falithat the positive relationship between
an employee’s preference to integrate and worlatoiy enrichment exists only for
employee’s who showed low levels of psychologiabdhment during non-work time.

Specifically, this result implies that the benetifsan employee’s preference occur only if this
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employee actually behaves in a way during non-wvionk that allows positive work
experiences to spill over into the family domaihus, our results underpin the importance of
considering particular boundary management pragtioeaddition to an employee’s
preference in the relationship to the work-famiiterface as proposed by Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000; Kossek, et al., 1999).

Second, we confirmed that work engagement andaiiticplar, work absorption is an
antecedent of an employee’s preference to integratk into the family domain. This is an
important finding because Boundary Theory statfsrént variables as potential antecedents
of employees’ preferences to manage boundaried@¢Akhet al., 2000; Kossek, et al., 1999).
However, empirical research on this assumptiocasce (Rothbard, et al., 2005). Because
the preference of employees to integrate work timeofamily domain in turn is related to the
experience of work-to-family enrichment our findiadds importantly to research on
variables that might foster work-to-family enrichmheOur results suggest that high work
engagement (absorption) builds a source for aigesiork experience that foster an
employee’s preference to integrate work into theifiadomain. Moreover, by testing an
indirect effect, our results demonstrated that wemgagement (absorption) indirectly relates
to work-to-family enrichment through an employeg’sference to integrate work into the
family domain, particularly, for employees who icalied a low level of psychological
detachment during non-work time. In consequengs fitding implies that work engagement
(absorption) is a positive work experience thajgers indirectly the experience of work-to-
family enrichment.

Third, we demonstrated that work engagement (abisopand job satisfaction are
work-related outcomes of work-to-family enrichmentis finding highlights the importance
of work-to-family enrichment for organizations bdicating that not only employees benefit
from positive work experience but in turn also angations. Moreover, our findings are in

line with the basic assumptions of Social ExchaRigeory (Blau, 1964) that an employee



Chapter 3: Boundary management and work-familycamment 92

who perceives an organization as beneficial for dirherself will return these benefits to the
organization (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Add#lily, as delineated above, it is to note
that work engagement (absorption) is also an adéteof an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain. Taken togethhese findings might point to a
reciprocal relationship of work engagement (absomptand work-to-family enrichment.
Research showed such a reciprocal relationshigxample, between job as well as personal
resources on the one hand and work engagemeneatrar hand (Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009a). Thus, our findimgight provide a first step in
demonstrating that there also exists a recipradationship between work engagement
(absorption) and work-to-family enrichment. This@sption achieves additional support by
the results of the two indirect conditional effe@typotheses 5 and 6): first, work
engagement (absorption) at Time 1 was indirectbted to work-to-family enrichment at
Time 2 via an employee’s preference to integratekwao the family domain for employees
who indicated low psychological detachment andpsécwork-to-family enrichment at Time
2 mediated the relationship between an employeefemnce to integrate work into the
family domain at Time 1 and work engagement (alismrpat Time 2 for employees who
indicated low psychological detachment. Futureaegemight further follow upon this idea

by implementing a study design with more than tweasurement occasions.

Limitations

Although our study theoretically and empiricallyntobutes to research on the work-
family interface, we have to take into account s¢éiméations. First, we measured all of our
constructs by self-report which may raise questairaut common-method bias (Podsakoff,
et al., 2003). However, by including two measurenpamnts into our study design we could
temporally separate at least some predictor antbomé variables. Additionally, results of the

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) revealed tha sudy variables are independent
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constructs at both measurement occasions. Nelesthduture research might want to
replicate our findings by using additional ratirigem other sources (e.g., spouses or other
family members) to overcome the shortcoming ofptfesent study due to self-report
measures.

Second, our research model suggests a causabnslaipp between four serial variables.
However, due to practical reasons, we could cobectdata only at two measurement
occasions. Thus, we were constrained to includeesariables at Time 1 (work engagement
(absorption), employee’s preference to integrateaychological detachment) and some at
Time 2 (work-to-family enrichment, work engagemgtisorption), job satisfaction)
simultaneously into our analysis which may resuinicreased relations between some of the
variables. Therefore, our research design doealloot for clear causal interferences about
the relationship between work engagement (absarpéind an employee’s preference to
integrate at Time 1 and the relationships betweerkwo-family enrichment and outcome
variables at Time 2. Thus, future research mighttw@extent the study design by assessing
all study variables at distinct points in time whimay lead to the reduction of potentially
inflated relations, for example by conducting argistudy.

Finally, we gathered our data exclusively in Gergdhus questioning the
generalizablity of our results to other culturescBuse research indicated that the negotiation
of the work-family interface depends on the cultima@ckground (Powell, Francesco, & Ling,
2009), future research might replicate our findimgether parts of the world.
Simultaneously, this limitation of our sample bsilalso a strength because most of the past
research on work-family enrichment was conductetl WiS. samples (Powell, et al., 2009).

Therefore, our results add to research on workifaemrichment outside the U.S.
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Implications for Future Research and Practice

Building upon Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al. 0B) and following a call in the
literature (llies, et al., 2009) the present stadmgtributes to research on the relationship
between boundary management and work-to-familycernrent. Our results confirmed that
the integration of life domains such as work andifacan have beneficial effects as
Boundary Theory suggests (Ashforth, et al., 200M@reover, we demonstrated that also
specific boundary management practices (psychabdetachment from work during non-
work time) play an important role with respecthe experience of work-to-family
enrichment. Thus, our findings expand both emdisicess well as theoretically the
knowledge about how employees might benefit frotagrating work experiences into the
family domain.

However, past research demonstrated that the attegrof work into the family
domain might also result in negative outcomes sigcork-family conflict because work
demands might interfere with family demands (Ol8uthanan & Boswell, 2006; Powell &
Greenhaus, 2010). Moreover, research showed theh@iogical detachment during non-
work time is important to restore resources thaevaepleted during the working day (e.qg.,
Sonnentag, Kuttler, et al., 2010). Thus, futur@aesh should investigate environmental as
well as individual factors that might either infhee positively or negatively the relationship
between the integration of life domains and thekafamily interface. It might be promising,
for example, to conduct a diary study and investigehich boundary management strategies
are best on days with positive work experiencespap®sed to days with negative experiences.
This approach would be in line with a recent revibat concluded that the experience of
work-family conflict and work-family enrichment mhgbe a kind of changing episodes
(Maertz & Boyar, 2011). It could be expected thmaegrating work into the family domain is
favorable on days with positive work experiences separating work from the family

domain on days with negative experiences. In tbigext, it is important to identify
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individual factors that make employees aware aof thetual working situation. Recent
research found, for example, that employees whaagtaption to what is happening at the
presence - known as mindfulness - experience mork-life balance (Allen & Kiburz,
2012). Therefore, mindfulness might be an importaniable when investigating the ability
of employees to benefit from work experiences. Mueg, research indicated that
mindfulness can be trained (e.g., Stew, 2011), diffesing the opportunity for organizations
to provide trainings for their employees to paguatibn to what is happing in their work
environment. Therefore, future research might eranfimindfulness helps employees to
foster work-family enrichment by integration andéaluce work-family conflict by
separation.

Additionally, recent research indicated that ale private social environment of an
employee, such as the partner, has an impact ematoyee’s psychological detachment
during non-work time (Hahn & Dormann, in press)ushfuture research might take this
finding into account and examine the role of pane the specific relationship between
employees’ preference to integrate the work ineoféimily domain and work-to-family
enrichment.

A further goal of our study was to identify an ar@dent of an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain. We showedttwvork engagement and, specifically,
work absorption is positively related to an empksgereference to integrate work into the
family domain and indirectly to work-to-family eshiment. These findings expand research
on boundary management of employees and the positile of the work-family interface.
Because literature suggests that an employee’snerefe for managing boundaries is
influenced by individual as well as environmentadtbrs (Kossek, et al., 1999), future
research might whish to investigate more comprafielysantecedents of employees’
preferences. Research indicated, for example spetific organizational family programs

such as flexible working hours are related to wiakily enrichment (e.g., Carlson, et al.,
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2010). It might be interesting for researchers alf &s for organizations to investigate if an
employee’s preference to integrate work and faehilgnain is a mediating variable in the
relationship between specific family-friendly pragrs and work-to-family enrichment.

As a final goal we investigated if work-to-familpchment is related to favorable
work-related outcomes. We demonstrated that botk eegagement (absorption) as well as
job satisfaction are positively associated with kvtm-family enrichment. These results
demonstrated once again that work-to-family enriehtis an important experience not only
for the employee but also for the organization anelreby, for organizational practice. In
accordance with Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 19&lvell as Source Attribution Theory
(Shockley & Singla, 2011) the results provided sarpthat employees who experience their
work as enriching for family life probably reinvabiese benefits to the originating domain,
the work. Thus, organizations benefit from workfamily enrichment by high job
satisfaction and high work engagement (absorptibtheir employees. This finding has
implications both for researchers as well as facptioners. Although the positive side of
combining multiple roles has got increasing attamin research during recent years (e.g.,
Carlson, Kacmar, et al., 2011; McNall, et al., 20808ockley & Singla, 2011), work-family
enrichment, compared to research on work-familyflatnis still understudied. Future
research should further identify antecedents okwoffamily enrichment because both
employees as well as organizations benefit froméRperience. As a practical concern, our
findings suggest that organizations should fostakvwo-family enrichment because it is
related to favorable work-related variables. Paséarch indicated, for example, that flexible
work arrangements (Carlson, et al., 2010) andgsburces such as informational support
(van Steenbergen, Ellemers, Haslam, & Urlings, 2@08 factors that enhance an employee’s
experience of work-to-family enrichment.

Moreover, also an employee might foster the owreerpce of work-to-family

enrichment. Our results showed that an employaefemnce to integrate work into the
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family domain is positively related to work-to-fagnenrichment, in particular for employees
who indicated low levels of psychological detachin&his implies that employees should
allow positive work experiences to spill over i@ family domain by not mentally
disengaging from work but, for example, discusgingomplishments at work with the

partner (Gable, et al., 2004) to enhance their ark-to-family enrichment. Additionally, as
we could show an indirect effect of work engagenfahsorption) on work-to-family
enrichment, employees should engage in their wangnhance their experience of work-to-
family enrichment. In turn, organizations shouldypde a work environment that foster work
engagement by, for example, allocating job res@baeause job resources have been shown
to be positively related to work engagement (&ghnel, Sonnentag, & Bledow, 2012;

Xanthopoulou, et al., 2009a).

Conclusion

To sum up, our study contributes to research ometlagionship between boundary
management and the work-family interface in sewsmjs. First of all, it highlights that
employees might benefit from integrating work ex@eces into the family domain as
suggested by Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al. 030Bloreover, our results underpin the
importance of specific boundary management pragiicéhe relationship between an
employee’s preferences to manage boundaries arndtardamily enrichment (Ashforth, et
al., 2000; Kossek, et al., 1999). Specifically, s@wed that low psychological detachment
during non-work time moderates the relationshipvieenh an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain and work-to¥fily enrichment. Secondly, although
literature assumes different antecedents of an@rapls preference to manage boundaries
between life domains (Kossek, et al., 1999), tieraerely any empirical research on this
relationship. We identified work absorption as ateaedent of an employee’s preference to

integrate work into the family domain thus expamgdaxisting research on the predictors of an
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employee’s boundary management preference. Finvadyjemonstrated that both work
engagement (absorption) and job satisfaction da¢eeto work-to-family enrichment. These

results stress the relevance of work-to-family @mment for the organizational practice.
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Study 3
Mediators in the Work/Non-Work Enrichment Process: The Role of Positive Affect and

Positive Work Reflection

Summary

The present longitudinal study investigates meulgatiariables in the enrichment
process between work (work engagement) and non-expkriences (work-to-life
enrichment). Building upon Cognitive Appraisal The@_azarus, 1991a) we hypothesize that
besides positive affect positive work reflectiomrsadditional, more cognitive, pathway in
the enrichment process. In total, 256 full-time éypes answered two questionnaires with a
time lag of three months. Results of hierarchiegression and mediation analysis indicated
that positive affect and positive work reflectiordmted the relationship between work
engagement and work-to-life enrichment. These figslicontribute to research on the
work/non-work interface by expanding the work-fayrehrichment model developed by
Greenhaus and Powell (2006). Our results offertmaamplications both for employees and
organizations. Recommendations for future reseandne enrichment process and its

consequences are discussed.
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Introduction

During the last decade, research on the work/nork-vinterface has shifted its focus
from investigating the negative consequences ofoooimg multiple roles (e.g., being an
employee and a parent) to its positive consequgii@eenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacz,
2000). This development becomes evident in Greembaad Powell’s (2006) theoretical
model of work-family enrichment. Greenhaus and Rbelefined work-family enrichment as
“...the extent to which experiences in one role inverthe quality of life in another role.”
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73). Enrichmentasmstruct that captures the positive side
of the work-family interface and has been showhda@onceptually independent from work-
family conflict (e.g., Shockley & Singla, 2011).

Recent research identified work engagement as partant antecedent of work-family
enrichment (Siu, et al., 2010). However, stillditis known about the processes by which
work engagement is linked to the experience ofchnment (Siu, et al., 2010). Therefore, one
goal of our study is to investigate mediating Viallea in the engagement-enrichment process.
First of all, following the enrichment model of @rédhaus and Powell (2006), we examine
positive affect as a mediator between work engagéarad enrichment. Moreover, we
assume that besides this affective pathway thearagher indirect pathway. llies et al. (2009)
found that the positive spillover from work to homeanot fully mediated by positive affect.
Thus, the authors suggested that there must bdditoaal mediator that operates in the
spillover of work experiences into experiencesahf. We argue that a cognitive pathway
could be an additional and promising linking medsiamin the enrichment process. This
argument is in line with the Cognitive Appraisalebiny of Lazarus (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b).
Cognitive Appraisal Theory suggests that an indaidureaction to an experience is based on
the evaluation of that experience and not on tipeeence itself. This implies that the

cognitive evaluation is a psychological proceskitig an experience to an individual's
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reaction. We propose positive work reflection @8t Sonnentag, 2006) as such a cognitive
pathway in the linkage of engagement and enrichment

Until now, most of the research on enrichment maptesized the interface between
work and family - although the definition of enriaknt is not limited to family in a narrow
sense. We argue that employees living alone omigawp children may also experience that
work enriches their private life. For example, ampédoyee who successfully completed a
large project might enjoy the evening with friendshare and celebrate this success -
regardless of the individual family situation. Thus suggest to extend the theoretical model
of work-to-family enrichment into a model of woré-life enrichment as recommended by
research on the work/non-work interface (G. G. &isbt al., 2009). Because research has
shown that work-family enrichment is related toesaV positive job-related outcomes such as
job satisfaction and job performance (e.g. Carlgb@l., 2010; Carlson, Kacmar, et al., 2011)
as well as to health-related variables (e.g. vaer8iergen & Ellemers, 2009), it is important
to investigate enrichment and its antecedents migtfor family members but for all
employees regardless of their marital or familyusta

Hence, the aim of our study is threefold. First,fa@us on investigating mediating
variables in the enrichment process in order terekthe still understudied knowledge about
the underlying processes of enrichment. Seconsiiggested by research (llies, et al., 2009),
we expand the enrichment model by enclosing artiaddl pathway. Building upon the
Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Lazarus, 1991a, 1990 suggest positive work reflection as a
cognitive pathway in the engagement-enrichmentge®cThird, we extend research on the
positive side of the work/non-work interplay by &ppg the work-family enrichment model
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) to all employees re@assibf their family or marital status (G.
G. Fisher, et al., 2009). In line with this argumewe will use the term work-to-life
enrichment (WLE) throughout this paper. Over anovalthese theoretical and empirical

contributions of our study to research on the wark/work interface, our findings offer
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practical implications for both, the employees anganizations. Specifically, results of our
study point out how employees and organizationdaster work-to-life enrichment by

promoting work engagement and positive work reibect

Linking Mechanisms in the Relationship between WorkEngagement and Work-to-Life
Enrichment

A core assumption of the theoretical model of dnrient is that positive experiences in
one life domain foster positive experiences in hapotife domain (Greenhaus & Powell,
2006). Thus, it is a necessary condition for warkahing private life that an employee has
positive work experiences. Work engagement as aiyamdulfilling, and affective-
motivational work-related state reflects such atpaswork experience (Siu, et al., 2010).
Highly engaged employees have high levels of enengymotivated to invest effort in
achieving goals, feel enthusiastic, inspired, amaigh about their work, and are fully absorbed
by their job (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Tari€)@8; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2009a). High
work engagement is related to various positive @us such as self efficacy and
performance (e.g., Bakker & Bal, 2010; Christiarale 2011; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009b). Moreover, work eggaent can be distinguished from
related concepts such as workaholism (Schaufekk®&a & Salanova, 2006) or job
embeddedness (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008).

It is well documented in the literature that pagtivork experiences may positively
influence non-work experiences (e.g., Carlson|.ef@10; Rothbard, 2001; van Steenbergen,
et al., 2007). Specifically, empirical researchigated that work experiences such as work
engagement may spill over to experiences at horakk@ & Demerouti, 2008; Rothbard,
2001). Bakker and Demerouti (2008), for instan@scdbed that interviewees reported a
transfer of high work engagement, reflected in esilism and energy at work, to non-work

activities such as engaging in volunteer work. €fae, in line with these theoretical and
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empirical arguments, work engagement as a positor& experience seems to be an obvious
antecedent of WLE. Empirically, it has already bekawn that work engagement is
positively related to work-family enrichment (Set,al., 2010).

However, it still remains to be answered how exgrerés of work engagement (as a
work-related variable) can be transferred into elgoees of enrichment in private life (as a
non-work variable). This is an important researabggion because the transfer of positive
experiences from one life domain to another lifendm is a basic precondition of the
enrichment model (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Tloeegfbelow we will delineate the
mediating processes between work engagement andikiidgre detail.

Figure 4.1 displays our research model.

Positive Affect

Work  p—-=—=—==—— - — - ——— - > WLE
Engagement

Positive Work
Reflection

Figure 4.1 Research model. WLE = Work-to-life enrichment.
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The Mediating Role of Positive Affect

The model of enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 2@@6poses positive affect as one
mediating variable through which positive experesnof one life domain are transferred to
another life domain. Greenhaus and Powell (200f)ethat positive role experiences
increase positive affect which in turn promotesctioning in another role.

Engaging in multiple life domains is related toadfective response (Marks, 1977;
Rothbard, 2001). In this process, the quality oéaperience determines if the affective
response is positive or negative (Rothbard, 20Xi¢refore, work engagement, defined as an
affective-motivational work-related state and aifpos work experience, should be positively
related to positive affect (Gable, et al., 2004n@mntag, Mojza, Binnewies, & Scholl, 2008).
Highly engaged employees perceive their work asnimgéul and significant and are
motivated to invest effort to successfully perfaatrwork (Bakker & Bal, 2010; Siu, et al.,
2010). Furthermore, positive work experiences like example, successfully performing a
work task, in turn should be related to high pesitffect (C. D. Fisher & Noble, 2004;
Kaplan, Bradley, Luchman, & Haynes, 2009; Siu,|et2®10) because employees feel
rewarded by experiencing success (Greenhaus & P&0€6; Judge, et al., 2001).
Empirically, research indeed demonstrated a pasiglationship between work engagement
and positive affect (e.g. Rothbard, 2001; Sonnergigl., 2008). To sum up these theoretical
arguments and empirical findings, work engagembeotilsl be positively related to positive
affect.

Hypothesis 1Work engagement will be positively related to pesitaffect.

Edwards and Rothbard (2000) proposed that posaffeet can improve cognitive
functioning, increase task activity and persisteacel can promote interpersonal interactions
which in turn results in increased role performaincthe receiving life domain. Building
upon these assumptions, Greenhaus and Powell (2086gsted positive affect as a variable

that promotes enrichment because enrichment & ddimain is characterized by increased
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role performance in this role. A possible explamais that positive affect derived from one
life domain, is related to expanded levels of epavhich in turn enables an employee to
engage in another life domain (Greenhaus & Po&8D6; Rothbard, 2001). Additionally,
there is empirical evidence that positive affectaolens individuals’ thought-action
repertoires by activating an outward orientatiod aonsequently helps to build up new
resources such as social support (Fredrickson,; Z@tlrickson & Branigan, 2005;
Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008)e$& resources in turn can be adopted and
used to enrich private life as suggested by thelement model (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Research indicated that resources like social stpeg., family support and supervisor
support) are positively related to enrichment (8ial., 2010; Taylor, Delcampo, & Blancero,
2009). Furthermore, research demonstrated th@ivysoaffect, derived for example from
positive work experiences such as work engagenrefact is related to enrichment in the
receiving domain, for example private life (e.gotiRbard, 2001).

Hypothesis 2Positive affect will be positively related to WLE

The Mediating Role of Positive Work Reflection

To transfer experiences from one life domain totla@g employees have to integrate
both life domains (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Krejri2906). One possibility of integrating
work and non-work life is reflected in the affe@ipathway as delineated above (Greenhaus
& Powell, 2006; Rothbard, 2001). However, as Ieesl. (2009) stated, this affective
pathway is not sufficient to explain the spillow#work experiences into experiences in
private life. Thus, we suggest that besides p@sdifect as a mediator in the enrichment
process, there is another indirect, more cognpathway, namely positive work reflection.
To think about work during leisure time and theredlywving work experiences while being in
another life domain could be a pathway that linkskato the non-work domain (Kreiner,

2006). According to the positive emphasis of enrieht, positive work reflection during
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leisure time might be an additional indirect patiitzat enables employees to transfer
positive work experiences into experiences of émnient in private life. Empirically, it has
been shown that positive work reflection mediakesrelationship between work and non-
work experiences (Sonnentag & Grant, 2012).

The idea of a cognitive pathway in the relationdiepwveen work engagement and WLE
is in line with the Cognitive Appraisal Theory (laams, 1991a, 1991b). According to this
theory, individuals do not just react on experienioet evaluate them as positive or negative
for their own growth and/or wellbeing (Lazarus, 189 This implies that an experience does
not directly influence an individual’s reaction batlirectly through a cognitive appraisal
process. Whereas appraising an experience as vef@tioneself may lead to the experience
of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Somech & Draahavy, 2012) appraising an
experience as positive may lead to positive outsofhangston, 1994; Sonnentag & Grant,
2012).

According to the delineation of Langston (1994)iwduals can take advantage of
positive experiences. This psychological procegsitsvn as capitalization and is related, for
example, to improved mental health and life satisfa (Langston, 1994). Capitalization is a
construct that strongly draws on the basic idedabefCognitive Appraisal Theory (Langston,
1994; Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b). Whereas cognitiveasggls of an experience in general can
be negative or positive, capitalization is the lestia cognitive process of beneficially
interpreting or appraising a positive experiencangdston, 1994; Lazarus, 1991a, 1991Db).
This implies, that beyond the positive experiertseli, its evaluation is related to positive
outcomes. Therefore, capitalization can be seén.aspsychological process of
interpretation within the mind of the individualrpeiver, not necessarily an external event.”
(Langston, 1994, p. 1114).

Positive work reflection can be considered as surcintra-individual process of

appraising positive work experiences (Sonnentagr@G 2012). Positive work reflection
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implies to think about the positive aspects of eneb during non-work time by recollecting
positive work experiences (Fritz & Sonnentag, 20G6)an be regarded as a kind of savoring
positive events to hold up the positive memories #re associated with these events (Bryant,
1989; Gable, et al., 2004; Tugade & Fredrickso®720As work engagement implies a
positive and fulfilling state of mind which corréda with positive cognitions about the
significance of one’s work (Siu, et al., 2010), assume that highly engaged employees
should be more likely to think positively aboutithjeb (Gable, et al., 2004). Moreover, there
is empirical evidence that positive work experientregger positive work reflection during
leisure time (Sonnentag & Grant, 2012). Therefare assume that work engagement
activates positive cognitions during non-work tindée propose a positive relationship
between work engagement and positive work refladdiaring leisure time.

Hypothesis 3Work engagement will be positively related to pesitwork reflection
during non-work time.

As mentioned above, capitalization is related tesad positive outcomes. Research
indicated that capitalization is positively relatedmproved health and well-being and
negatively related to depression (Bryant, 1989; Emsn& McCullough, 2003; Tugade &
Fredrickson, 2007). Additionally, there is empitieaidence that positive work reflection
during non-work time, as a form of capitalizatiammositive work experiences, is related to
better well-being and higher job performance (Bwmies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2009; Fritz &
Sonnentag, 2005, 2006). It is assumed that thexeil due to the fact that capitalization, as
the positive appraisal of an experience, may sasvan activating resource that helps to
develop new personal and social resources (Edwaf@isoper, 1988) which in turn benefit
the employee (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2005, 2006; Gadilal., 2004; Tugade & Fredrickson,
2007). This argument is consistent with the thecaeassumption that the occurrence of
resources promote the development of new resogrtdsfoll, 1989). Empirical evidence

supports this assumption (Xanthopoulou, et al. 92p0According to the theoretical
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framework of the enrichment model, resources fasieenrichment process (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006; Grzywacz & Butler, 2005; Siu, et aD]10). It is hypothesized that employees
reinvest resources gained from work into anottierdomain, for example private life,
resulting in an enrichment of this domain (Greesh&wPowell, 2006). Research
demonstrated that positive work reflection durirg+work time increases employees’
resources, for instance by thinking about the agieimments at work (Binnewies, et al.,
2009). Consequently, in line with the enrichmendelppositive work reflection during non-
work time should result in WLE. Thus, we assume:

Hypothesis 4Positive work reflection during non-work time Whle positively related
to WLE.
Linking Hypotheses 1 and 2 and linking Hypotheses@ 4, we propose:

Hypothesis 5Positiveaffect (H5a) and positive work reflection duringnawork time
(H5b) mediate the relationship between work engagerand WLE.
And in consequence, we assume:

Hypothesis 6Work engagement will be positively related to WLE

Methods

Sample and Procedure

We tested our hypotheses with a two-wave longitidstudy, with a time lag of three
months between the measurement points. Data wérergd by an online panel company
that offers to recruit participants throughout Gany for online surveys
(www.respondi.com). Survey participants could gaoimts that could be exchanged for
different bonus offered by the online panel compaMg instructed the company to recruit
participants who worked full time in order to madee that all participants had
approximately the same ratio of work/non-work tirmeaddition, we specified the sample

should be half female and half male and that thal §ample at Time 2 should comprise at
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least 200 participants. At Time 1, 437 participariswered the questionnaire. At Time 2, all
participants of the Time 1 survey got an invitatipnthe online panel company to take part in
the second survey. In sum, 281 participants ansinbeefirst and the second questionnaire
(retention rate: 64,3 %). Due to obvious caretesponses (e.g., Beach, 1989; Kurtz &
Parrish, 2001) in the survey data (for instancennberticipants gave the same response to all
items, either at Time 1 or at Time 2) we excludBgarticipants, resulting in a final sample
of 256 participants (51 % women). On average, 7& @l participants lived with a spouse
and 46 % of the participants had at least one chiti@ mean age of the participants was 43.6
years §D= 12.2), mean work experience was 15.2 yeai¥+12.0), and mean job tenure
was 11.4 yearsSD= 10.6). The vast majority of our sample had agssional education

(62.1 %), 31.7 % held a college or university deg&7 % indicated another type of
professional education, and 2.0 % had no formdegsional trainings.

We analyzed data for systematic dropout from Tint@ Time 2 regarding gender, age,
having children, and relationship status. We fonodlifferences in these demographic
variables. Additionally, we analyzed the study &bhes (work engagement, positive affect,
positive work reflection and work-to-life enrichigifor systematic dropouts from Time 1 to

Time 2. Again, we found no significant differendetween both samples

Measures
All measures were assessed at Time 1 and Timec2pefor demographic data and
work engagement that were assessed only at TirAk dcales that were not yet available in a

German version were translated into German byiteeduthor and back-translated by a

® Because the differences between participants whotook part at Time 1 and participants who toaktt
Time 1 and Time 2 for work engagement and poséiffect were marginal significant (p < .10), we cddted
effect sizes for these differences (Cohef):sAccording to the conventions to interpret theffect sizes (Cohen,
1992) Cohen’dl for work engagement has to be interpreted as smithlld = .20 and for positive affect as very
small with d =.09. Thus, we are convinced thag¢atite attrition did not influence our study result
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bilingual expert. Table 4.1 displays means, stashdawiations, zero-order correlations, and

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.
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Table 4.1

Means, Standard Deviations (SD), Correlations, adiabilities (Cronbach’s alpha; on the Diagonaltbe Study Variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Gendef 0.51 0.50
2. Age 43.63 12.21 -35
3. Relationship statifs 073 045 -02 -03
4. Children® 0.46 0.50 -.06 A0 A
5. Positive work reflection t1 2.78 0.84 .04 .05 -.04 .08 .87
6. Positive affect t1 3.32 0.78 .01 A& -.06 16 .35+ 91
7. Enrichment t1 2.53 0.90 -.04 A& -.10 A5 AP A3+ 81
8. Work engagement t1 4.36 1.27 .09 .06 -.04 .07 AP 61 52 .96
9. Positive work reflection t2 2.72 0.93 .02 .01 .02 A1 54 29+ 32 A0~ .89
10. Positive affect t2 3.25 0.78 .01 24 .00 A4 23+ .66+ ¥ 53+ 24+ .90
11. Enrichment t2 2.54 0.95 A4 10 - 14 01 2P 34 58+ A3+ AL+ 39 .84

Note 0 = men, 1 = women:0 = single, 1 = living with a spoused = no, 1 = yes; t1 = Time 1, t2 = Time 2;p% .01, *p < .05.
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Work engagement.At Time 1, we measured work engagement with the-item
version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Sketiaet al., 2006). The scale assesses
the degree to which an individual experiences hiseo work as positive and fulfilling. Items
were answered on a 7-point scale ranging fromel€) to 7 @lway9. A sample item is: “At

my job, | feel strong and vigorous.”

Positive work reflection. We assessed positive work reflection at Time 1&nte 2
with three items of a scale developed by Fritz Sodnentag (2006). The scale measures how
much an individual thinks about positive aspecthkisfor her job during leisure time. ltems
were answered on a 5-point scale ranging frostrbiigly disagregto 5 Gtrongly agreg A

sample item is: “During leisure time, | think abdlé good sides of my work.”

Positive affect.At Time 1 and Time 2 we measured positive affeith whe ten items
from the PANAS (Watson, et al., 1988). Participamése asked to indicate on a five-point
scale, ranging from Inft at all)to 5 fully), how they feel (sample items are “interested” and

“active).

Work-to-life enrichment. We assessed work-to-life enrichment at Time 1 & 2
with the three-item scale developed by G. G. Figtel. (2009). The scale measures the
extent to which an individual experiences enrichnietween work and private life,
regardless of his or her marital or family stattesns were answered on a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 gtrongly disagregto 5 Gtrongly agreg A sample item is: “The things | do at

work help me deal with personal and practical issatehome.”
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Construct Validity

To examine whether work engagement, positive gffegitive work reflection, and
WLE assessed at Time 1 and positive affect, p@swuiork reflection, and WLE assessed at
Time 2 represent distinct constructs we ran Cordtory Factor Analyses (CFA). Results of
the CFA indicated that the hypothesized four-factodel at Time 1)f = 643.664df = 269,
p< .001, RMSEA = .074, CFI = .922) fit the datdteethan a one-factor modef (=
1874.410df = 278,p < .001, RMSEA = .150, CFl = .668%> = 1230.746df= 9,p < .001),
better than the best-fitting three-factor mogél< 824.771df = 273,p < .001, RMSEA =
.089, CFI = .88443;(2 =181.107df=4,p < .001), and better than the best-fitting twokdac
model § = 1128.075¢df = 276,p < .001, RMSEA = .110, CFl = .82&y* = 484.411df =
7,p < .001). The three-factor model at Timeg2 £ 205.542¢df= 101,p < .001, RMSEA =
.064, CFI = .957) fit the data better than a oreeiamodel * = 901.912df = 106,p < .001,
RMSEA = .172, CFl = .675%\y* = 696.37df = 5,p < .001), and the best-fitting two-factor
model §? = 454.276¢df = 104,p < .001, RMSEA = .115, CFl = .85Ry? = 248.734df = 3,

p < .001).

Control Variables

As we assume that the process of work-to-life émnient is similar to the process of
work-to-family enrichment we derived control vaidie®from research on the work-family
interface. We included gender as a control varibblzause research on the work-family
interface showed that gender may influence workifaexperiences (Barnett & Hyde, 2001;
Rothbard, 2001). Furthermore, we added relationstaifus and having children as control
variables because the individual’s family situatioay influence the enrichment experiences
(Chen, et al., 2009). Finally, we controlled foedmecause this may affect the work-life
interface (Carlson, Kacmar, et al., 2011; Chema).eR009). Gender, having children and

relationship status were measured as categoricables.Genderwas coded as @n@ale)and
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1 (female) having childrenas 0 fi0) and 1 ye9, andrelationship statuss 0 §ingle)and 1

(having a romantic relationshippgewas calculated from participants reported yedrih.

Results

We tested our hypotheses with a set of hierarchegakssion analyses. In the first step
of each analysis, we entered demographic contridias (gender, age, having children, and
relationship status) and Time 1 measurements atdhesponding outcome variable into the
equation. In the second step, we added the respguedictors (Table 4.2 to Table 4.5). We
tested the hypothesized mediator variables witth&urregression analysis (Table 4.6)
following Baron and Kenny's procedure (Baron & Kgnt986). In addition, we applied
Sobel test (MacKinnon, et al., 2002) and the boapgting approach (Preacher & Hayes,
2008) for testing the indirect effects.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that work engagement isipelsitrelated to positive affect.
Results are displayed in Table 4.2. In Model 1, ag# positive affect at Time 1 predicted
positive affect at Time 2. In Model 2, we entereatkvengagement as predictor variable.
Model 2 showed a significant improvement compaceliodel 1 AR? = .026,F = 12.688
p <.001). Work engagement was a positive predutgositive affect at Time 2. More
specifically, employees who were highly engagediate 1 experienced more positive affect

at Time 2. Thus, results support Hypothesis 1.
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Table 4.2

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Reedg Positive Affect at Time 2 from

Work Engagement at Time 1

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender 0.011 0.226 -0.006 -0.130
Age 0.182 3.383** 0.183 3.495**
Relationship statu’ 0.056 1.177 0.054 1.179
Children® -0.059 -1.086 -0.055 -1.041
Positive affect t1 0.649 13.753*** 0.524 9.060***
Work engagement t1 0.204 3.562***
R2 0.463 0.489
F 43.184*** 39.784***
AR2 0.463 0.026
F 43.184*** 12.688***

Note 20 = men, 1 = women;0 = single, 1 = living with a spousef = no, 1 = yes; t1 =

Time 1; ** p<.001, *p< .01, *p < .05.
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Hypothesis 3 stated that work engagement is pesjtielated to positive work
reflection. Results are presented in Table 4.834dwlel 1, only positive work reflection at
Time 1 was related to positive work reflection ané& 2. In the next step, we entered work
engagement into the model. Model 2 showed a sigmifiimprovement over Model AR =
.027,F = 9.933 p< .01). Results indicated that work engagementpuagively related to
positive work reflection at Time 2. Specificallynployees who were highly engaged at Time

1 indicated more positive work reflection at TimeTais finding supports Hypothesis 3.
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Table 4.3
Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Reedg Positive Work Reflection at Time 2

from Work Engagement at Time 1

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender 0.001 0.018 -0.012 -0.226
Age -0.069 -1.130 -0.074 -1.240
Relationship statu¥ 0.023 0.432 0.027 0.514
Children® 0.103 1.664 0.098 1.617
Positive work reflection t1 0.538 10.140*** 0.451 7.661***
Work engagement t1 0.186 3.152**
R? 0.303 0.330
F 21.777** 20.451***
AR? 0.303 0.027
F 21.777** 9.933**

Note 20 = men, 1 = women;0 = single, 1 = living with a spousef = no, 1 = yes; t1 =

Time 1; ** p<.001, *p< .01, *p < .05.
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Hypothesis 2 and 4 proposed that positive affedt@ositive work reflection are
positively related to WLE. We conducted a regrassinalysis with entering both predictor
variables simultaneously into the model. Model digated that gender, positive affect at
Time 1, and WLE at Time 1 were significant predistof WLE at Time 2 (see Table 4.4). In
Model 2, we included positive affect and positiverkreflection at Time 2 as predictor
variables. Model 2 showed a significant improvenmer Model 1 4R? = .113,F = 27.422
p <.001). Analysis showed that positive affect aoditive work reflection at Time 2 were
both positively related to WLE at Time 2. Employed®s indicated more positive work
reflection and higher positive affect experiencaaterWLE. Thus, Hypothesis 2 and 4 are

supported.
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Table 4.4

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regdg Enrichment at Time 2 from

Positive Work Reflection and Positive Affect atd2n

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender 0.111 2.211* 0.110 2.413*
Age 0.059 1.016 0.053 0.979
Relationship statu¥ -0.065 -1.267 -0.089 -1.914
Children® -0.101 -1.714 -0.120 -2.212*
Positive affect t1 0.119 2.096* -0.033 -0.519
Positive work reflection t1 -0.019 -0.324 831 -3.122**
Enrichment t1 0.536 8.858*** 0.495 8.929***
Positive affect t2 0.194 3.086**
Positive work reflection t2 0.356 6.466***
R? 0.378 0.491
F 21.500%** 26.383***
AR? 0.378 0.113
F 21.500%** 27.433***

Note.?0 = men, 1 = women;0 = single, 1 = living with a spousef = no, 1 = yes; t1 =

Time 1, t2 = Time 2; ** p < .001, ** p < .01, * g .05.
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Hypotheses 5 proposed that both positive affecajtfd positive work reflection
(H5b) mediate the relationship between work engagegrand WLE. We tested these
hypotheses following three different approachestFive conducted the three-step procedure
proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986). Subsequenéytested the results of this procedure
by means of a Sobel Test (MacKinnon, et al., 208&8ylitionally, we applied the
bootstrapping approach for multiple mediators axdeed by Preacher and Hayes (2008).

In the first step of the three-step procedure stirhg a mediation hypothesis, the
independent variables should be significantly egldb the dependent variables. Secondly, the
independent variables should be significantly egldb the mediator variables. And finally,
the mediator variables should be significantly tedao the dependent variables, when the
independent variables are included in the equafidditionally, a relationship between
independent and dependent variable that had bgeificant in the first step should become
insignificant in the third step. For our analysie first step of the procedure implies that
work engagement should be significantly relate@cE at Time 2 (Hypothesis 6). This
condition was met. Table 4.5 shows the resultsré&sipn analysis indicated that gender and
WLE at Time 1 as control variables in Model 1 sfgraintly predicted WLE at Time 2. In
Model 2, we entered work engagement into the eguakilodel 2 showed a significant
improvement over Model AR = .019,F = 7.517 p< .01). We found that work engagement
was positively related to WLE at Time 2. In partanyemployees who were highly engaged

at Time 1 experienced more WLE at Time 2. Thus,dilypsis 6 was supported.
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Table 4.5

Results from Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regdg Enrichment at Time 2 from Work

Engagement at Time 1

Model 1 Model 2

R t R t
Gender 0.110 2.177* 0.100 2.001*
Age 0.064 1.097 0.065 1.126
Relationship statu¥ -0.069 -1.341 -0.071 -1.405
Children® -0.092 -1.557 -0.091 -1.564
Enrichment t1 0.577 11.210*** 0.494 8.355***
Work engagement t1 0.160 2.742**
R2 0.367 0.385
F 28.943*** 26.001***
AR? 0.367 0.019
F 28.943*** 7.517**

Note 20 = men, 1 = woment;0 = single, 1 = living with as spoused = no, 1 = yes; t1 =

Time 1; ** p<.001, *p< .01, *p < .05.
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The next step requires that work engagement shmukignificantly related to positive
affect at Time 2 (Hypothesis 1) and to positive kwaflection at Time 2 (Hypotheses 3). This
condition was met, too (see Tables 4.2 and 4.3}e3$the last condition, we conducted an
additional regression analysis, entering all cdntasiables in Model 1, the predictor variable
(work engagement) in Model 2, the mediator varialffositive affect and positive work
reflection at Time 2) in Model 3, and regressed WAtHime 2 on work engagement at Time
1, positive affect and positive work reflectionTatne 2. Table 4.6 displays the results. In
Model 3 work engagement was no longer a signifipaedictor of WLE at Time 25(= .048,

t = .734,n9) when the mediator variables positive affect aosifve work reflection at Time
2 were entered in the regression equation. Furthernpositive affectd = .184,t = 2.874,

p < .01) and positive work reflectioff € .350,t = 6.289,p < .001) at Time 2 were significant
predictors of WLE at Time 2. Both positive affeatgpositive work reflection at Time 2

mediate the relationship between work engagemeahY\tE at Time 2.
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Table 4.6

Mediation Analysis Predicting Enrichment at Timgdn Work Engagement at Time 1 and Positive Wofle&®n and Positive Affect at Time 2

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

3 t 3 t R t
Gender® 0.111 2.211* 0.102 2.040* 0.107 2.330*
Age 0.059 1.016 0.061 1.063 0.055 1.014
Relationship status -0.065 -1.267 -0.069 -1.356 -0.090 -1.925
Children® -0.101 1.714 -0.095 -1.612 0.118 2 170*
Positive work reflection t1 -0.019 -0.324 -0.050 -0.842 -0.191 -3.200**
Positive affect t1 0.119 2.096* 0.055 0.850 -0.048 -0.716
Enrichment t1 0.536 8.858*** 0.501 8.037*** 0.484 8.475%*
Work engagement t1 0.147 2.103* 0.048 0.734
Positive work reflection t2 0.350 6.280%**
Positive affect t2 0.184 2 874%
R2 0.378 0.389 0.492
F 21.500%** 19.625*** 23.754***
AR? 0.378 0.011 0.104
F 21.500*** 4.424* 25.008***

Note 20 = men, 1 = womer?:0 = single, 1 = living with a spousef) = no, 1 = yes; t1 = Time 1, t2 = Time 2; **< .001, **p < .01, *p < .05.
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Additionally, Sobel tests (MacKinnon, et al., 20@@hfirmed our findings resulting
from the three-step procedure of Baron and Ken@g§) For Hypothesis 5a and 5b the
Sobel tests indicated that the indirect effectwaifk engagement on WLE at Time 2 for
positive affect at Time Z(E 2.23,p < .05) and positive work reflection at TimezZ2=2.83,

p < .01) were statistically significant.

Finally, we tested mediation with the bootstrapppgroach for multiple mediators as
recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2008). For timedénalysis, we used the SPSS
macro for indirect effects developed by Hayes (3QG& a bias-corrected bootstrap to
calculate the 95% confidence interval, using 5,@amples (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). We
specified our model with work engagement as predi®/LE at Time 2 as outcome, and both
positive affect and positive work reflection at Br as mediators. Additionally, we added all
control variables into the analysis. Results indidahat the total indirect effect of work
engagement on WLE at Time 2 through the proposetiatues was .18, 95% CI [.12, .26].
The specific indirect effect of work engagemenMShE at Time 2 through positive affect at
Time 2 as a mediator was .09, 95% CI [.03, .1%] #@wmnough positive work reflection at Time
2 as a mediator was .10, 95% CI [.06, .15]. Funrtioee, to test if both of the mediators are
equal in strength, we contrasted positive affedt gositive work reflection at Time 2 within
the same mediation analysis as suggested by Preauihélayes (2008). Results showed that
the contrast of positive affect and positive wagkection was not significant. The effect of
the contrast was -.01, 95% CI [-.09, .07]. This liegpthat both mediators, positive affect and
positive work reflection at Time 2, are equal ireegth, when accounting for the indirect
effect of work engagement on WLE at Time 2.

Taken together, all three methods for testing nmexhiasupported our Hypotheses 5a
and 5b. Both positive affect and positive work o#ifen at Time 2 mediated the relationship

between work engagement and WLE at Time 2.
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Discussion

The aim of the present study was to investigateiatiad variables in the work-life-
enrichment process. Using a longitudinal designtested an affective pathway as
hypothesized by the enrichment model (GreenhausweR, 2006). Additionally, building
upon Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Lazarus, 1991a)nsposed a cognitive pathway in the
relationship between work engagement and WLE. Eurtbre, we extended the work-family
enrichment model developed by Greenhaus and P(2@€)6) by applying the model to all
employees regardless of their marital and faméyust.

Results of our study support our hypotheses, tbagributing to research on the
work/non work interface in several ways. First, bveaden the knowledge of underlying
processes in the enrichment model. We found thsitipe work experiences (work
engagement as a work-related variable) are retatpdsitive affect, which in turn is
associated with enrichment in private life (as a-m@rk variable). In particular, the results of
our study indicate an indirect relationship betwenk engagement and WLE via an
affective pathway. This means that highly work-egeghemployees experience high positive
affect, which is related to enrichment in private.|This finding supports one of the scarcely
investigated core assumptions of the enrichmenteinbat positive affect is a mediating
variable in the enrichment process (Greenhaus &HpR2006).

Second, we proposed an additional pathway in thielenent process between work
and non-work domain experiences as suggested lieraasearch (llies, et al., 2009). Based
on the assumption that individuals not only reacerperiences but appraise them according
to their influence on outcomes (Lazarus, 1991a)hwmothesized and tested a cognitive
pathway as an additional linking mechanism in thechment process. We suggested that the
positive work reflection during leisure time may as such a cognitive pathway that transfers
positive experiences at work into private life. Thmeling confirms the theoretically based

assumption that besides positive affect theredeed another, cognitive pathway in the
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relationship between work engagement and work#oelinrichment. In particular, this finding
implies that employees who are highly engaged akwame more likely to reflect positively
about work during leisure time which in turn isateld to increased experiences of enrichment
in private life. Thus, our result are in line witie basic idea of the Cognitive Appraisal
Theory that individuals evaluate and interpretrtie@periences and that this psychological
process is linking the specific experience to alt@me (Lazarus, 1991a). Specifically,
regarding positive work experiences our finding destrated that employees may indeed
capitalize on positive work experience throughaetihg positively about job aspects as
proposed by Langston (1994). Moreover, the conb@stnalysis reveals that both mediators
are equal in strength. This finding highlights tlmportance of a cognitive pathway in the
enrichment process, in addition to an affective. dmeonsequence, our study offers empirical
and theoretical opportunities for future reseaccinvestigate the role of cognition in the
enrichment process in more detail. SummarizedJteestiour study suggest that highly work-
engaged employees transfer their positive work egpees into private life, both by being
positively activated and energized through thesitipe work experiences and, moreover, by
thinking about the good sides of their work duri@igure time - jointly resulting in an
enrichment of private life.

Finally, our findings provide support for our overlaing assumption that enrichment
between life domains is not limited to the work-fgnmterface as recent research proposed
(G. G. Fisher, et al., 2009). We found that hightkmengagement is related to enrichment in
private life in general. These results suggestehathment can be an experience of all
employees regardless of their marital or familyusgtaProvided that the consequences of
work-life enrichment is similar to work-family eshment, this is an important finding as
work-family enrichment has been shown to be rel&texkveral positive consequences such
as improved well-being, physical health, job parfance (e.g., Carlson, Kacmar, et al., 2011,

van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009), and job satisfa¢Shockley & Singla, 2011). Because
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these variables are important criteria within theéividual as well as the organizational
context, future research should investigate thegticeiship between WLE and crucial
organizational and individual outcomes.

In sum, our study contributes theoretically and eirglly to the understanding of the
enrichment process in the work/non-work interplayparticular, it sheds light on mediating
variables underlying the enrichment process thpseding existing research and theory on
the work/non-work interface (e.g., G. G. Fisheralet2009; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Siu,
et al., 2010). First of all, our results confirnetbore assumption of the enrichment model that
positive affect is an essential mediator in theokmnent process. Secondly, our study
supports the proposition derived from Cognitive fggal Theory (Lazarus, 1991a) that in
addition to the affective there is a cognitive pedly, namely positive work reflection that
links positive work experiences to enrichment iivae life. Additionally, we showed that
the work-family enrichment model developed by Gremrs and Powell (2006) can be

extended and applied to all employees — regardlieggeir marital or family status.

Limitations and Future Research

Despite these theoretical and empirical contrimsjdhere are some limitations in our
study. First of all, we used self-report measuoesafl of our constructs raising questions
about common-method bias (Podsakoff, et al., 2Q98)vever, due to the longitudinal study
design we could temporally separate the measurepogmis of predictor and outcome
variables, which can patrtially rule out self-soubias. Moreover, confirmatory factor
analyses demonstrated that our study variablesmdependent constructs at both
measurement points. Nevertheless, future reseaigiit mant to replicate our findings by
using ratings from other sources such as friendslatives. Additionally, it has to be noted
that mediators and outcome variables are measimedtaneously, which may increase the

relations of the variables. Therefore, researchmght want to implement a three-wave study
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design, so that mediators and outcome variablebeassessed at distinct points in time, in
order to reduce the likelihood of inflated assaoiad.

Findings of our study suggest a causal relationsbtpreen predictor, mediator and
outcome variables. Yet, although predictor and @ute variables were collected at different
measurement points in order to rule out some altem explanations, our research design
does not allow for clear causal inferences. Theegfiuiture research might conduct an
experimental study and manipulate, for exampleitipesvork reflection and positive affect
to strengthen the findings of our field study.

Finally, as mentioned above, work-family enrichmisntelated to several favorable
outcomes (e.g., Carlson, Kacmar, et al., 2011)r&fbee, future research should investigate
the relationship between enrichment of privatedifel important outcomes such as physical
and mental health and job performance to confirenatbsumption that consequences of WLE

are comparable to those of work-family enrichment.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

Based on Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Lazarus, 19®iia study contributes to
research on mediating variables in the enrichmestgss. Our results demonstrate that
besides positive affect there is a cognitive pathliviking positive work experiences to
positive experiences in private life. This findipgint to the fact that the model of enrichment
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) should be expanded kgdditional, namely cognitive pathway.
As this was the first study that investigated anitdge pathway in the enrichment process
future research might replicate our findings. Femthore, results of our study might
encourage the examination of additional facetoghdive appraisal in the work/non-work
interface (van Steenbergen, et al., 2008). Additlignit might be an interesting research
guestion if there are any moderating variablesitifatence the mediating mechanisms, for

example strategies of employees to manage bousdastereen work and non-work (llies, et
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al., 2009). Cognitive Appraisal Theory proposes #idoough appraisal and emotion are
distinct constructs they may depend on each otleafus, 1991a). Thus, as our study design
does not allow testing causal relationships betwkemediators, future research might
examine this relationship by using, for exampldiaay design with multiple measurement
points.

Besides these theoretical implications, resultsusfstudy offer practical implications
both for organizations and the individual employdesne assumes that work-family
enrichment and WLE are similar in their consequenogganizations should foster WLE and
thus, in consequence, improve employee’s job satisih and job performance. Therefore, as
work engagement is an antecedent of WLE, orgaoizatand supervisors should enhance
employee’s work engagement. For that purpose, iLaitd Maslach (2010) suggested
interventions that foster employees’ motivationvatk as well as interventions that create a
healthy and safe work environment. Both high mdibraat work and a supporting work
environment are related to high work engagementdi.& Maslach, 2010). Additionally,
employees themselves could actively take advardadéenefit from positive work
experiences. Results of our study indicated thsitive work reflection is a mediator in the
relationship between work engagement and WLE nika With Cognitive Appraisal Theory
(Lazarus, 1991a) this implies that employees mophkji react emotionally to positive
experiences but actively reflect them which in tegsults in a positive outcome such as the
enrichment of private life. As individuals may aetly influence their thoughts (Piotrkowski,
1979) this opens the chance for employees to iserdeeir own WLE by integrating the
positive aspects of the job into private life by, €&xample, reflecting about their
accomplishments and other positive experiencegt.Wor that purpose, employees
themselves may trigger positive work reflection toy,example, sharing positive work
experiences with important others (Gable, et &042. In addition, employees can foster

positive work reflection by implementing cognitiv@utines during leisure time and thinking
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about the positive sides of their work. Aside frtmat, it has been shown, that the cognitive
appraisal can be manipulated (van Steenbergeh, 2088). This provides the opportunity to
organizations to create interventions that helpleyges to reflect about experiences at work

in a positive way in order to feel enriched.
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General Discussion

The main goal of the present dissertation was teréxesearch on the positive side of
the work-family interface. In three independenltdistudies | investigated how employees
might benefit from holding multiple roles. Specéity, by identifying different boundary
management aspects as predictors of work-to-faemiichment as well as linking
mechanisms between the work and the nonwork dothamissertation aimed at shedding
more light on the work-to-family enrichment proce&dditionally, | examined favorable job-
related outcomes of work-to-family enrichment. Hiyyd expanded the enrichment model of
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) by considering an iadditmediator besides positive affect as
well as by applying the model to employees indepatig from their family status. In the
following sections of this chapter, | will summagiand integrate the central findings of all
three studies and highlight their contributionsdsearch. Furthermore, | will discuss the
strengths and limitations of the present dissemadind will finish the chapter with the

implications for future research and practice.

Overall Summary of Results

In the first study (Chapter 2), my co-author amamined how different boundary
management aspects contribute to work-to-familycenment. Based on Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000), we considered boundarpagament both as an individual
(preferences of an employee) as well as a contiexawiable (perceived supplies of a
workplace). Additionally, we differentiated the eloyee’s preferences and the perceived
supplies of a workplace with respect to the tworttary dimensions flexibility (time and
spatial boundary) and permeability (psychologicaitdary). We hypothesized that an
employee’s preference to be flexible at work an@m@uployee’s preference to psychologically
integrate work into the family domain should beipwesly related to work-to-family

enrichment. Furthermore, we proposed an employesieption of the organization as



Chapter 5: General discussiori32

offering temporal and spatial flexible as well &mpeable work boundaries to be positively
associated to work-to-family enrichment. Moreowee, proposed that work-to-family
enrichment in turn should be positively relategoto satisfaction. We tested our hypotheses
with data from 222 employees having at least oldaimder the age of 18 living in the same
household.

Results of hierarchical regression analyses coefirthat both an employee’s
preference to psychologically integrate work irite family domain as well as an employee’s
perception of the organization as offering temparal spatial flexibility were positively
related to work-to-family enrichment. Furthermone, found a positive relationship between
work-to-family enrichment and job satisfaction. Wéend no support for two of our
hypotheses: neither an employee’s preference terbporal and spatial flexible at work nor
an employee’s perception of the organization asrimff) permeable boundaries were
positively related to work-to-family enrichment. $am, the findings of this study showed
that specific boundary management aspects weneddia the experience of work-to-family
enrichment. Specifically, the results highlightedoae assumption of Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000) that integrating work irikee family domain can have beneficial
effects on the work-family interface. Moreover, dadings provided support for the
proposition of the enrichment model (Greenhaus &l 2006) that flexible work
boundaries are a crucial driver of work-to-famityiehment. Finally, our study underpinned
the importance of work-family enrichment for orgeations by demonstrating a positive
relationship between work-to-family enrichment gmldl satisfaction.

Study 2 (Chapter 3) investigated the relationsiefpvieen an employee’s preference to
psychologically integrate work into the family domand work-to-family enrichment under a
longitudinal perspective of six months. Particyiadccording to Boundary Theory (Ashforth,
et al., 2000) and based on the results of Studyylgo-author and | proposed that the more an

employee prefers to psychologically integrate wiatk the family domain the more the
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employee should experience work-to-family enrichtnéve hypothesized this relationship to
only occur for employees with low levels of psyatmgital detachment from work during non-
work time. Moreover, we assumed that work-to-faneilyichment should be positively
related to work engagement (work absorption) abdsgtisfaction. In addition, again relying
on Boundary Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000), wegmeed that work engagement (absorption)
is not only a consequence of work-to-family enrigminbut also an antecedent of an
employee’s preference to integrate work into theifiadomain. We tested our hypotheses
with a sample of 207 employees having at leastcbiid under the age of 18 in the same
household.

Results of hierarchical regression analyses redealpport for the positive relationship
between an employee’s preference to integrate wbokhe family domain and work-to-
family enrichment over time. As expected, this tielaship occurred only for employees who
indicated a low level of psychological detachmeairf work during non-work time. These
findings provided support for the assumption of Baary Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) that
besides an employee’s preferences also specificdaomy management behaviors matter in
the relationship between boundary management grefes and the work-family interface.
Furthermore, our results supported our hypothésiswork-to-family enrichment is
positively related to beneficial job-related outasr{work engagement (absorption) and job
satisfaction). These findings once again stresgpertance of work-to-family enrichment
as an organizational concern. Finally, we could olestrate that work engagement
(absorption) also is a predictor of an employeei&grence to integrate the work into the
family domain, thus giving a first hint to a readgal relationship between work engagement
(absorption) and work-to-family enrichment.

While Study 1 and 2 focused on antecedents asasalh consequences of work-to-
family enrichment, Study 3 (Chapter 4) examined iat&éthy mechanism in the enrichment

process between work (work engagement) and non-expkriences (work-to-life



Chapter 5: General discussiorl34

enrichment). Particularly, based on Cognitive AjgabTheory (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b) we
hypothesized that besides positive affect theamiadditional, more cognitive, pathway that
links work engagement to work-to-life enrichmente\Bluggested positive work reflection
during non-work-time as such a cognitive pathwagrébver, we aimed at demonstrating
that enrichment between the work and non-work darnsan experience of all employees
independently from their family status. In thisdstuwe tested our hypotheses with a sample
of 256 full-time employees with various family bac&unds who answered two
questionnaires with a time lag of three months.

The results of this study confirmed that both pesiaffectand positive work reflection
conjointly mediated the relationship between wargagement and work-to-life enrichment.
Moreover, we demonstrated that enrichment in faahi experience that is not restricted to
employees who are family members in a traditioeaks. Thus, the findings of Study 3
contributed to research on the interplay betweemibrk and non-work domain by expanding
the work-family enrichment model developed by Gremrs and Powell (2006).

In sum, the results of the studies yield strongpsufpfor the assumption that holding
multiple roles might be beneficial for the employ&geenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacz, et
al., 2007; Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974). The findimgscate that positive work experiences
indeed foster the experience of enrichment in thrework domain as proposed by the
enrichment model (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Moeeply showing that the experience of
enrichment in the non-work domain in turn is asated with favorable job-related
consequences, we could highlight the relevanceookisfiamily enrichment in the
organizational context. Furthermore, the findingthe dissertation are in line with the
assumption of Boundary Theory that integrating wagkmatters into the family domain can
have beneficial effects on the work-family intedg@shforth, et al., 2000). Finally, the
present dissertation expands the enrichment medd¢eeloped by Greenhaus and Powell

(2006). Specifically, based upon the Cognitive Agigal Theory (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b) it
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could be demonstrated that positive experiencéseinvork domain are linked to the
experience of enrichment in the non-work domainamy through an affective but,
additionally, through a cognitive pathway. Furthers results provide support that the
experience of enrichment is not limited to empleyegh a family in a traditional sense
Figure 5.1 depicts a summarized overview of theremad relationships of all three

studies. In the following, | will integrate and disss the findings of the dissertation.



Chapter 5: General discussiori36

Psychological
Detachment

4] Job
------- Satisfaction

Boundary
— Management Y

Work
Engagement

Enrichment

Positive
Affect/

Positive
............................................................. > Work RN AR A
Reflection N Work

A

Engagement

Moderator

Antecedents Mediators

Consequences

Figure 5.1 Summarized overview of the research model. Study - = Study 2=— Study 3z



Chapter 5: General discussiori37

Discussion and integration of the study results.

Study 1 and 2 focused on the relationship betwé&reht boundary management
variables and work-to-family enrichment as welbagob-related consequences. Both studies
revealed a positive relationship between the egped of work-to-family enrichment and
favorable job-related outcomes. These findings yntipht an employee who experiences work
as beneficial for the family domain might returistbenefit to the giving domain — the
organization. Moreover, results of Study 1 indidatteat an employee’s perception of the
organization as offering temporal and flexible badames was positively related to work-to-
family enrichment. This result is in line with thrk-family enrichment model (Greenhaus
& Powell, 2006) and with previous research that diestrated that flexibility at the
workplace (e.qg., flexible working hours) is an imjamt job resource that is positively
associated with work-to-family enrichment (Carlsenal., 2010; Hayman, 2009; McNall, et
al., 2009).

An additional finding of Study 1 was that an emp@es preference to integrate work
into the family domain was positively related tork«o-family enrichment. This finding is of
particular interest because past research mostiyséal on demonstrating that the integration
of working matters into the family domain mightuéisn negative consequences such as
work-family conflict (Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2860Park & Jex, 2011). However, due to
the cross-sectional design, Study 1 does not dthodvaw clear conclusions about the
direction of the relationship between an employge&erence for work-family integration
and work-to-family enrichment. One alternative exgtion might be, for example, that the
experience of work-to-family enrichment influen@semployee’s preference to integrate
work into the family domain. Therefore, we tookthps specific result of Study 1 in Study 2
and examined the relationship between an employategration preference and work-to-
family enrichment under a longitudinal perspectiesults of Study 2 confirmed the positive

relationship between an employee’s preference anl-to-family enrichment. The
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longitudinal design of Study 2 as well as the sgranchoring of our hypothesis in Boundary
Theory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) might permit thenclusion that an employee’s preference for
work-family integration is indeed a predictor of kkdo-family enrichment.

Additionally, results of Study 2 indicated that tteéationship between an employee’s
preference for work-family integration and workftonily enrichment occurred in particular
for employees who indicated low levels of psychatabdetachment from work during non-
work time. This finding expands the results of $tadcand shows that the relationship
between the employee’s preference to manage bdesdard the experience of enrichment
depends on specific boundary management behaimorensequence, this result supports an
additional assumption of the Boundary Theory thrappses that specific boundary
management strategies play an important role imelaionship between an employee’s
preference for boundary management and the workyfamberface (Ashforth, et al., 2000).

In Study 2 we additionally hypothesized that wong@gement and, specifically, work
absorption is a positive work experience that fesés employee’s preference to integrate the
work and the family domain which in turn shouldrb&ated to work-to-family enrichment.
Results provided support for these hypotheses antbdstrated an indirect effect of work
engagement on work-to-family enrichment through leyges’ integration preferences.

Taken together, the findings of Study 1 and 2 felipported one of the core
propositions of the present dissertation that irattagg life domains can be beneficial for the
employee. We could show that integrating work it family domain can facilitate the
transfer of resources from the work into the fandidmain and thereby trigger the experience
of work-to-family enrichment and, moreover, favdegjob-related outcomes. This finding is
important because it challenges past researciptedominantly focused on a negative
perspective of work-family integration by showirngit integrating working matters into the

family domain can also result in positive consegeasrfor the employee.
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Study 3 revealed that the spillover of positive kvexperiences (work engagement) into
the non-work domain (work-to-life enrichment) seadmbe an indirect process via an
affective and a cognitive pathway. However, Studys® revealed a main effect of work
engagement on the experience of enrichment inghenork domain that was fully mediated
by the both proposed mediators positive affect@ogitive work reflection. In contrary, in
Study 2 we found no main effect between work engege (absorption) and the experience
of enrichment in the non-work domain. There areesgvexplanations that may account for
these different results. First, the time frameipfnsonths in Study 2 might have been too long
to find a main effect of work engagement on workamily enrichment. Due to the nature of
a field study it could not be comprehensively coltéd for all possible third variables over
the time frame of six months. Thus, there mightehlaeen variables that had impact on the
relationship between work engagement and enrichinghe non-work domain over the
course of six months that we did not assess. Ségdmath work engagement and the
experience of enrichment in the non-work domainensgerationalized differently in Study 2
as opposed to Study 3. The different measurementd be crucial for the different results
because they might assess different constructsleast different aspects of the same
construct, respectively. For example, work absorpéis measured in Study 2 is only one
aspect of work engagement as assessed in Studyti3o@rd, 2001; Schaufeli, Salanova,
Gonzalez-Roma4, & Bakker, 2002). It might be possthat work engagement characterized
by vigor, dedicationand absorption in Study 3 (Schaufeli, et al., 2002yerikkely or more
comprehensively reflects a positive work experietheg predicts enrichment in the non-work
domain than work absorption as measured in Stu@®othbard, 2001). Finally, the different
findings might result from the different samplesh&ieas in Study 2 the sample comprised
only employees having at least one child, we inetlidll employees independently from their
family background in Study 3. Because researcteretrichment process in very

heterogeneous samples is still in its infancy, neanpirical research on the relationship
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between positive work experiences and enrichmetitdmon-work domain is needed.
Nevertheless, we could show in Study 2 that wodagement relates indirectly to work-to-
family enrichment through the interaction of an éogpe’s preference to integrate the work
into the family domain and low levels of psycholmgjidetachment from work. Therefore, it
seems that work engagement indeed is a positivk giqrerience that promotes the
experience of enrichment in the non-work domaimdependently of the specific sample,
time frames and operationalizations of the construc

The results of Study 3 that revealed positive aféed positive work reflection as
mediators underlying the enrichment process comghésithe results of Study 1 and Study 2
that left the question of possible mediators inghachment process unanswered. What
happens in between an employee’s positive work repee and the experience of feeling
enriched in the non-work domain? How can a workeeigmce actually influence a non-work
experience? Study 3 pursued this question and lexvézat a positive work experience
promotes employee’s positive affect as well agibstive reflection about working matters
during non-work time and that these both medigtrgly link the work and non-work
domain.

Summarizing the core results of the present dissent might suggest the following
relationships in the enrichment process. Accordinipe results of Study 3, it seems
reasonable that, on the one hand, positive workmspces and positive non-work
experiences are directly linked by positive affdttis assumption is in line with previous
research (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Rothbard, 2@ xhe other hand, Study 3 also
revealed that there is an additional cognitive waththat links work and non-work
experiences. Integrating the results of Study 8 wasults of Study 1 and 2 the cognitive
pathway between positive work and non-work expeeemight be described as follows:
there is a positive relationship between positiveknexperiences and positive work reflection

(and in turn to enrichment) that is mediated byititeraction between an employee’s
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preference for integration and psychological dataaht. This indirect relationship seems to
be very plausible because all three constructs aateng emphasis on an employee’s
mental occupation with working matters during noorkvtime and, therefore, are likely
interconnected. An employee’s preference to megniiaégrate the work into the family
domain implies that this employee prefer, for exblan think about working matters during
non-work time. It seems obvious that these emp®yeéurn might more likehactually

reflect working matters during non-work time — angbarticular if they indicate only low
levels of psychological detachment from work drunmpwork time. The suggested
relationships get additional support by the findaigtudy 1 that an employee’s preference to
integrate work into the family domain is positivelated to work-to-family enrichment over
and above positive affect (Table 2.2, p. 45). Faitesearch might want to follow this idea

and examine this proposed model as a whole.

Contribution to Research

The results of the present dissertation contributesearch in work and organizational
psychology and, specifically, to research on th&tp@ side of the work-family interface. In
the following, 1 will outline how the main findingsf the three studies add to research on the
interplay between the work and the non-work donraimore detail.

First, the present dissertation contributes thezaky as well as empirically to research
on crucial facilitators of work-family enrichmery strongly drawing on Boundary Theory
(Ashforth, et al., 2000), results of this disseomaindicate that an employee’s perception of
an organization as offering flexible work boundari® positively related to work-to-family
enrichment. This finding underlines the relevantclexibility as a resource to promote
work-family enrichment as proposed by the enrichimeodel of Greenhaus and Powell
(2006). Moreover, the findings demonstrate tha¢muployee’s preference to mentally

integrate working matters into the non-work domaight be beneficial for the employee.
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This result confirms one core assumption of Boupddreory (Ashforth, et al., 2000) that
integrating life domains facilitates a smooth tiios between these domains and thereby
helps the employee to meet demands emerging frifereht domains. Taken together, the
present dissertation integrates and complementsahmework of work-family enrichment
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) within Boundary Thedkgl{forth, et al., 2000).

Moreover, the finding of Study 1 and Study 2 thatkvfamily integration might benefit
the employee complements past research that nfostiged on the negative consequences of
work-family integration on the non-work domain. Acding to this negative perspective,
being occupied with working matters during non-wbtinke might consume resources and
results in detrimental outcomes for the employeekFet al., 2011; Sonnentag, Binnewies, et
al., 2010; Sonnentag & Kruel, 2006). Accordinglyemtally detaching from work during non-
work time is assumed to help the employee to restepleted resources (Fritz, et al., 2010;
Sonnentag & Zijlstra, 2006; Zijlstra & Cropley, Z)0

However, the present dissertation demonstrategptsitive work experiences (work
engagement) enrich the family life via an emploggweference to integrate work into the
non-work domain, particularly for employees whoiaadelow levels of psychological
detachment. This finding gets additional supporth®yresult of Study 3 that positive work
reflection mediates the relationship between pasitvork experiences and the experience of
enrichment in the non-work domain. Specificallystimterpretation implies that employees
who have positive work experiences transfer thepermences into the non work-domain by
thinking positively about, for example, accomplisints at work. Thus, with respect to
positive work experiences, being occupied with virggkmatters during non-work time seems
to facilitate the transfer of resources from thekniato the non-work domain and thereby
seems to foster favorable outcomes such as theierpe of enrichment. In consequence,

results may encourage a new perspective on thplayebetween the work and non-work
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domain and may trigger research on the circumstatize yield positive versus negative
consequences of work-family integration.

Second, findings of the present dissertation expaee&nrichment model developed by
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) in two important wayst of all, it shed more light on the
linking mechanisms in the enrichment process. Graes and Powell (2006) proposed
positive affect to mediate the relationship betwidenwork and non-work domain. Results of
the present dissertation (Study 3) suggest, howévatr besides an affective there is an
additional, cognitive pathway. This finding is iné with the Cognitive Appraisal Theory
(Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b). Thus, the findings adeésearch on the scarcely studied
mechanisms that link the work with the non-work @im The results help to understand how
work experiences spill over into the non-work damand may give hints how the employees
themselves can promote their own experience otlement.

Moreover, the present dissertation suggests tkeattperience of enrichment between
the work and non-work domain occurs independemntignfthe family background. The
finding indicates that work engagement and workftoenrichment are positively related for
all employees. Thus, this result transfers the mobleork-family enrichment of Greenhaus
and Powell (2006) into a model of wolike-enrichment. The notion that the experience of
enrichment does not depend on an employee’s fdmitkground offers implications for both
future research on the interplay between the waodkreon-work domain as well as for
practice that will be delineated later in this deap

Third, by investigating job-related consequencesadk-to-family enrichment, the
present dissertation highlights the relevance efpibsitive side of the work-family interface
for the organizations beyond an employee’s expee@f enrichment in itself. The results
indicate that work-to-family enrichment is positiyassociated with job satisfaction and
work engagement. Specifically, this implies thatamployee who feels enriched by his or her

work is more likely satisfied with his or her jobcamore likely engaged at work. Thus, this
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result suggests that an employee who benefits fhemvorkplace will answer this benefit
with a positive affective and motivational attituidevard the organization.

Whereas an increasing body of research could dstmade a strong relationship
between work-to-family enrichment and job satistat{Shockley & Singla, 2011), work
engagement as a motivational consequence of weidnatdy enrichment got no attention,
yet. However, work engagement is an important cansbecause it is positively related to
several positive outcomes such as job performadakker & Bal, 2010; Christian, et al.,
2011) and organizational commitment (Hakanen, Sefia& Ahola, 2008). Thus, the
present dissertation adds to research on work engagt by identifying work-to-family
enrichment as an antecedent of work engagement.

Moreover, results of the studies suggest work esiggt also as an antecedent of
enrichment between the work and non-work domaiims Fhplies that work engagement
seems to be both an antecedsmd a consequence of enrichment. In other words, tmégat
be a reciprocal relationship of work engagemernttithenediated by the enrichment process.
Past research already demonstrated reciprocailorgdaips involving work engagement
(Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli, 2011; Salanovaalteli, Xanthopoulou, & Bakker, 2010;
Xanthopoulou, et al., 2009a). Salanova et al. (2@drlexample found that personal resources
such as self-efficacy foster work engagement andk wogagement in turn fosters the
personal resources. Unfortunately, the designudys8 with two measurement occasions
does not allow a clear causal interpretation ofréhationships between work engagement and
enrichment. Nevertheless, the present results rbiglat first step in showing that work-to-
family enrichment is involved in a so-called “gaipiral” (Hobfoll, 1989) that the work

domain enriches the non-work domain and the norkwomain in turn the work domain.
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Strengths and Limitations
The present dissertation has several strengthaldmisome limitations that | will

discuss in the following sections.

Self-report data.

One limitation of this dissertation is that all idnles were measured by self-reports
throughout all three studies. A resulting probleinseif-report data is that of common method
variance which possibly might inflate the relatibips between some predictor and outcome
variables (Podsakoff, et al., 2003). Therefore, waver possible we addressed this risk of
biased results and temporally separated predicbioatcome variables. For example, in
Study 2, to examine a core hypothesis we assessqatadictor variable - an employee’s
preference for work-family integration - at thestimeasurement and the outcome variable -
work-to-family enrichment - at the second measurgrecasion. Similarly, in Study 3, we
measured the predictor variable work engagemehedirst and the outcome variable work-
to-life enrichment at the second measurement ocamcashus, the relationships between these
temporally separated variables are unlikely infldtd¢ common method variance. In addition,
in Study 2 and 3 we did not predict the absolutelleut changes in the outcome variables
work-to-family (life) enrichment over time. This phes that we controlled for the Time 1
level of the respective outcome variable at TimBythis methodological approach the
influence of some possible third variables (e.dfeknces in personality) and biases due to
differences between participants should at leaseteced.

However, due to practical concerns, we could nofpiarally separate all of our
predictor, outcome, and mediating variables throug/the three studies. For example, in
Study 2 we were forced to measure work-to-familga@mment and both consequences of
enrichment at the second measurement occasiorsitilar manner, in Study 3 we could not

temporally separate mediator and outcome variaMeseover, due to the cross-sectional
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design of Study 1, all variables were assessdtkatame time. However, we partly addressed
this problem of Study 1 by testing one of our damding under a longitudinal perspective in
Study 2. In addition, results of confirmatory facamalyses in all three studies revealed that
our study variables were independent construa# ateasurement occasions. Moreover,
research stated that the influence of common methadnce on relationships between
variables is overestimated and that merely assgssiriables at the same time and/or by the
same method does not unavoidably lead to inflagtationships between variables (Spector,
2006).

Nevertheless, future research might replicate imdglirigs by using more than two
measurement occasions. This approach could hegttae the potential problem of common
method bias and, therefore, help to draw cleanesalanferences about the relationship
between predictors and outcomes. Furthermore,dutgearch should investigate our central
study variables such as work-to-family enrichmerdéim employee’s preference to manage
boundaries, using ratings from other sources sadhraily members. However, it is not clear
if the ratings of, for example, the spouse are mail than self-report data especially if the
research interest lies in assessing subjectiveriexpes or internal states (Frese & Zapf,
1994; Spector, 2006) as is the case with, for exantipe experience of enrichment.
Moreover, all ratings of other sources could alsycthe risk of biases in addition to a lack
of validity (Spector, 2006).

To sum up this reasoning, we are convinced thatabelts of all of the three studies are
not the product of inflated relationships througtbanmon method variance due to self-report

data.

Alternative explanations.
Another shortcoming of the present dissertationhinog that we could not rule out all

possible alternative explanations that arise froenstudy results.
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First of all, research on the interplay betweenvibbek and non-work domain revealed
that there are various variables that influencepsaposed relationships such as gender, age
or the marital status (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Chetrgl., 2009). To rule out alternative
explanations we controlled for these variablesughmut all three studies. Thus, we are rather
convinced that our results are not caused by thardbles.

Secondly, the three studies of this dissertatioreviield and no experimental studies.
On the one hand, using field studies strengthemgtternal validity of our results. On the
other hand, field studies (versus experimentalisg)alo not allow for clear causal inferences
about the relationship between the various vargab®wever, as delineated above, in Study
2 and 3, we tried to overcome this shortcomingdmydorally separating the predictor (Time
1) from the outcome variable (Time 2) and, moreplgmredicting changes of the outcome
variables (change scores between Time 1 and TimEh® methodological approach allows
at least predicting a tendency of the causal doecAdditionally, we tested our proposed
research models by mediation analyses applying#stvapping approach that provided
additional support for our hypotheses.

Nevertheless, results of the studies, and espgcellts of the cross-sectional Study 1,
have to been interpreted with caution with respectausal inferences. Thus, future research
should conduct experimental or intervention stuthesrovide clearer evidence concerning
the results of the present dissertation. It coe@lddnceivable, for example, to manipulate an
employee’s preference for boundary management yStwohd 2) or psychological
detachment from work (Study 2) by providing infotioa about the benefits of these
strategies. Moreover, research indicates thatatafig about work-family issues can be
manipulated by instructions (van Steenbergen,.e2@08). This finding carries the chance to
replicate and strengthen the findings of Study&at positive work reflection is a mediator in
the enrichment process - within an experimentalgaedloreover, the finding of Study 1 that

perceiving an organization as offering temporal spaktial boundaries is a predictor of work-
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to-family enrichment might be strengthened, forregke, by examining the impact of the

initial implementation of family-friendly policiewithin an organization.

Generalizability.

To examine the proposed relationships of the ptedissertation we conducted three
independent empirical field studies with threeeafiéint samples and time frames. Study 1 was
conducted in a company specialized on the produdionedical-technical equipment with
employees across various occupational groups aadn@asurement occasion. In Study 2, we
tested our hypotheses with a sample of employees four different organizations of the
civil service at two measurement occasions witime tag of 6 months. In these both studies
we tested two of the core hypotheses of this distsen: First, that the integration of working
matters into the family domain might be benefiémlthe employee and, second, that work-
to-family enrichment is positively related to joblated outcomes. Results of both studies
provided support for these hypotheses — acrosardiff samples and time frames. Thus, we
can be confident about the generalizability of ¢hisdings. Moreover, in Study 3 we
included employees with various marital and farbégkgrounds in our samples. Results
revealed that positive work experience were paaiivelated to the experience that work
enriches private life. This result additionally popts the generalizability of the results across
different and, specifically, across a very hetensgaeis sample.

However, there are still some limitations concegrtime generalizability. As mentioned
earlier, in Study 3, we found a positive main efffeetween work engagement and work-to-
life enrichment over the time of three months. tady 2, however, work engagement and,
specifically, work absorption was not directly teld to work-to-family enrichment over the
course of six months. As already described, thégaeht findings might results from
different time frames, samples, and/or construerafonalizations in Study 2 as opposed to

Study 3. This implies that the generalizabilitytloése specific findings must be handled with
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caution. However, in Study 2 we could show an etirelationship between work
engagement and work-to-family enrichment throughkwfamily integration. Therefore, we
are confident that positive work experiences indeedrelated to enrichment in the non-work
domain across different samples and timeframesranckover, across different construct
operationalizations.

Nevertheless, future research should investigaedlationship between positive work
experiences and enrichment in the non-work domsimguwarious time lags. This could help
to identify crucial time frames in which enrichmdygtween life domains proceeds. To my
knowledge, up to now there is no research concgthi@ influence of different time frames
on the relationship between positive work expemsrend the experience of enrichment.
Moreover, future research should replicate ourifigd of Study 1 and Study 2 using a more
heterogeneous sample of employees with respelseitofamily background in order to

strengthen the generalizability of these results.

Implications for Future Research and Practice
The present dissertation offers some implicatiangdsearch and practice that emerge

from the findings.

Implications for future research.

The findings of the present dissertation add teaesh on the positive side of the work-
family interface by identifying antecedents as vesliconsequences of work-to-family
enrichment. Moreover, results of this dissertagapand the work-family enrichment model
developed by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) in twamtapt ways. In consequence, the
present dissertation raises important questionfutare research.

First, the results of this dissertation revealet tntegrating working matters into the

family domain is positively related to work-to-fagnenrichment. However, past research also
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demonstrated that integrating the work and famdgndin might have detrimental
consequences on the non-work domain (Olson-Buch&roswell, 2006; Park & Jex, 2011;
Powell & Greenhaus, 2010). Additionally, a growimggdy of research demonstrated that high
psychological detachment from work during non-witbnke is positively related to favorable
outcomes (Kuhnel, Sonnentag, & Westman, 2009; Suage Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag,
Binnewies, et al., 2010). However, this dissertatievealed that especially employees who
indicated low levels of psychological detachmeantrfrwork experienced enrichment between
the work and the nonwork domain. Thus, the resfltee present dissertation and results of
past research seem to be contradictory or atileembsistent. Yet, in the light of Boundary
Theory these seemingly contradictory findings aey\plausible because Boundary Theory
proposes that integrating life domains brings albath “costs” and “benefits” (Ashforth, et
al., 2000). Work-family conflict — as a possiblesteoccurs in a detrimental environment
where resources are depleted (Greenhaus & Bel®85). By contrast, work-family
enrichment — as a possible benefit - occurs innefi@al environment where resources are
provided (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Work-family conflict and work-family enrichment at@o distinct constructs that may
occur concurrently (Gareis, et al., 2009; Greenl&aBewell, 2006; Grzywacz, et al., 2007).
Moreover, recent research indicated that conflict anrichment might be a kind of changing
episodes (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). In consequengsitiplies that employees might
experience work-family conflict and enrichment altging. It might be possible, that
integration is beneficial on days an employee hagitive work experiences and detrimental
on days an employee had negative work experieBezEause the present dissertation focuses
on the positive side of the work-family interfate tinterplay between work-family
enrichment and work-family conflict still remaineanswered with respect to the integration
of life domains. Thus, it might be interesting fature research to investigate work-family

enrichment and work-family conflict simultaneoudiy; example, within a diary study in
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order to identify circumstances of work-family cbetf versus enrichment. This could be
helpful to identify boundary management stratethes are best on days with positive versus
days with negative experiences, respectively.

Moreover, as discussed earlier in this dissertatiothis context it is important to
identify variables that are helpful for the empleyte be aware of the actual working
situation. Mindfulness could be such a promisingalde in this context. Mindfulness
describes the state of being aware of what is hapget the presence (Carmody, et al.,
2008). Recent research found that the mindfulnEssployees is positively related to the
balance between the work and the private life (A8eKiburz, 2012). Therefore, future
research might investigate if mindfulness suppibresemployee to be aware of positive and
negative work experiences in order to foster thatp@ consequences of holding multiple
roles by integration and to reduce the negativesequences by separation.

Second, the finding of the present dissertatiohwilwaek enriches the private life
independently from the family background needdenresearch. Studies on enrichment
using samples with employees of various familyustes still are scarce. Although the present
dissertation indicates that enrichment betweemiti and non-work domain occurs
independently from the family background it islstihclear if all facilitators of work-family
enrichment are transferable to work-life enrichmé&ior example, a flexible workplace, as a
crucial driver of work-family enrichment, might bess relevant for employees without
children.

Furthermore, only recently, research demonstrdtatfamily members have impact on
the experience of psychological detachment fromkwadoiring non-work time (Hahn &
Dormann, in press). The present dissertation shgsgchological detachment from work as
a moderator in the enrichment process. Thus, theepce or absence of family members
living in the same household might have impactr@ndnrichment processes between the

work and non-work domain through the experiencpsythological detachment from work.
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This reasoning is in line with a system-level agtoto the positive side of the work-family
interface that proposes that also the social enmient influences the experience of
enrichment such as family members and leisureidies(Grzywacz, et al., 2007). These
social factors might be very different for employeéth or without a family in a traditional
sense. Moreover, Study 3 did not assess outcomesr&flife enrichment. Thus, it cannot be
stated if workhfe enrichment in fact results in the same consequseasavorklamily
enrichment. However, combining the results of StRdynd 3 at least suggests that work
engagement is an antecedent as well as an outdomo¢honvork-family and work-life
enrichment. Summarizing these notes, it could benging for future research to take a
closer look on similarities and differences in inecess of workamily versus worKife
enrichment.

Finally, future research on the interplay betwdenwork and non-work domain might
benefit from integrating a crossover approach theoenrichment model. As mentioned
above, according to a system-level perspectivatctement there might be other sources
than the work domain that have impact on employegfgerience of enrichment in the non-
work domain (Grzywacz, et al., 2007). One souradctbe, for example, significant others.
On the one hand, a partner might directly influetheeexperience of enrichment by providing
resources within the non-work domain such as saciamotional support. On the other hand,
a partner might influence an employee’s experiari@richment by transmitting
psychological states on the employee. This trarsanof psychological states between
closely related people describes a crossover ppqidestman, 2001). Recent research
already showed, for example, that the crossovergsobetween employee and supervisor
plays a role in the enrichment process (Carlsorgis®n, et al., 2011). Moreover, there is
some empirical evidence that work engagement isitnétted between partners (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, Shimazu, Demerouti, Shem&Kawakami, 2011). Because the

present dissertation identified work engagemerat ersicial facilitator of enrichment, it could
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be an interesting question for research if an eyga® experience of enrichment in the non-
work domain might be triggered through the partmarork engagement. Future research
might want to follow this idea and investigate homssover processes between partners can

be integrated into the enrichment process.

Implications for practice.

Besides implications for research this dissertagilso offers practical implications for
employees as well as organizations they work iandigg how to improve the benefits of
combining multiple roles.

Regarding implications for organizations, the fimgh of this dissertation highlight the
importance of a spatial and temporal flexible wdakp as a resource that fosters an
employee’s experience of work-to-family enrichmandl, in turn, job satisfaction and work
engagement. Both job satisfaction as well as wagagement have been shown to be
positively related to crucial performance-relatedcomes (Christian, et al., 2011; Wright,
Cropanzano, & Bonett, 2007; Ziegler, et al., 20T2)us, organizations should provide a
workplace policy that allows flexible work boundssito their employees, because this may
benefit both the employee as well as the orgamizaiMoreover, as the results suggest that
the perceptionof a flexible workplace is crucial with respectwork-to-family enrichment,
organizations should pay attention to the orgaimrat climate. Specifically, this implies that
an organization should not only offer flexible wdraundaries as a formal policy but also
create a climate that allows the employee to malkeofi this offer (Allen, 2001; Hammer,
Neal, Newsom, Brockwood, & Colton, 2005; Kossekalet2006). For example, a supervisor
might seek to create a climate that takes it fantgd that employees may leave the
workplace to meet important demands emerging frauage life.

Moreover, organizations should foster work engagem&ork engagement seems to be

not only a consequence but also an antecedenticherent between the work and non-work
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domain. An increasing body of research demonstthtdgob as well as personal resources
foster employees’ work engagement (Kihnel, eRél12; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004;
Schaufeli, Bakker, & Van Rhenen, 2009; Xanthopouakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli,
2007; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2009a). Therefore, oizgions should provide their employees
with a workplace that allocates job resources togase employees’ work engagement (Leiter
& Maslach, 2010). Additionally, it might be helpfidr the employees and the organizations
to implement interventions that increase employpessonal resources such as self-efficacy
or self-esteem. Both self-evaluations have beewsho promote work engagement (Neff,
Niessen, Sonnentag, & Unger, in press; Xanthopoubal., 2007, 2009a). Such
interventions could, for example, provide employeéh information and techniques how to
increase the own self-evaluations.

At this point it is important to underline that theesent dissertation demonstrated that
the experience that the work might enrich the pevée is not restricted to employees with a
family in a traditional sense. Thus, organizatigpalicies and interventions only geared to the
needs of employees with children might be expegdras discriminating or unfair from
employees without children (Kreiner, 2006) whichumn might result in detrimental
individual and/or job-related outcomes. In consemeeto foster the experience of
enrichment organizations should keep in mind theair tpolicies answer the specific needs of
all employees - independently from the presenadbeence of children.

Findings of this dissertation have also practioglications for the employees
themselves because they indicate that employed# imgrove their experience of feeling
enriched by preferring to integrate work into taenfly domain. This relationship occurs
particularly for employees who indicate low levefgpsychological detachment from work
during non-work time. Moreover, positive work reflien is crucial in the transmission of
positive work experiences into the non-work doméirconsequence, this implies that

employees should allow that positive work expergsngpill over into the non-work domain
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by, for example, thinking about the accomplishmetsork. Employees should not leave
working matters “at the door” after official workjrhours but “carry” the positive work
experiences into the non-work domain. It might bipful, for example, to discuss the
positive experiences of the working day with theiqer or friends because it has been shown
that employees can capitalize on positive expeegihy reliving them (Gable, et al., 2004;
Langston, 1994; Tugade & Fredrickson, 2007). Fonesemployees, it might be quite
sufficient simply to think about the positive asjseaf the working day. In sum, employees
should integrate positive work experiences intortbie-work domain in order to foster the
own experience of enrichment.

However, as mentioned earlier in this discussibis,important for employees to be
aware of the actual working situation. Findingsto$ dissertation suggest integrating work
into the non-work domain as a favorable strategyrtanote enrichment from the specific
perspective that the work domain provides resoutdes/ever, work is also a domain that
consumes resources which have to be restoredsaftemanding working day (e.g.,
Sonnentag, Kuttler, et al., 2010; Zijlstra & Sontagy 2006). In consequence, integrating
negative experiences into the non-work domain migsalt in detrimental consequences for
the employee. Thus, it is imperative for the empkjo be aware of positive versus negative
work experiences and to actively decide about ## boundary management strategy in a
specific work situation. Moreover, organizations sapport their employees by a
mindfulness training to be aware of the actualagitun at work (e.g., Stew, 2011) because
increased mindfulness can help the employee tobalavork and private life (Allen &

Kiburz, 2012).

General Conclusion
The main goal of the present dissertation was ¢o shore light on how holding

multiple roles can be beneficial for the employResides identifying facilitators and
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consequences of the experience of enrichment bettheenvork and non-work domain this
dissertation aimed at examining mechanisms thitdositive work experiences with the
experience of enrichment in the non-work-domain.a@iditional goal was to show that
enrichment between life domains is an experienaeishindependent from the specific family
background.

In three independent empirical field studies itlddae demonstrated that participating in
multiple roles indeed is related to positive consaes for the employee. Specifically, the
findings of the present dissertation suggest titaegrating positive work experiences into the
non-work domain is associated with an enrichmenhefon-work domain and in turn with
increased job satisfaction and work engagementb€heficial effects of work-family
integration for the employee and, moreover, thewization introduce a new perspective on
the interplay between the work/non-work domainpamticular, these findings challenge past
research that highlighted the importance of mentiiiengaging from work during leisure
time to recover from work-related demands. Addiiiby) the present dissertation brings
along a first step toward showing that enrichmemtat restricted to employees with families
in a traditional sense.

In sum, the results of the present dissertationhasige that research on enrichment
between the work and non-work domain is worthwhéeause both the employee as well as
the organization might benefit from new insighthiow combining multiple roles results in

favorable consequences.
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