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Abstract of Dissertation
Home Demands and Work-Life Balance: A Cross-Cultural Examination of Cultural
Values in the United States and China
The current study defines work-life balance relative to individuals’ judgements of

their ability, extent, and positive emotions in meeting their valued role expectations. In
addition, it expands on the construct to test it as a personal resource within the Work-
Home Resources (W-HR) model. The current study predicts that home demands
negatively predict work-life balance, which in turn relates to creativity and well-being.
Additionally, there has been conflicting evidence on the roles of collectivistic cultural
values in work-life interface research. The current study predicts that this may be because
the effect of collectivism is moderated by performance orientation. This study assessed
this cross-culturally with a moderated mediation model utilizing a 5-day daily diary study
in the United States (N = 116) and China (N = 169). This research also examined an
exploratory question regarding whether the moderation effect of individual-level values
differ by cultural group in their effect on the relationship from home demands to work-
life balance. Tests of the main hypotheses failed to find support. Supplementary analyses
indicated opportunities for future exploration of the model, showing significant
moderating effects of performance orientation in China as well as evidence of a
significant three-way interaction with time orientation and collectivism in the combined
sample. Overall, results of the present study provide partial support for the role of work-
life balance within the W-HR model. Implications for future research on the possible
roles of cultural values in the work-life balance literature are discussed, and preliminary

organizational practices are suggested.

v



Table of Contents

ACKNOWICAGIMENTS ..cccueiiieiiiniiisiiisiiiiiisinsiniesssisssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssses il
Abstract of DiSSertation ..........ceecvecsenisnecsseccsnenssnecsensseecssecsnene Y
LISt Of FIGUIES c.uucieiruiirniieistensnecensuenssissnnssncssessesssncssisseessesssessssssessssssasssessssssssssassssssasssssses vi
LiST Of TADIES cc..uueieniiiiiiiiiiiiiiininiiniicticstissiisnnssesssissssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssns vii
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ....cueiitiiiiiieieeie sttt ettt st 1
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW ...cciiiiiiiiiiiiiitceeeeeeestee e 6
CHAPTER 3: PILOT STUDY ..ttt s 48
CHAPTER 4: MAIN STUDY METHODS ..ottt 70
CHAPTER 5: MAIN STUDY RESULTS ..ottt 83
CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION......ciitiiiiiieiiee ettt sttt sttt s nb e 96
CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION ....outiitiiiiiieniteitetesitesie ettt sttt ettt 109
REFERENCES ...ttt ettt et sttt e et e s enaeenaenseeseensennneneas 110



List of Figures

Figure 1. Initial Conceptual Model.........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinieeeeeeee e 151

Figure 2. Moderation Model of Home Demands to Work-life Balance by Cultural Group

Figure 4. Three-way Interaction of Home Demands X Time Orientation X Oyserman

(1993) Collectivism on Work-life Balance...........c.cceecvveeeiieeniiiiiieecie e, 154

vi



List of Tables

Table 1. Demographic Breakdown of Phase 1 SMES .........ccccooiiiiniiiiniiniienieeee 134
Table 2. Average SME Ratings of Item Contributions ..........c.cceceeeeeveeevieeeeieeseeee e, 135
Table 3. United States Pilot Sample Demographics ...........cccceviieciienieeiiienieeieenie e 136
Table 4. Chinese Pilot Sample Demographics ..........cccceevieriieniiiiienieeiiesieeeeie e 137

Table 5. Pilot Summary Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for US Sample......... 138

Table 6. Pilot Summary Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for Chinese Sample.139

Table 7. Factor Loadings for Home Demands in the US and Chinese Samples.............. 140
Table 8. Factor Loadings for Creativity in the US and Chinese Samples....................... 141
Table 9. Demographic Characteristics of Main Study Final Sample.............cccoeeeenenn. 142

Table 10. Proportion of Variance Within and Between Participants for Daily Measures

Table 11. Within and Between Persons Correlations for Main Study (USA/China)......144
Table 12. Factor Loadings for Personal Values Items in Both Samples......................... 145
Table 13. Hypothesis 1 Summary of Estimates from Path Analysis (Main Study)........ 146
Table 14. Hypothesis 2 Path Analysis EStImates ..........ccccoceeveriiniininiiinicniiicniceee 147
Table 15. Test of Hypothesis 3 by Country (Main Study) .......cccccceeevviieeiieeniieeeiee e, 148
Table 16. Supplementary Analysis with Time Orientation X Oyserman (1993)
COILEOTIVISIN 1.ttt ettt ettt ettt et e st e et e et e et e eab e e bt e snbeenseesnseeseeenseeseesaseans 149
Table 17. Patterns in Responses on Desired Organizational Resources for Home

DIEIMANAS ..ottt ettt et nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn 150

vil



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

In the fast-paced and stressful world of work today, it is often difficult for
employees to find a sense of balance in their lives between the work and nonwork
domains. This lack of balance is often driven by things such as competing expectations
and responsibilities (Greenhaus & ten Brummelhuis, 2013) as well as economic factors
(DiRenzo & Greenhaus, 2011). It is well-established in the literature that favorable
experiences with balancing work and life are associated with beneficial organizational
outcomes for both the organization and the individual (Shockley et al., 2017; Sirgy &
Lee, 2018). Thus, it is likely in organizations’ best interests for their employees to
maintain sufficient balance between the work and home domains.

Work-life balance, which can also be referred to as work-nonwork balance, has
been defined in many and often competing ways. Furthermore, some authors have argued
for the use of alternative terms for work-life balance (Brough et al., 2020). These
competing definitions and alternative terminologies of the construct have led to the
necessity for a unification of the various meanings of work-life balance to better
determine whether work-life balance works as a construct. A recent conceptualization of
the meaning of work-life balance based on a review of the literature was developed by
Casper and colleagues (2018). They defined work-life balance as, “the extent to which
employees hold a favorable evaluation regarding their combination of work and nonwork
roles, arising from the belief that their emotional experiences, involvement, and
effectiveness in work and nonwork roles are commensurate (compatible) with the value
they attach to roles” (p. 199). This definition identifies the importance of not only

balancing out the various roles employees occupy within their lives but also emphasizes



the personal significance of the differing areas of individuals’ lives. In doing so, this
definition highlights a key aspect of work-life balance, in that balance is experienced
individually (Wayne et al., 2022).

Research has studied work-life balance in a variety of ways and has identified
many of its antecedents, outcomes, and moderators. However, there continue to be a
number of areas of study that would benefit this literature. Two of the areas that would
benefit include the definition of work-life balance and the effects of other factors such as
values on the nature of work and life (e.g., Sirgy & Lee, 2018; Shockley et al., 2017). As
outlined by Casper and colleagues, the use of a unified definition amongst researchers of
work-life balance is currently lacking. The work-life balance literature is plagued by too
many definitions being used, resulting in the question of whether the antecedents and
outcomes that have been previously tested are actually associated with it (e.g., Wayne et
al., 2022).

Accordingly, the current study takes this issue into account by utilizing a
definition of work-life balance developed based on a review of previous definitions of
work-life balance, which identified key trends in its meaning and its differentiating
characteristics from other work-life interface constructs (i.e., that of Casper et al., 2018).
The definition that Casper et al. (2018) developed makes sense in that it captures the key
components of work-life balance. It was developed based on a thorough literature review
and captures what individuals may feel as a result of having work-life balance.

In addition to utilizing this unified definition of work-life balance, this research
continues to evolve the construct of work-life balance by arguing that it can serve as a

personal resource that employees can utilize to improve on their work outcomes. The idea



of personal resources is situated within the work-home resources (W-HR) model by ten
Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012). This model predicts that home and work resources
(e.g., family support and supervisor support, respectively) and demands (e.g., childcare
and work hours, respectively) spillover from the two domains to result in effects, whether
negative or positive, on personal resources (e.g., attention) within the individual. These
personal resources can then be used to influence work and home outcomes (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). For instance, support at work and home, such as when a
supervisor and/or spouse helps to redistribute trivial tasks that would otherwise lead the
individual to focus their attention on completing unimportant things, may lead to an
increase in available attentional capacity which in turn can be used to improve important
home (e.g., family performance) and work outcomes (e.g., productivity). The current
study focuses on the effects of the home domain and, in particular, on home demands,
which remains a much-understudied area within research on demands and resources and
the W-HR model. Figure 1 presents what the current study is predicting regarding the
effects of home demands on outcomes via work-life balance as a personal resource
consistent with the W-HR model.

Work-life balance is not typically conceived of as a personal resource. However,
consistent with the definition of work-life balance as defined by Casper and colleagues
(2018) and the definition of personal resources, which can be thought of as traits or
energies within the individual (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), work-life balance can
be viewed as the holistic feeling of contentment individuals feel as a result of the
effectiveness with which they manage contextual demands and resources, allowing for

improvements to outcomes across domains. This paper builds on these points to argue for



work-life balance as a personal resource and utilizes the W-HR model as a guiding
framework on which the hypotheses are built and were tested.

The second area that this study expands on is the effects of values, in particular
values with cultural origins, in relation to work-life balance. Previous literature has
looked at how cultural values influence the work-life interface, but it has primarily
focused on national culture and on other work-life interface constructs, such as work-
family conflict or enrichment (Shockley et al., 2017). Within this literature, techniques
such as cross-cultural comparisons using previously determined national averages of
cultural values and studying how the different cultures experience the work-life interface
are particularly common (e.g., Aryee et al., 1999; Cohen & Kirchmeyer, 2005;
Bainbridge et al., 2021). In addition, qualitative work getting at the factors driving work-
life balance in different cultures has often been conducted (e.g., Santos & Garibaldi de
Hilal, 2020).

Culture is inherently a group-level phenomenon and research on culture
developed the area to describe societal level effects (e.g., House et al., 2004), whereas
cultural values such as collectivism (Lawrence, 2023) or power distance (Farh et al.,
2007) have been found to reflect variance within single nations (Taras et al., 2016).
Rather than interpreting this as error, the within-culture variation has been shown to
result from a variety of moderators such as regional and educational differences (Taras et
al., 2016) and ethnic backgrounds (Betancourt & Lopez, 1993). Accordingly, this study
looks at how such variation in “cultural” values affects work-life balance.

By testing such values not only across countries, but also within individual

countries, it is possible to simultaneously compare cross-cultural differences in values as



well as see how between-person variation in values within countries influences work-life
outcomes. In addition, it becomes possible to understand these employees and improve
on or create policies that support both employee and organization needs. Therefore, this
study will assess individual-level values that have traditionally been developed to assess
culture within American and Chinese employees to understand how such values influence
work-life balance experiences.

In summary, this study has three aims. The first is to argue for the place of work-
life balance within the W-HR resources model as a personal resource that can be used to
help improve important work outcomes. Also, it aims to examine the role of cultural
values in the experience of work-life balance within and across contexts. Finally, it aims
to extend research into the home domain and potential deleterious effects of home
demands on important organizational constructs, which has typically been understudied
in organizational research.

The current study is organized as follows. Chapter 2 outlines the development of
hypotheses based on a review of the literature regarding work-life balance and its
relationship to the W-HR model and some of the relevant values. Next, chapter 3 serves
as a pilot study to inform the measurement utilized during the main study. Chapters 4 and
5 outline the main study methods and results utilized to test the relevant hypotheses.
Finally, chapters 6 and 7 include the discussion of findings and the conclusion,

respectively.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

The following chapter discusses work-life balance and its relationship to the W-
HR model and values. This chapter first describes what work-life balance is, its
nomological network, and why it continues to be a relevant construct. This is followed by
a description of the W-HR model and how conceptualizing work-life balance as a
personal resource can help to improve its understandability and useability for
organizations and individuals. Finally, the chapter ends with a discussion of how values
within and across cultures pertaining to collectivism and performance orientation may
influence the experience of work-life balance.
The Meaning of Work-life Balance

As previously discussed, this study operationalizes work-life balance in terms of
the definition provided by Casper et al. (2018). This definition emphasizes the
significance of individual evaluation concerning how different roles in one’s life are
balanced in terms of emotional experiences, ability to effectively perform in and out of
work, and involvement in all important roles to oneself. In other words, based on this
definition and its development through a review of the literature, work-life balance can be
conceptualized as a general contentment concerning one’s ability to function in various
ways, whether that be emotionally, through level of involvement, and/or in performance.
However, as discussed by Casper and colleagues as well as other researchers (e.g.,
Brough et al., 2020), work-life balance continues to be studied in a variety of ways
utilizing a multitude of definitions, where for instance, Casper and colleagues found 233
distinct definitions in the literature. This proliferation of meanings results in some

skepticism regarding the ability to sufficiently capture true relationships between balance



and important organizational constructs. The Casper et al. (2018) definition helps to
clarify the construct space of work-life balance by improving on some of the issues
outlined below.

Early definitions of balance focused on equal resource distribution across roles
(e.g., Greenhaus et al., 2003; Kirchmeyer, 2000; Marks & MacDermid, 1996) or as a
combination of work-life conflict and enrichment (e.g., Brough et al., 2020; Duxbury &
Higgins, 2001; O’Driscoll et al., 2006), but with both conceptualizations, keys pieces of
the experience of work-life balance were neglected. Work-life balance is inherently
subjective, varying from person-to-person (Brough et al., 2007), where some may be, for
example, more willing to prioritize work while others prioritize personal life due to things
such as differences in boundary management preferences (Allen & French, 2023; Koster
& McHenry, 2023) or the degree to which various roles shape different individuals’
identities (Allen & French, 2023). Yet, these different individuals may experience
commensurate levels of balance. Thus, one’s appraisal of balance is essential in
determining what they consider to be a good work-life balance. This involves assessing
one’s responsibilities, priorities, values, and goals, and making choices that align with
them (Eby et al., 2005).

In a similar vein, conceptualizing work-life balance as simply the lack of conflict
and/or the facilitation or enrichment between work and home oversimplifies the
experience of balance. Work-life conflict is defined as a directional effect in which role
involvement in one domain negatively affects one’s ability to sufficiently perform their
roles in the other domain. Work-life enrichment, in contrast, is defined as positive

spillover in which experiences in one domain can improve one’s experiences in the other



domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). In contrast, work-life balance is not a directional
construct. Rather, the term “balance” elicits a sense of subjective evaluation concerning
how well the different roles in one’s life are attended to and kept in motion (Vaziri et al.,
2021). Individuals who have truly obtained balance do not have negative outcomes
associated with “situational urgencies” (Marks & MacDermid, 1996). Instead, they are
comfortable in their current state and are able to adequately distribute their time, energy,
and attention to new focuses when necessary (Wayne et al., 2021).

Work-life balance also involves harmony and integration between the work and
home domains (Wayne et al., 2021). Stating that work-life balance is solely defined by
the absence of conflict or the existence of facilitating resources ignores the unique
aspects of work-life balance beyond that, including those such as the three facets
described in the Casper et al. definition and the fulfillment of personal values (Casper et
al, 2018). Thus, while the absence of work-life conflict and the existence of work-life
enrichment may be related to work-life balance (e.g., Casper et al., 2018; Vaziri et al.,
2021), they are not enough to paint a comprehensive picture of the construct.

Other recent conceptualizations of work-life balance have thought of balance both
as a unidimensional and multidimensional construct. For example, some researchers have
identified such constructs as balance satisfaction (Valcour, 2007) or balance effectiveness
(Carlson et al., 2009). Balance satisfaction can be defined as an attitude about whether
individuals had the resources to be able to meet demands across roles and the
management of one’s focus and time (Valcour, 2007; Wayne et al., 2022). Balance
effectiveness reflects self-evaluations of how well different performance expectations

were met across roles (Wayne et al., 2022). Thus, each of these individual constructs



capture portions of the overall work-life balance construct (e.g., effectiveness balance).
However, studies have found that the unidimensional constructs capture only pieces of
work-life balance and have implications for overall experiences of work-life balance and
its outcomes (Casper et al., 2018; Wayne et al., 2017, 2022).

For example, Wayne and colleagues (2022) found that work-to-family conflict
serves as both a direct and indirect driver of balance effectiveness but only influences
balance satisfaction directly. Similarly, enrichment constructs (work-to-family
enrichment and family-to-work enrichment) were more important for predicting balance
satisfaction than balance effectiveness. Furthermore, balance effectiveness was found to
be more important for performance-related variables at home and work (i.e., family
performance, job performance; Wayne et al., 2022). Such findings illuminate the issues
associated with conceiving of work-life balance as a unidimensional construct, since
focusing on single dimensions within the construct will lead to incomplete pictures of its
antecedents and outcomes. Accordingly, work-life balance is more accurately described
multidimensionally.

While studying work-life balance is an advancement in the study of the work-life
interface by going beyond more narrow constructs, such as work-family conflict or
enrichment, and by broadening the scope of study beyond traditional family units (e.g.,
Kalliath & Brough, 2008; Keeney et al., 2013), it is not without its critics, and some
scholars have argued for changes to its terminology (Brough et al., 2020). Some argue
that the term “balance” can be likened to a balance beam, where the individual is
balanced on a line between work and home and any deviation from the middle would

negatively detract from involvement in the other domain (Halpern & Murphy, 2005).



That is, it involves an inherently negative connotation. Thus, some have argued for the
use of other terms such as “work-life harmony” or “work-life integration” (Greenhaus &
Allen, 2011).

Yet, alternative terms also have their own limitations. For example, work-life
integration, which can be argued to be a derivative (Brough et al., 2020) or component
(Casper et al., 2018) of work-life balance, does not sufficiently cover that which is
included in work-life balance. Work-life integration can be defined as a form of boundary
management between work and home. With this construct, boundaries are seen as more
flexible or malleable in nature and the midpoint between separation and complete overlap
of the home and work domains is considered ideal (Morris & Madsen, 2007). In contrast,
“work-life balance” acknowledges subjectivity, allowing individuals to define their
preferred level of overlap. Work in areas aimed at improving employee outcomes related
to constant connectivity, such as digital regulation, have found varying levels of success
for interventions in this area due to the variability in the extent to which employees prefer
to integrate their work and nonwork lives (Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2024). Such findings
exemplify the fact that this “one size fits all” of work-life integration approach to
boundary management may not work uniformly. The concept of work-life integration can
thus be problematic as it assumes a more-or-less universal ideal level of overlap,
neglecting individual variations in priorities and values, which the work-life balance
construct accommodates more effectively.

Compared with the earlier definitions of balance and the alternative constructs
proposed to overtake it, the definition proposed by Casper and colleagues (2018)

provides a solution to many of the outlined issues. It helps move towards a better
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understanding of how individuals experience the work-life interface by introducing their
balance-based definition. This definition effectively captures individual variability in
values across roles as well as the overall sense of harmony that individuals experience
with good experiences of balance.

In their study, Casper and colleagues took over 200 definitions from the literature
to examine whether work-life balance was a unique construct and, if it was, what it
looked like. Using thematic and cluster analysis as well as meta-analytic techniques, the
authors were able to capture the most significant ways in which work-life balance
definitions differ and whether these differences were leading to issues defining its
nomological network. In total, there were five main clusters for types of definitions
captured under the label of “work-life balance” that had interpretable, albeit different
meanings: “(a) satisfaction, effectiveness, and fit, (b) conflict and enrichment, (c)
effectiveness and fit, (d) involvement and equality, and (e) satisfaction, effectiveness, and
conflict” (p. 196).

To obtain a conceptualization of work-life balance consistent with the overall
literature, the authors relied on the primary themes that emerged in the understanding of
work-life balance and that did not rely on the overlap with other existing work-life
interface constructs (e.g., work-life conflict): fit, satisfaction, involvement, and
effectiveness (Casper et al., 2018). These themes are evident in the definition’s emphasis
on emotional experiences, effectiveness, and involvement. Furthermore, the authors
defined each aspect of work-life balance, including affective balance, effectiveness
balance, and involvement balance, therefore increasing useability and ease of

operationalization for future study. Affective balance was defined as, “The perception
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that one experiences sufficiently pleasant emotions in work and nonwork roles
commensurate with the value attached to those roles” (Casper et al., 2018, p. 199).
Effectiveness balance was conceptualized as, “The perception that one’s effectiveness in
work and nonwork roles is commensurate with the value attached to the roles” (Casper et
al., 2018, p. 199). Finally, involvement balance was, “The perception that one’s
involvement in work and nonwork roles is commensurate with the value attached to the
roles” (Casper et al., 2018, p. 199).

Each definition emphasized the role of individual preferences in how work-life
balance is experienced by explicating that one’s perceptions of the different components
of balance are influenced by how much the individual values the different roles in their
life. Through a development of such a definition, Casper et al. (2018) present a unified
meaning of work-life balance representing the key themes from the literature that make
work-life balance a unique and valuable construct, including its emphasis on individual
value attribution and its multidimensional nature (Wayne et al., 2022). This definition
thus improves our understanding of work-life balance by identifying what is and is not
included in its conceptualization. Furthermore, by separating balance from similar
constructs that have at times overlapped with the definition of balance (e.g., enrichment),
this definition gives insight into the value of work-life balance as a construct above and
beyond similar constructs in the work-life interface.

Taking everything into account, work-life balance can be considered as a
multidimensional construct that captures individuals’ experiences of positive affectivity,
effectiveness, and involvement in their various roles based on how important those roles

are to them. In other words, when each component of work-life balance is brought
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together to give one overall rating of work-life balance, that rating gives a sense of one’s
status pertaining to their ability to take on more or their need to remove some
responsibility or roles from their lives. Obtaining a sense of balance is associated with
positive work-related outcomes (Brough et al., 2020) such as increased job satisfaction
(e.g., Ferguson et al., 2012) and decreased turnover intentions (e.g., Thakur & Bhatnagar,
2017). The question then becomes: why does work-life balance affect organizational
outcomes? This paper argues that work-life balance functions as a personal resource,
based in the W-HR model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), to influence the outcomes
of interest. The next section describes the W-HR model and how work-life balance
relates to the model and relevant organizational antecedents and outcomes.
The Work-Home Resources Model and Work-Life Balance

The W-HR model was developed by ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) based
on Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2002), role theory (e.g.,
Pleck, 1977), conflict and enrichment models (e.g., Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Wayne et
al., 2007), and ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). COR theory depends
on the idea of resource loss and gain to predict that individuals are motivated to maintain
their resources, which are used in the meeting of demands. Further, when resource loss
occurs or is threatened, this can result in stress, particularly when the need to use
resources exceeds the availability (Hobfoll, 1989). Resources can be defined as the
objects, energies (e.g., time), personal characteristics (e.g., self-esteem), and conditions
(e.g., valued work role) that are valued by the individual or that assist the individual in

obtaining more resources (Ganster & Perrewé, 2011). As discussed by Pleck (1977), role
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theory encompasses the idea that individuals have only so many resources available to
meet demands across their roles.

As previously mentioned, theories around conflict and enrichment predict that
there are negative and positive spillover effects, respectively, that occur between the
work and home domains (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker
(2012), however, outline how focusing on one of these perspectives or the other alone fail
to account for opposite spillover. For example, focusing on conflict alone will inherently
cause researchers to pit work and home against one another without considering the
potentially positive effects. The opposite would be true of focusing on enrichment (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012).

In contrast to these individual-level theories which tend to focus on individual
experiences of different roles, ecological systems theory describes interactions between
the individual and the systems in which they reside. There are five levels, including the
microsystem, mesosystem, exosystems, macro system, and chronosystems, which go
from small (individual social roles and relationships at the microsystem level) to medium
(e.g., the mesosystem, where connections between microsystems are considered) to large
(e.g., macrosystems encompassing cultural values and economics; Bronfenbrenner,
1994). While ten Brummelhuis and Bakker applaud this theory for taking into account the
levels at which the work-home interface operates, they indicate that there is a lack of
clear linkages between the levels, such as how two microsystems in a mesosystem affect
one another.

Thus, in the W-HR model, ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) consider these

different perspectives to build on their strengths and address some of their shortcomings.
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This model brings together theory about spillover effects, systems, roles, and demands
and resources to create a comprehensive picture of the complexity of the work-life
interface. To do so, it posits that home and work resources spillover throughout the two
domains to result in effects, whether negative or positive, on personal resources within
the individual. These personal resources can then be used to influence work and home
outcomes.

This model focuses on contextual demands and resources as well as personal
resources. Contextual demands are defined as “physical, emotional, social, or
organizational aspects of the social context that require sustained physical and/or mental
effort” (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, p. 549). Beyond their more obvious influence
within each domain, contextual work demands hinder home outcomes (work-to-home
conflict), and contextual home demands reduce work outcomes (home-to-work conflict;
1.e., have cross-domain effects) by using personal resources. In other words, home
demands refer to the various responsibilities and expectations one must attend to in the
management of their lives outside of work and can range from tasks such as chores at
home, to taking care of children, to serving one’s community, to organizing and paying
bills, and more.

In contrast to demands, resources are the things, circumstances, energies, or
personal attributes that are personally valuable and can be used for the obtainment of
more and/or other resources in the future. Contextual resources are resources which are
“located outside the self and can be found in the social contexts of the individual” (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, p. 548). Like contextual demands, contextual work

resources improve home outcomes (work-to-home enrichment), and contextual home
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resources improve work outcomes (home-to-work enrichment) by influencing personal
resources.

Personal resources are those resources within or close to the self, which include
personal attributes and energies. Energies include things such as physical or cognitive
energy, time, mood, or attention. Other personal resources include skills, knowledge, or
mental resilience. They serve as the link between contextual demands and resources and
work and home outcomes and often work in combination with one another as tools that
individuals use to perform in various domains (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). For
instance, an individual may learn something at home that can be useful at work. This may
look like a family member providing advice on how to manage one’s time. When the
individual internalizes that knowledge as a skill, they can then bring it to work to more
efficiently complete tasks. That is, the personal resources in this case (i.e., skills and
knowledge), which were originally developed at home, are used together to improve
work-related outcomes.

The current paper argues that work-life balance is a personal resource. From a
general sense, work-life balance may be considered a resource, because it is an asset that
individuals can utilize to maintain their overall well-being and enhance their quality of
work and nonwork life. Due to its status as being internal to the self, it would be more
specifically described as a personal resource. Moreover, looking at the definitions of
work-life balance provided by Casper and colleagues (2018) and personal resources from
ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) may provide an initial glimpse into how work-life

balance can be considered a personal resource.
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The W-HR model predicts that contextual demands and resources create personal
resources (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Both resources and demands can be
identified as time-based (e.g., job flexibility, overtime), cognitive (e.g., mental resilience,
mental load), emotional (e.g., positive or negative mood), social (e.g., support), or
physical (e.g., strength, intense labor requirements; Brough et al., 2020). This model also
discusses how resources and demands can be contextualized in the work and home
environments, where “home” refers to more than just family to encapsulate all the roles
that employees may occupy outside of work. Additionally, in this model, conflict and
enrichment work from demands and resources through personal resources to result in
outcomes, whether positive or negative, in the work and home domains (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). If work-life balance is conceived of as a personal
resource, this would suggest that the same demands and resources that drive conflict and
enrichment similarly drive work-life balance.

Studies on work demands and resources have focused on such demands as
workload (e.g., Jackson & Fransman, 2018), work hours (e.g., Beham et al., 2012), and
role ambiguity (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985) and on such resources as support for
role balance from work-related sources (e.g., managerial; Beauregard & Henry, 2009),
organizational practices and policies for work-life balance (e.g., Timms et al., 2015),
supervisor support, and job autonomy (e.g., Haar et al., 2019). Such research suggests
that work-life balance is likely to result from different types of resources combining to
address the various demands, such that there needs to be adequate resources available to
meet the demands that employees are experiencing (Galvez et al., 2011; Beauregard &

Henry, 2009; Green & Skinner, 2005; Dikkers et al., 2005).
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In contrast to work resources and demands, home demands and resources have
not been studied as extensively. Furthermore, effects tend to be weaker (Brough et al.,
2020). This may be because work tends to interfere with home life more than home
interferes with work (Allen et al., 2013), resulting in greater need to manage work
demands. It may also be related to the lack of emphasis placed by organizations on home
life effects. Considering the mounting evidence of spillover effects between the work and
home domains, this lack of emphasis on establishing how the home could affect work
outcomes could potentially be causing detrimental effects for important organizational
outcomes. This is despite the fact that home demands have significant consequences for
important organizational outcomes such as absenteeism and turnover, particularly
amongst disadvantaged groups (Kalev & Dobbin, 2022). Thus, it is important for
organizations to understand how these mechanisms from home demands to work
outcomes operate in order to effectively provide countermeasures.

In fact, regardless of the reason for this limited amount of research, research on
the topic that does exist has generally found positive results associated with home
resources and negative results associated with home demands. For example, a meta-
analysis by Byron (2005) found that both family support and family stress have effects on
interference between family and work. Family support was found to negatively relate to
experiences of work interference with family and family interference with work. In
contrast, family stress was found to relate positively to both types of interference (Byron,
2005). Similarly, Peeters et al. (2005) found that home demands and job demands
uniquely contribute to experiences of burnout via home-work interference and work-

home interference, respectively. In other words, experiences at home are likely to impact
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how individuals experience the work-life interface. Home support is likely to result in
more positive experiences of balance, whereas sources of home stress are likely to
consume resources thus weakening the individual’s overall experience of contentment
and stability associated with work-life balance.

More recent research has also extended the study of home demands relevant to the
home-work interference. Ji et al. (2023) found evidence that different types of home
demands relate to both home-work interference as well as important organizational
variables. In particular, emotional and physical home demands were found to positively
relate to experiences of home-work inference and exhaustion. Additionally, both were
found to negatively relate to job satisfaction. Likewise, another recent study by Chen
(2024) found that when job and home demands and resources were all measured and
predicted to simultaneously moderate one another, home demands and resources
consistently directly predicted effects on work engagement, where home resources were
positively related and home demands were negatively related. While such a study did not
directly assess a work-home interface construct such as balance or interference, the
inclusion of both variables in the home and work is indicative of the spillover effects
inherent in research that spans domains. However, like the other research presented here,
this article does not assess work-life balance. Taken together, the limited amount of
research on home demands, which reflects on the cross-domain detrimental effects of
such demands on important organizational outcomes, warrants further study. In
particular, this line of research has been limited by a focus on such variables as work-
home interference. As the W-HR model would suggest, home demands are likely to

result in work-related outcomes because of interference via effects on personal resources.

19



However, the current home demands research does not appear to cover such mechanisms.
The current study proposes experiences of work-life balance as one such mechanism
which may guide this relationship.

The W-HR model posits that personal resources are a result of the effective
management of demands and resources in both the home and work domains (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Research has generally shown that demands have
negative effects (e.g., Brough et al., 2014; Haar et al., 2018) and resources have positive
effects on work-life balance (e.g., Hill et al., 2001; Ferguson et al., 2012). In other words,
like other personal resources, work-life balance is a natural consequence of the effective
management of demands and resources. Figure 1 demonstrates the relationship between
contextual demands and personal resources, with work-life balance set as a personal
resource, where it may work amongst many other personal resources to influence
important outcomes. This model is developed based on ten Brummelhuis and Bakker’s
(2012) demonstrative model showing a more general relationship between contextual
demands and resources and outcomes (p. 552). The current study focuses on home
demands.

Work-life balance would more specifically be defined in terms of affective and
psychological personal resources. As defined in ten Brummelhuis and Bakker’s (2012)
description of the W-HR model, personal resources can be broken down into five
subtypes of resources: physical, intellectual, affective, capital, and psychological.
Affective resources refer to those which include “positive emotions, such as optimistic
mood and feelings of fulfillment” (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, p. 550).

Accordingly, since work-life balance involves positive perceptions of one’s management
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of demands and resources (Casper et al., 2018; Brough et al., 2020), it may be considered
an affective personal resource. Specifically, affective balance, which relates to the
experience of sufficient enjoyable emotions across roles (Casper et al., 2018), would
suggest that greater work-life balance is associated with greater positive emotionality
consistent with the idea of affective resources.

Psychological resources refer to “tools that help people deal actively and
efficiently with tasks” (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012, p. 550) and which enable
coping (Taylor, 1983; Taylor et al., 2000). These include those resources such as
attention, focus (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), self-esteem, and hope (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006). Obtainment of work-life balance, and in particular its facets of
involvement and effectiveness balance, can serve as a psychological tool where
individuals are able to orient themselves within the different domains of life. That is,
work-life balance serves as an experience of evenness within individuals, which enables
them to move forward more effectively by enabling a sense of composure in the face of
the different roles in one’s life (Marks & MacDermid, 1996). Taken together, work-life
balance includes components that are in line with both types of personal resources which
allow for increases in important organizational outcomes.

The idea that work-life balance can be used as a personal resource is suggested in
much of the research on antecedents and outcomes of work-life balance. Job demands
and resources regularly predict outcomes in the work-life interface and serve as
antecedents of work-life balance. As a personal resource, work-life balance allows
individuals to allocate time and energy to activities that are meaningful to them, thus

producing a sense of fulfillment and contentment (Redmond et al., 2006; Clarke et al.,
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2004). In terms of personal outcomes, research has generally shown that work-life
balance can reduce the risk of burnout and allow employees to better cope with stress
(Sirgy & Lee, 2018) and have greater life satisfaction (Sirgy & Lee, 2018; Noda, 2020).
From an organizational standpoint, studies have shown that good work-life balance has a
variety of important work-related outcomes. It can improve job performance,
organizational commitment, and job satisfaction and is associated with lower absenteeism
and turnover intentions (Sirgy & Lee, 2018). This study focuses on two important, but
understudied outcomes (i.e., creativity and well-being) to exemplify the importance to
both organizations and individuals of emphasizing work-life balance. Figure 1
demonstrates the relationships from work-life balance to the outcomes of interest for the
current study.
Outcomes of Work-life Balance

Research on outcomes of work-life balance is relatively consistent, with the
general consensus being that work-life balance results in beneficial outcomes. However,
inconsistencies in the measurement and conceptualization of work-life balance have led
to questions on whether outcomes associated with work-life balance are truly those of
balance and not associated constructs (e.g., work-life conflict, work-life facilitation).
Amongst work-life balance researchers, the lack of agreement on what work-life balance
should cover continues to be an issue leading to extensive proliferation of definitions,
which continues to this day. To combat this issue, this section reviews some of the
research on less commonly studied outcomes associated with the work-life interface,
subjective well-being and creativity, to inform predictions on how they may relate to

work-life balance, particularly in relation to the Casper et al. (2018) definition. In doing
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so, the aim is to present research findings that will appropriately inform hypothesis
development on work-life balance.

Well-being. Subjective well-being can be defined as “people’s evaluations of
their lives and encompasses both cognitive judgments of satisfaction and affective
appraisals of moods and emotions” (Kesebir & Diener, 2008, p.118). It includes a sense
of how well individuals are able to function relative to their optimal level of functioning,
not only physically but emotionally and psychologically, as well (Tay et al., 2023).
Employee well-being has not traditionally been a focus for organizations, but it has
important implications for organizational outcomes, which may influence organizations’
long-term success and profits. These include, but are not limited to, effects on
productivity (Wright & Cropanzano, 2000), retention, and absenteeism (Goetzel et al.,
2002). Research on how work-life balance may affect well-being has not been
particularly common, although findings suggest a positive effect of balance on well-being
(e.g., Fritz & Taylor, 2020; Tornquist Agosti et al., 2017). Moreover, research on related
areas has found evidence of work-life interface constructs’ (e.g., work-life conflict)
effects on related well-being areas such as distress, burnout, and life satisfaction (Gisler
et al., 2018). However, research assessing a mediation through work-life balance in the
relationship from home demands to well-being has been nonexistent.

The research that does exist suggests a positive effect via work-life balance on
subjective well-being from demands and resources, more generally (e.g., Ahmadi et al.,
2023; Emre & De Spiegeleare, 2021; Fotiadis et al., 2019). For instance, articles such as
Emre and Spiegeleare (2021) and Fotiadis et al. (2019) have provided evidence that

demands and resources affect subjective wellbeing via work-life balance. In their study,
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Emre and Spiegeleare (2021) found that the job demand of commuting time, which was
conceptualized as a form of unpaid work demand, negatively influenced work-life
balance, which in turn negatively influenced well-being. On the other hand, Fotiadis et al.
(2019) focused on work resources, including psychological autonomy, finding that work-
life balance mediated the relationship from autonomy to well-being.

Other areas of research related to well-being also suggest that there is a mediating
effect of work-life balance on the relationship between the home domain to well-being
but focus primarily on resources. For example, an article by Khurshid and colleagues
(2023) showed that the relationship from family social capital, which is a type of home
resource, to life satisfaction, which has previously been shown to relate positively to
well-being (e.g., Leung et al., 2011) operates via work-life balance as a mediator. While
this study was not a perfect representation of the expected mediating effect of balance
due to an emphasis on satisfaction within their definition of work-life balance and the
measurement of life satisfaction and home resources rather than well-being and demands,
the positive effects of balance from home resources to life satisfaction suggest that the
highly related area of subjective well-being will relate in a similar manner and, more
generally, that the home domain matters for its effects on well-being. Thus, it provides
preliminary evidence that work-life balance serves as a mediator from the home domain
to well-being.

While the above articles do not provide a full picture of the mediating effect of
work-life balance from home demands to well-being, they do provide initial evidence of a
mediating role of work-life balance. This is especially so when considering the W-HR

model, which predicts that resources and demands influence personal resources within
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the individual to affect contextual outcomes (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). There is
research showing that home demands have negative effects on well-being (e.g., Nel et al.,
2014), but more evidence is still needed exploring whether this relationship functions via
work-life balance. Based on the premise that work-life balance functions as a personal
resource, and the evidence from above that it likely does, it can be expected that home
demands affect well-being via work-life balance.

Creativity. Creativity can be defined as the development of new ideas that have
“the potential for direct or indirect value to the organization” (Shalley et al., 2004, p.
943). While not a traditional outcome of interest in the field, research has suggested that
creativity may serve as one driver of organizational success and, importantly,
organizational survival over time (Anderson et al., 2014). Furthermore, employee
creativity, even in jobs not necessarily requiring creativity as a central skill, can have a
wide variety of positive effects in organizations such as in increased problem-solving
capability (Oldham & Cummings, 1996), adaptability (Smith et al., 2022), and innovation
(George & Zhou, 2007). Thus, it is important for organizations to know what positively
or negatively drives creativity. One such avenue may be from home demands via work-
life balance. However, research on the effects of work-life balance on creativity continues
to be an understudied area of research, but that which does suggest a positive
relationship.

The idea of work-life balance would suggest that fewer experiences of demands
and in turn a greater experience of balance should lead to greater creativity. Creativity
requires a great deal of mental energy (Shalley & Gilson, 2004). Since the experience of

balance suggests a sense of evenness or contentment within the individual allowing for
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more positive outcomes at higher levels of balance, greater work-life balance likely
allows for the mental freedom to come up with novel ideas. Research in this area seems
to generally support this idea (e.g., Bouzari & Karatepe, 2020). Yet, the research is
severely limited both in scope and by researchers’ choices regarding operational
definitions of work-life balance.

For instance, both the articles by Cochis et al. (2021) and Miheli¢ and Aleksi¢
(2017) define work-life balance in terms of balance satisfaction across roles despite the
more nuanced understanding of balance that exists in the literature (e.g., Brough et al.,
2020; Casper et al., 2018). Cochis et al. (2021) found that work-life balance was
positively related to creativity. However, they relied on the measure of balance
satisfaction by Valcour (2007). While this measure takes a more well-rounded approach
to assessing work-life balance by asking participants about the satisfaction with balancing
work and personal life, amount of time available outside of work, and ability to fully
separate and balance work and life (Valcour, 2007), it focuses primarily on satisfaction
rather than a more well-rounded approach to asking about the balance between the two
domains. Similarly, Miheli¢ and Aleksi¢ (2017) found that work-life balance was related
to creativity via flow in one’s work but also emphasized satisfaction as opposed to overall
work-life balance.

While satisfaction with work-life balance may be important to the work-life
interface, it is not the same as work-life balance (Casper et al., 2018). Such findings as
above would suggest that a relationship with work-life balance on creativity may exist if
tested with a measure capturing the underlying dimensions of work-life balance as

opposed to satisfaction. In contrast to the evidence listed above, research on the
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mediating role of work-life balance in the relationship between home demands and
creativity is not evident. Home demands likely serve as a drain on creativity via work-life
balance due to the need to focus that mental space on other areas in one’s life, but
research has not directly assessed this relationship. Thus, it becomes necessary to look at
other areas to gain a sense of whether such a relationship may exist. Creativity may, for
instance, be considered one driver of job performance (Hur et al., 2021).

Research in the area of job performance does provide initial evidence of a
potential relationship between home demands and resources with creativity that is
mediated by work-life balance. For example, Demerouti and colleagues (2010a)
examined how home demands and resources were related to job performance and
whether these were mediated by home-work interference and home-work facilitation
amongst male employees. While results suggested that home demands and resources
were related to interference and facilitation, respectively, and coworkers’ ratings of
interference and facilitation were also related to in-role and extra-role performance,
respectively, there was no evidence of an overall mediating effect (Demerouti et al.,
2010a). Like that of Cochis et al. (2021) and Miheli¢ and Aleksi¢ (2017), the measure
used in this study similarly failed to capture the unique construct of work-life balance.
Due to the association between work-life balance and work-life conflict and enrichment
and the relationship between performance and creativity (Hur et al., 2021), this provides
some initial evidence that the relationship from home demands to work-life balance to
creativity may exist. However, it cannot be assumed from such a study that the
relationship between home demands, work-life balance, and creativity definitely works in

the same way.
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Overall, the studies mentioned provide an incomplete picture of how home
demands may predict creativity via work-life balance. This is due in part from the lack of
consistent measurement of work-life balance as well as the lack of research examining
the potential mediation. In general, the evidence suggests that work-life balance is likely
to relate positively with creativity. Comparatively, there is less clear evidence on whether
this relationship exists in the larger mediation model.

Summary of Expected Relationships via Work-Life Balance from Home Demands to
Outcomes

The W-HR model suggests that personal resources mediate the relationship from
contextual demands and resources to contextual outcomes (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker,
2012). The research outlined above on antecedents and outcomes seems to generally
support this idea. Research shows that work and home demands and resources predict
work-life balance (e.g., Jackson & Fransman, 2018; Beauregard & Henry, 2009).
Research on outcome variables similarly suggests that work-life balance predicts well-
being (e.g., Tornquist Agosti et al., 2017) and creativity (e.g., Bouzari & Karatepe, 2020).
Furthermore, some research has found evidence of the mediating effect of work-life
balance on the relationships between antecedents and such outcomes as well-being (e.g.,
Emre & Spiegeleare, 2021) and outcomes related to creativity (i.e., job performance;
Demerouti et al., 2010a). However, the research assessing contextual demands tends to
rely heavily on the work domain with little emphasis on the home. This is despite the fact
that the W-HR model would predict that experiences at home could have important
implications for both work-related and personal outcomes. Considering the contentious

status of work-life balance in the literature and the conflicting evidence and ways in
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which it is measured, adding it as a mediator into the W-HR model as a personal resource
may help the field better understand its place within the work-home interface. That is,
centering it in this model places it within the individual and places more clear boundaries
on how it works through providing a sense of balance off of which relevant outcomes at
home or work may be enacted by the individual. As such, the current study will assess the
following to provide evidence regarding how work-life balance may work within the
individual:

Hypothesis 1. Work-life balance will at least partially mediate the relationship
from home demands to well-being (a) and creativity (b), such that home demands will
negatively affect work-life balance which will in turn positively affect the two outcome
variables.

Conclusions on the Evidence for Work-life Balance as a Personal Resource

The W-HR model is a comprehensive framework that considers the complex
relationship between work and personal life. It suggests that resources and demands from
both domains can spill over and affect personal resources within an individual, which in
turn influence work and home outcomes (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). The current
study argues that work-life balance is a personal resource, because it can be used as a tool
for improving both home and work (e.g., well-being and creativity) outcomes, is a natural
consequence of the effective management of work and home resources and demands, and
provides a sense of evenness and composure in the face of new expectations by giving
individuals a sense of what they can or cannot take on. Therefore, work-life balance fits
nicely into the W-HR model as a personal resource. The next section will take this a step

further by introducing one way in which work-life balance experiences may be
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influenced. That is, it introduces values, continuing to use the W-HR model as a guiding
framework.
Influences of Values on Work-life Balance

Individuals’ experiences of work-life balance are driven partially by individual
values, such that experiences in the different roles in one’s life should be in line with the
value that each person attributes to them to maximize one’s sense of balance (Casper et
al., 2018). One such way in which valued aspects of one’s life are determined is
culturally. Culture exists at multiple levels. This extends from national levels to the
individual level where cultural values are deeply embedded and reflected in the things
that individual people value (Taras et al., 2010). In fact, in a recent meta-analysis, Taras
et al. (2016) found that about “80% of variation in cultural values resides within
countries” (p. 455). Accordingly, the values associated with culture have a place in the
work-life interface both at the group and individual level.

Culture can be defined as “the collective programming of the mind which
distinguishes the members of one human group from another” (Hofstede, 1980, p. 25). It
is made up of various components, one of which includes a system of values (Hofstede,
2011; Hofstede et al., 2010). Values are developed partly through personal choice but
also depend largely on the cultural context in which one lives (Hofstede, 1984). These
values are important for their influence on how individuals experience and show
emotions and attitudes (Taras et al., 2010). The definition of culture thus inherently
suggests a group-level phenomenon. However, scholars have long argued over the
validity of applying a blanket level of values over an entire society (e.g., Brewer &

Venaik, 2014; Caprar, 2015; Huo & Randall, 1991; Jackson & Aycan, 2006; Maznevski
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et al., 2002; Spector et al., 2001; Taras et al., 2016, 2010). In fact, research has provided
evidence on a variety of moderators on cultural values. Individual levels of acceptance of
cultural values have been found to be influenced by things such as family, ethnicity (e.g.,
Betancourt & Lopez, 1993), religion (e.g., Cohen & Hill, 2007), geographic location
(e.g., region of the country; e.g., Huo & Randall, 1991), and experiences both work-based
and personal (e.g., world travel; e.g., Yelich Biniecki & Conceicao, 2014). Accordingly,
when aggregating values at a higher level, such as at the societal level, and applying these
ratings of values to everyone within a nation, as is typical in cross-cultural comparisons,
interesting variation in these values within that country becomes obscured.

The existence of levels of culture as well as previous research reflecting the
heterogeneity of cultural values within single countries (e.g., Adler & Aycan, 2018;
Cendales & Gomez Ortiz, 2019) suggests that, particularly in countries as large and
potentially diverse as the United States and China, there will be much cultural variation
within the countries. Since cultural values are the aspects of culture that are held deeply
and guide how individuals feel (Taras et al., 2010), assessing the variability between
individuals in such values can provide an additional layer of context for organizations in
these countries to effectively address the needs of their employees by acknowledging that
long held assumptions on the homogeneity of “cultural” values may not reflect the whole
picture. This understanding would allow organizations a deeper look into how their
employees’ values influence their experiences at work and their work-life balance.

In this case, the group level phenomenon of “culture” breaks down to individual
level values that may or may not have cultural origins. That is, values are likely driven in

part by national culture, but individual level measurement of values has interesting
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variation between people which is also driven by other things. Such differences in values
are the result of a combination of factors including individual experiences, preferences,
and participation in smaller levels of culture (e.g., Betancourt & Lopez, 1993; Huo &
Randall, 1991; Yelich Biniecki & Conceicao, 2014). These values with cultural origins
and/or influences may look simply like cultural values at a glance but differ
fundamentally from the definition of “culture” due to their individual-level variation.
Values in this case when aggregated to the national level may differ from other societies,
thus reflecting some level of “sharedness” and thus cultural basis. However, the
variability among individuals within a single country reflects a greater level of
complexity than national culture alone can explain.

Research both in countries such as China (e.g., Farh et al., 2007) and the United
States (e.g., Lawrence, 2023) has provided evidence that such “cultural” values (e.g.,
collectivism) influence the effects of contextual resources and demands on personal
resources. Thus, such values are still useful within research at the individual level,
because individuals’ feelings and behaviors related to such values reflect more variation
than what should be expected when a value is only reflective of the broader culture with
no individual-level influences. Furthermore, such studies also show that it would be
erroneous to take commonly accepted cultural values and assume everyone in a society
will value those things in exactly the same way. Therefore, to understand how such
factors truly influence experiences at work and in life, these values need to be measured
directly (Spector et al., 2015). Keeping in mind the variety of rich cultural backgrounds
United States and Chinese citizens are coming from and the fact that individual level

measurement of values would likely be more predictive of individual-level outcomes
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compared to merely making assumptions of the influence of culture based on individuals’
group memberships (Lawrence, 2023), the measurement of culturally-based values such
as collectivism amongst employees can lead to a more nuanced understanding of
perspectives and lead to increased ability to improve well-being at work and home and
associated improvements in organizational outcomes.

The W-HR model gives some insight as to how such values may come into play.
In their model, ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) posit that key resources, which are
characteristics of an individual that help to relieve some of the negative effects of
contextual demands on personal resources and strengthen the positive association
between contextual resources and personal resources. Values, which may help to frame
how individuals look at situational constraints and aids, may thus be considered key
resources to an individual. Following that work-life balance is argued to be a personal
resource, the relationship between contextual demands and resources to work-life balance
should thus be moderated by values with cultural origins.

Additionally, ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) posit that culture serves as a
macro resource. Macro resources are those resources that are “characteristics of the larger
economic, social, and cultural system in which a person is embedded” (ten Brummelhuis
& Bakker, 2012, p. 548) and include culture, wealth, social equality, and public policies.
Macro resources are posited to moderate the relationships between contextual demands
and resources to personal resources (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Being that cross-
cultural research has shown that cultural origin affects preferences related to work-life
interface constructs (e.g., boundary management; Allen et al., 2024) and that values are at

least partially informed by culture (Hofstede, 1984), it is expected that cultural origin
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may exert impact via individual-level values such that there is a mediated moderation
effect of cultural origin through individual-level values on the relationship between home
demands and resources and work-life balance. The current study focuses on the
relationship with home demands. Figure 2 outlines the expected relationships, consistent
with the W-HR model and a cross-cultural comparison of moderation effects. By
comparing cross-culturally and also measuring individual-level values, this approach thus
helps to parse out individual-level factors versus that of societal culture, which has been
criticized in work on the ecological fallacy (e.g., Brewer & Venaik, 2014).

Accordingly, this section will review discussions of cultural values and their
proposed relationships to the work-life interface. It will focus on how assumed cultural
values without consideration of individual-level variation in a country removes
interesting information on how individuals experience the work-life interface. Utilizing
the W-HR model as the underlying framework, the current study will predict that cultural
group membership moderates the relationship between antecedents (i.e., home resources
and demands) and balance via individual-level values. Furthermore, this review will
focus on the cultural value that has been studied most commonly (i.e., collectivism) and
performance orientation, which has been hypothesized to potentially explain some of the
inconsistencies found in research on the effects of collectivism on work-life constructs
(Shockley et al., 2017). These two cultural variables were chosen because of the
contradictions that have occurred frequently in cultural work-life interface work related
to collectivism. Depending on how authors justify results, collectivism may be expected
to enhance the work-life interface or make it worse. This is an inherent contradiction in

the study of this variable, and it has been suggested that the contradiction may be
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explained by the examination of how performance orientation interacts with collectivism
(Shockley et al., 2017), likely due to how the two values help to guide individuals’
understanding of what performance looks like and who it affects (Javidan, 2004). Studies
related to these conflicting stances on collectivism’s effects and performance
orientation’s potential influences are outlined in the following sections.
Collectivistic Values

Collectivism was originally defined by Hofstede as the degree to which cultures
focus on the “in-group” (1984). It relates to “societies in which people from birth onward
are integrated into strong, cohesive in-groups, which throughout people’s lifetime
continue to protect them in exchange for unquestioning loyalty” (Hofstede et al., 2010).
More recent definitions of collectivism from the Global Leadership and Organizational
Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) project, which is a “large-scale study of cultural
practices, leadership ideals, and generalized and interpersonal trust in 150 countries”
(The GLOBE Foundation, 2020), have split the concept of collectivism into two levels:
societal and in-group level collectivism. Societal collectivism reflects a much higher
level of collectivism, where the focus is on societal or organizational institutional policies
that encourage collective action or protection. In-group collectivism describes how
individual values reflect a high degree of pride and focus on the in-group (House et al.,
2001). This definition splits the Hofstede definition of collectivism into two, by
addressing societal-level protections that collectivistic cultures may institute due to their
focus on group-level preservation versus that of individual-level focuses on protecting

valued family and community members.
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From a culture standpoint, the assumption is that the aggregate level of
collectivism differs from one country to the next. From an individual perspective, there
are values that exist at lower levels which are reminiscent of collectivism but which
inherently cannot be the same as the cultural value of collectivism due to their individual-
level status. Rather, they are the result of the combination of the internalization of
national cultural values (Hofstede, 1984) combined with other factors (e.g., ethnic
background; Betancourt & Lopez, 1993). In this way within each country, particularly in
those with high levels of socio-demographic diversity (Taras et al., 2016), collectivistic
values do reflect a level of variation from individual to individual (Lawrence, 2023).

Taking this perspective into account, a high degree of collectivistic values in
individuals is associated with a focus on the in-group as opposed to the individual. The
in-group often refers to the family, including the extended family, and sometimes further
such as to community members (Aycan, 2008). It is largely agreed upon by scholars that
collectivistic values are associated with aiming for harmony or cohesiveness with in-
group members (Aycan, 2008; House et al., 2001; Ling & Powell, 2001), loyalty to the
in-group (House et al., 2001; Hofstede, 1984; Hofstede et al., 2010), struggling to detach
oneself from in-group roles (Gisler et al., 2018; Hofstede, 1984; Reichl et al., 2014), and
pride in the in-group (House et al., 2001). Furthermore, there is a sense of needing to
protect and take care of the in-group (Hofstede, 1984, 2001; Aycan, 2008). That is,
collectivistic values are concerned with caring for one’s family and community.

While scholars agree that collectivistic values emphasize upholding the family
and close community-members, they are often conflicted on what that means for the

work-life interface. It seems that the issues regarding the relationship between
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collectivistic values and work-life interface constructs tend to relate to what it means to
take care of the in-group. Some researchers suggest that collectivistic values predict
better experiences in the work-life interface due to beliefs that work is done for the
family (Yang, 2005), thus work is a way to take care of one’s in-group. This concept of
sacrificing family time to work for the benefit of the family has been termed utilitarinistic
familialism (Aryee et al., 1999).

Wang and colleagues (2004) found that when individuals exhibited lower levels
of collectivistic values, having work interfere with family led to increased intentions to
withdraw from work. Conversely for those who were more collectivistic, family
interfering with work amplified intentions to withdraw. The researchers interpreted this
as highly collectivistic people being more inclined to prioritize work over family time
due to the perception that work is a contribution to the family’s well-being, hence
considering it a familial responsibility or duty (Wang et al., 2004). Such an interpretation
would be consistent with traditional takes on collectivism, which emphasize valuing
taking care of the family and doing what is right by them, as opposed to individual gains
or losses.

It has also been suggested that an opposite effect exists. That is, some researchers
(e.g., Allen et al., 2020) suggest that collectivism’s emphasis on family and in-group is
associated with worse work-life interface experiences due to an inability to adequately
experience family and community when it is considered so important. Yang et al. (2000),
for example, found that family demands had a stronger influence on work-family conflict
in the United States compared to China, while work demands had a more significant

impact on conflict in China than in the United States. This discrepancy was attributed to
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cultural variations in the importance assigned to family and work time. The authors
emphasized that the variations in the relationship between work-family conflict and its
antecedents could be largely attributed to differences in individualistic and collectivistic
values between the two cultures, where the more collectivistic Chinese participants may
have placed greater importance on family time compared to the more individualistic
American sample.

While it could be argued that many of the conclusions drawn in such studies
reflect how collectivistic values influence individuals’ appraisal of the work-life
interface, the cross-cultural comparison approach makes it impossible to conclude
whether effects were occurring due to group-level phenomena (e.g., culture, national
policy) or individual beliefs regarding family and community. This is further complicated
by lack of direct measurement of cultural values within samples, as in Yang et al. (2000),
and i1s common in many other cross-cultural comparison studies, as well as by the
interplay between culture and individual level
values.

Both the first perspective of utilitarinistic familialism and this second perspective
are supported by the idea of collectivism, where the values inherent in more collectivistic
individuals emphasize taking care of one’s in-group. The difference in the perspectives
thus differ in what it means to take care of the in-group. One meaning might be more
duty-based, self-sacrificial, or honor-based, such as in utilitarinistic familialism (Redding,
1993; Aycan, 2008). In contrast, it could mean having a less performance-based,
utilitarian perspective, where individuals need things such as quality-time, support, or

feeling generally close to their family and/or community. This variation in perspectives
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therefore suggests a moderating effect on the effects of individual values about
collectivism on the work-life interface where performance orientation likely influences
the relationship in conjunction with collectivistic values.
Performance Orientation

As a cultural dimension, performance orientation was introduced as part of the
GLOBE project as an alternative to Hofstede’s masculinity/femininity and separates out
the competitiveness and performance-focused area which was traditionally encompassed
as part of the individualistic component of the collectivism-individualism dimension in
Hofstede’s work (Javidan, 2004). The conflicting evidence surrounding collectivistic
values in the previous section may in part be explained by how the constructs were
originally outlined. Both other scholars (e.g., Shockley et al., 2017) and the writers of the
GLOBE studies (e.g., House et al., 2004) have suggested that performance orientation
may moderate the effects of collectivism on work-life interface constructs. In the book
written by House et al. (2004) on the 2004 results of the GLOBE studies, when
introducing the construct of performance orientation, the authors mention how in
countries where support of the family is paramount, performing well can be seen as a
means through which one can do good by one’s family, but that is not true in all cultures.
By separating the values pertaining to things such as achievement or competitiveness
from the focus on the individual versus the collective, performance orientation and
collectivism allow for such combinations as high performance orientation-high
collectivism, high performance orientation-low collectivism, low performance

orientation-low collectivism, and low performance orientation-high collectivism.
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Similar to collectivism, performance orientation at the individual level likely has
both cultural and non-cultural roots. From a cultural dimension standpoint, it is defined
as, “the extent to which a community encourages and rewards innovation, high standards,
and performance improvement” (Javidan, 2004, p. 239). As evidenced in this definition,
the dimension of performance orientation is typically thought of as reflecting a group-
level standard of performance. However, this focus on group-level standards just serves
to suggest that even at an individual level, values pertaining to how one performs have
some cultural roots. As previously mentioned, cultural values have many moderators
(e.g., family, ethnic group or community, and education; e.g., Taras et al., 2016;
Betancourt & Lopez, 1993). Due to this, it is likely that the values individuals hold
regarding performance orientation vary in part due to these combinations of factors as
well as through individual preferences.

Performance orientation was developed in reference to McClelland’s need for
achievement (1961) and Confucian principles, in particular Hofstede and Bond’s (1988)
Confucian Dynamism (House et al., 2001; Javidan, 2004). Both need for achievement
and Confucianism relate to how societal standards of behavior and thinking influence
individual level outcomes. Need for achievement, for instance, came from the
observation of religious cultures. Catholic and Protestant stances on performance and
work were observed, finding that in contrast to Catholicism, which emphasized
subjugation to God and earning the right to Heaven through things such as church
attendance and donations, the Protestant religion argued that hard, earnest work could

serve as a means to earn the right to ascend (House et al., 2004). By observing these
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differences across religious cultures, McClelland (1961) developed need for achievement
as a part of his theory of motivation.

Confucianism is another culturally bounded guide for behavior and ways of
thinking, which was a strong contributor to things such as work ethic in many Eastern
countries such as China and Japan. Performance orientation is one of the cultural
dimensions reflective of principles in Confucianism (Le et al., 2020), namely obtaining
new skills, patience and persistence, diligence, and frugality (Hofstede & Bond, 1988;
Javidan, 2004). Additionally, it incorporates Hofstede and Bond’s (1988) concept of
Confucius dynamism, which was developed based on an examination of Confucianism,
to reflect an aspect of future orientation, where higher levels of dynamism are associated
with greater future focus, and lower levels are associated with a more static focus on
tradition. That is to say, the dimension of performance orientation emphasizes valuing
moving forward and making improvements for the future at higher levels of performance
orientation, rather than focusing on tradition and/or being content with the ways things
are, which would be reflected at lower levels. The values related to high levels of
performance orientation include a focus on self-improvement, competitiveness, future-
focus, materialism and a focus on rewards related to achievement, the belief that worth is
determined by what one does or achieves, and an emphasis on performance rather than
relationships (Javidan, 2004).

Such values would suggest that individuals may be under more strain when
holding high performance orientation values, thus resulting in worse outcomes related to
work-life balance. Yet, evidence from research focusing on related areas such as

achievement striving reflect conflicting evidence. A study by Proost et al. (2010), for
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example, found that both conflict and facilitation between work and family were
significantly and positively related to achievement striving, indicating that those
individuals who were more performance-focused tended to experience higher levels of
both positive and negative effects on the work-life interface. Based on such research, it is
furthermore not clear how other work-life interface constructs, such as work-life balance,
would be affected.

Therefore, the suggestion that performance orientation might moderate the effects
of collectivistic values on the work-life interface warrants more study. It has been
suggested that performance orientation moderates the effect of collectivism on the work-
life interface by minimizing the effect of work demands in individuals who hold values
associated with low performance orientation. That is, work, in particular achieving at
work, is perceived to be less important, and so there are fewer negative effects on the
work-life interface (Shockley et al., 2017). With this perspective, individuals holding low
performance orientation values are likely to be less bothered by the demands of work
(e.g., Allen et al., 2020) and can focus their attention more thoroughly on their valued
interpersonal relationships with their families. Similarly, holding low performance
orientation and low collectivistic values might be associated with less stress about
succeeding at work and feeling able to fully focus on quality of life. In contrast, those
individuals who view work as a status symbol that reflects on the family (i.e., high
performance orientation and high collectivism) may feel the double strain of both
providing for family and succeeding at work. Accordingly, this paper argues that
performance orientation values held by individuals moderate the effect of collectivistic

values.
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Summary on the Moderating Effects of Individual-Level Cultural Values on the
Relationship from Home Demands to Work-life Balance

The W-HR model posits that the relationship from contextual demands and
resources to personal resources, or in this case work-life balance, can be moderated by
key resources. Key resources, such as values, are more stable characteristics that can help
individuals cope with contextual demands (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Findings
in the literature often contradict each other regarding the effects of individual-level
collectivistic values on the work-life interface. Some studies suggest that collectivism
should cause greater associations with work-life conflict, for example, citing reasons such
as greater demands at home due to the strong emphasis on valuing family (e.g., Yang et
al., 2000). In other words, the values associated with high levels of collectivism within
the individual may lead to conflicting priorities and less efficiency with coping with
demands and thus negative effects on the work-life interface. However, other studies
argue for the opposite, citing arguments such as how work is viewed as benefiting the
family (i.e., utilitarinistic familialism; Aryee et al., 1999).

These conflicting perspectives suggest that there may be another variable
influencing how collectivistic values frame individuals’ thoughts regarding work-life
experiences. Performance orientation has been suggested as one potential additional
moderator to these relationships (Shockley et al., 2017). Like collectivistic values,
performance orientation findings and predictions are often contradictory. For instance,
performance orientation may be argued to be associated with lower levels of work-life
balance, as the focus on achievement may hinder balance. However, research on the

relationship between values of performance orientation and work-life constructs is
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limited and, where the research exists, confusing, such as those finding little effect of
achievement striving on conflict (Proost et al., 2010). If performance orientation and
collectivism work together to influence experiences in the work-life interface, this may
help to explain why findings are so inconsistent when only assessing one or the other.

Taken together, individual-level collectivism and performance orientation likely
do not work in isolation. Rather, the conflicting aspects of dual levels of collectivistic
values and valuing performance may result in the canceling out of some of the beneficial
aspects of one or the other. As discussed previously, while collectivism emphasizes
harmony and family relationships, performance orientation values are associated with
competitiveness, materialism, and personal development (House et al., 2004). This
contrast highlights the need to understand how these cultural values may interact.
Therefore, the following hypothesis is predicted to provide an interpretation of how
collectivism and performance orientation might work in predicting work-life balance (see
in Figure 3), relative to the W-HR model:

Hypothesis 2. Collectivistic and performance-oriented values will interact to
moderate the relationship from home demands to work-life balance such that high
collectivism-high performance orientation (vs. low collectivism-low performance
orientation) will reflect a more negative (vs. positive) relationship between demands and
work-life balance compared to the other value combinations.

A Combination of Both Macro-Level Culture and Individual-Level Values

Ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) also predict as part of their WH-R model

that macro resources, such as culture, moderate the relationship from contextual demands

and resources to personal resources. The majority of past cross-cultural studies have often
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compared employees from two different cultural groups and attributed cross-cultural
differences to individual-level cultural values such as collectivism (e.g., Yang et al.,
2000). This 1s a common ecological fallacy found in cultural research (Brewer & Venaik,
2014). One criticism of culture research regarding the ecological fallacy is that culture
scales at the societal level are not correlated in the same way at the individual level, so it
is not a proper application of cultural characteristics to attribute them to individuals
(Brewer & Venaik, 2014). To be able to make such individual-level attributions, it is
necessary to examine empirically how cultural group operates through the individual via
direct assessment of values. Importantly, values are at least partially formed by culture
(Hofstede, 1984), so it is expected that cultural group may exert impact via individual-
level values on the association between contextual demands and personal resources.

A previous meta-analysis by Allen and colleagues (2020) serves as one example
of how these findings could be useful. The authors in that study looked at the moderating
effect of cultural context on the relationships from predictors to work-family conflict.
One prime example of a finding related to the current study was that collectivism has a
moderating effect on the relationship between family hours and family interference with
work, where the relationship was weaker in more collectivistic countries. The Allen et al.
study looks at average differences in interference cross-culturally but does not break
down how culture influences these experiences of interference. The influences could be
from societal-level factors that drive things such as policy at the national level or the
increased access to community support via in-group connections (House et al., 2004). On
the other hand, it could also be that individuals are viewing their experiences through a

different lens due to how their collectivistic values help to frame their thoughts and
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feelings. However, because research prior to this meta-analysis did not assess cultural
values at the individual level, that break down in cultural influence was not possible at
the meta-analytic level (Allen et al., 2020).

By examining whether the moderating effect of cultural group operates through
individual-level values, the current study will make a first attempt at looking at how
individual-level values and societal culture operate individually and together. Based on
the work of ten Brummelhuis and Bakker (2012) and Ng and colleagues (2019), which
provides guidance on how cultural group can operate both by directly moderating a
relationship but also via influence on individual-level variables, it is possible that cultural
group may affect the relationship between home demands and work-life balance both
directly and indirectly through individual values. However, as research has not typically
performed such analyses, it is not clear based on prior literature whether the moderation
of cultural group on the relationship from demands to work-life balance can indeed be
explained by the corresponding individual-level values of collectivism. It should be
noted that research on collectivism has been particularly common with clear differences
across the two societies, and cross-cultural studies have often suggested that this
dimension of culture can explain the different relationships from demands to work-life
interface constructs (e.g., work-life conflict; Yang et al., 2000). Accordingly, the
following hypothesis is predicted:

Hypothesis 3: Individual-level collectivistic values will on average be higher in
China compared to the United States, and these individual-level collectivistic values will
affect the strength of the relationship from home demands to work-life balance

differentially between the two countries.

46



Summary

This study assesses work-life balance as a personal resource in line with the W-
HR model. The W-HR model predicts that work and home resources and demands work
to predict personal resources, which in turn predict work and home outcomes (ten
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Research on work-life balance has suffered from a lack
of consistent definition and measurement. Accordingly, by using a definition developed
from a thorough review of the literature, it is hoped that this study will bring some clarity
to work-life balance relationships. Furthermore, as theory on collectivistic and
performance orientation values seems to suggest that the two dimensions interact, this
study will expand on the roles these values may play in influencing experiences between

work and the home and compare findings across cultures.
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CHAPTER 3: PILOT STUDY

This study aimed to perform a cross-cultural daily diary study to assess the
relationship from home demands to creativity and well-being via work-life balance. Most
measures of these variables, however, are not designed to capture these constructs at the
daily level. Accordingly, this study first employed a pilot study to assess a variety of
measures that were either developed for use in this study (e.g., well-being) or were
created as longer measures that may overwhelm participants when measured multiple
times within the same week (e.g., creativity).

Additionally, it is expected that the relationship from home demands to work-life
balance will be moderated by personal values with cultural origins. For use in this study,
items assessing individual level values were combined and modified to more clearly
address individual-level beliefs related to the assessed values. Accordingly, the pilot
includes measurement of both individual-level cultural orientations as well as cultural
values to assess whether items correlate in the expected manner between scales.

The pilot was broken into two phases. Phase 1 involved asking a small group of
subject matter experts (SMEs) in the field of industrial-organizational (IO) psychology to
review measures and provide feedback on how well items fit with construct definitions.
Phase 2 involved performing a survey on employees in the United States and China. This
survey asked participants to complete the relevant measures, and relevant analyses
including reliability estimates were performed to assess items. Based on the combined
information collected in both phases, items were selected for use in the main study during
Phase 2 of the pilot.

Phase 1: Subject Matter Expert Feedback
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Between August to September 2024, a short survey was distributed to SMEs
knowledgeable in IO psychology. To be eligible for participation, participants needed to
have experience with research and/or surveys in the field of IO psychology. The purpose
of this phase of the pilot was to have those knowledgeable on item development within
the field review items to determine how well the items fit with the operational definitions
within this study.

A total of 9 SMEs participated and reviewed the items related to home demands,
creativity, and well-being. Most SMEs had at least a master’s degree (n = 6), had at least
six years of experience in IO psychology research (62.5%), and were either graduate
students (n = 3) or employed (n = 4) in the field. For more demographic information,
refer to Table 1. SMEs were provided operational definitions of constructs and tasked
with rating items on 1-5 scales from “not at all” to “extremely” on the extent to which the
items contributed to capturing the meaning of the construct consistent with the definition
provided. Home demands was defined as “physical, emotional, social, or organizational
aspects of the nonwork social context that require physical and/or mental effort.”
Creativity was defined as “the development of new ideas that have the potential for direct
or indirect value to the organization.” Well-being was defined as “a person’s overall
functioning psychologically or mentally, physically, and emotionally.” Average ratings
below a 3 were determined to only slightly contribute to capturing the meaning of the
construct and were marked for further consideration for removal during Phase 2.

Phase 1 Results and Discussion
All items and their average ratings are provided in Table 2. Most items across

scales were rated on average by SMEs with ratings of 3 or more, with few exceptions. On
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the home demands scale, average ratings ranged from 2.75 to 4.50 with a mean rating of
3.84, with two items rated below 3 (i.e., HD4 or “Today, emotional problems arose in my
nonwork life” and HDS5 or “Today, my tasks outside of work confronted me with things
that touched me personally”). Ratings on the creativity scale ranged from 2.67 to 3.89
with an average rating of 3.22, and again two items were rated below 3 (i.e., CR4 or
“Today, I solved problems that had caused others difficulty”” and CR8 or “Today, I served
as a good role model for creativity’). Average ratings for well-being ranged from 3.78 to
4.00 with a mean rating of 3.92. Overall, SME ratings suggest that all scales moderately
capture the meanings of the constructs consistent with the provided operational
definitions, since average scale ratings were at least 3 on all three scales. However, both
the home demands and creativity scales contained items rated lower than 3, suggesting
that they could be improved by removing the relevant items.

In this way, SME ratings were used to provide additional information on the
content validity of the items. This information was combined with participant data in
Phase 2 to inform item retention and deletion. The main study will involve a daily diary
study. To minimize participant strain on daily measurements, daily measures were kept
around five items or less. SME feedback offered additional information on how best to
minimize the number of items for measurement of constructs with longer scales (i.e.,
home demands and creativity). This feedback was used in combination with reliability
and factor loading data obtained in Phase 2 to inform which items were removed for use
in the main study. Additionally, the measure for well-being relied on SME feedback to

assess how well the items fit the operational definition for this study, since this measure
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was developed for specific use in this study thus providing additional validity evidence
for this new measure.
Phase 2: Employee Survey

This phase of the pilot study involved distributing surveys to two samples, one in
the United States and one in China. Participants completed measures on personal values,
cultural values, time orientation, work-life balance, home demands, creativity, well-
being, and demographics. All surveys were distributed in English and Chinese as needed.
Procedure and Sample

Participants were recruited to complete an online survey. The survey included all
scales that would be implemented during the main study. Participants first completed
screening questions and a Captcha verification question to ensure that they were qualified
for participation and that they were human. To qualify for participation, individuals
needed to be employed full-time (at least 30 hours), be 18-years or older, have been
working in their current role for at least three months, and be either American or Chinese
citizens, respectively. Then, they moved on to complete scales that were to be used
during the initial survey of the main study followed by the daily diary measures and
demographic information. The survey also included two attention check questions (e.g.,
“For data quality purposes, select somewhat true for this item.”) to ensure data quality.

In the United States sample, 150 individuals were recruited via CloudResearch
Connect. Nine responses were removed for failing attention check items, and two were
removed as potential bots. Accordingly, the final sample consisted of 139 participants.
The sample was predominantly White (» = 115) and male (» = 85) with an average age

of 40.67 years (SD = 9.93). Additional demographic information is available in Table 3.
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In the Chinese sample, data on 159 master’s students was obtained. The sample
was predominantly female (n = 92) with an average age of 31.36 years (SD = 4.31).
Additional demographic information is available in Table 4. The data from the two
samples was collected to cross-validate findings across the two countries and ensure that
the final measures could assess the relevant variables adequately in both samples during
the main study.

Measures

In the main study, measures were to be assessed at different time points.
However, to obtain initial validity evidence for the revised measures, all scales were
assessed during the course of one survey during Phase 2 of the pilot study. In the main
study, daily items were written such that participants reflected on the current day when
they were taking the surveys (e.g., “today”). In contrast to the main study, to maximize
who could participate at the time when the survey was released, participants were
instructed to think about their most recent workday while answering the questions and
references to the current day were removed for all items. Participants completed the
surveys in either English or Chinese. Chinese measures were translated from the original
English utilizing standard translation-back translation procedures.

Individual Values. Collectivistic and performance orientation values were
assessed utilizing items from the Personal Values Questionnaire-Revised (PVQ-RR)
measure developed by Schwartz et al. (2012). Participants rated the extent to which they
agreed or disagreed that the statements aligned with their beliefs. Items were measured on
a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This measure has previously been

validated in 49 cultures and was designed as a series of vignettes about an individual,
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either male or female, who believes a certain value is important. Participants were meant
to respond to the extent that that person was or was not like them. It was designed in this
way to address the idea that people may not have articulated values (Schwartz &
Cieciuch, 2021).

The third-person nature of the measure could be confusing. Furthermore, the
gendered nature of the items may inherently exclude certain groups of people, such as
non-binary or other gender-nonconforming individuals, from participation, since
participants are meant to choose the version that aligns with their identity (Schwartz &
Cieciuch, 2021). Accordingly, the author of the current study modified items to be read
from participants’ own points of view.

In the pilot study, items pertaining to the values of Achievement, Tradition, Self-
direction, and Benevolence were assessed. These values demonstrated the most
conceptual overlap with items from the original GLOBE definitions (House et al., 2001,
2004) and the relevant scales developed to measure performance orientation and
collectivism (House et al., 2004; The GLOBE Foundation, 2006) but were developed to
be able to capture values at the individual level (Schwartz, 1999, 2021b; Schwartz, 2012),
making them more appropriate for the current study. Achievement describes “personal
success through demonstrating competence according to social standards” (Schwartz,
2021a, p. 9). Tradition refers to, “Maintaining and preserving cultural, family, or
religious traditions” (Schwartz, 2021a). These dimensions are thus reflective of what one
might expect high (e.g., high competitiveness, ambition, confidence, need for self-
improvement, forward focus) and low (e.g., low sense of urgency, emphasize quality of

life, focus on tradition; House et al., 2004) performance orientation to look like based on
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its original conception within the GLOBE studies. Performance orientation was therefore
measured with three items on achievement and three reverse-coded items on tradition.
Example items included, “It is important to me to have ambitions in life,” and “It is
important to me to maintain traditional values and ways of thinking.”

Similarly, the value dimensions of Self-direction and Benevolence reflect
components of In-group Collectivism. Self-direction may reflect a low level of
collectivistic values and is defined as “independent thought and action, choosing,
creating, and exploring” (Schwartz, 2021a, p. 9). Benevolence may in turn reflect higher
In-group collectivism. Benevolence is defined as the “preservation and enhancement of
the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact” (Schwartz, 1994, p.
22). This can thus be related to in-group collectivism. That is, benevolence may be seen
as an individual-level proxy to In-group Collectivism through the related aspects of
valuing cohesiveness with one’s in-group and caring for them, whereas self-direction is
more in line with low collectivism (i.e., valuing greater individual choice and motivation;
House et al., 2001). This study used six reverse-coded Self-Direction items and six items
from Benevolence to reflect collectivistic values, modified to assess across genders. An
example of Self-Direction is, “It is important to me to form views independently.” An
example of Benevolence is “It is important to me to take care of people I am close to.”

Home Demands. Home demands was assessed with a modified version of the
Home Demands Scale developed by Peeters et al. (2005). The modified scale was
expanded beyond demands inside the home to include other components of non-work life
to better capture the breadth of demands participants may encounter. This specifically

included rephrasing items referring to “home” to instead reference non-work life. There
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are two reasons for this change. One reason is due to the difference between how “home”
is referred to in the W-HR model versus what a layman might expect. In the W-HR
model, the home domain refers to the various roles that one might participate in outside
of work (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). In contrast, participants are likely to
associate the word “home” with its more literal meaning. To capture the richness of
participants’ non-work life demands, this change was made. This is also connected to the
second reason, which is related to individuals who do not live with or perhaps do not
have family. These individuals may find that the majority of demands within the home
domain exist outside of the four walls of their home. Additionally, it was modified to
capture daily demands as opposed to more general experiences with demands in one’s
life.

The scale needed to be reduced to a shorter number of items to minimize content
overlap and strain on participants. The home demands scale was developed to reflect
facets of home demands that mirror similar facets found in job demands, including
quantitative, emotional, and cognitive demands (Peeters et al., 2005). The current study
aimed to reduce the scale to approximately two items from each of the three facets for a
total of around 5-6 items. The original scale included 10 items total on a 1 (not at all) to 5
(very much) scale. An example of a quantitative home demand item read, “I was busy
outside of work.” An emotional example item is, “I felt frustrated about things
concerning my nonwork life.” Finally, an example cognitive home demand included, “I
had to plan and organize a lot of things in my nonwork life.” The home demands scale
developed by Peeters and colleagues has been used in many studies on the work-life

interface since its development, both in the US (e.g., Ji et al., 2023) and abroad (e.g., Ji et
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al., 2023; Shimazu et al., 2010; Ugwu et al., 2023). These studies have reflected validity
evidence showing that home demands relate to such constructs within the work-life
interface such that the existence of greater home demands tends to relate to the work-life
interface (e.g., Shimazu et al., 2010) and related outcomes (e.g., Ji et al., 2023).
Furthermore, this scale has been shown to have conceptual overlap with scales assessing
similar constructs (e.g., job demands; Shimazu et al., 2010).

Work-life Balance. Work-life balance was assessed with items from Wayne et
al.’s (2021) measure of work-nonwork balance. This measure was developed based on
Casper et al.’s (2018) definition of work-nonwork balance and captures the three facets of
work-life balance in combination with a global assessment across 20 items. For the
current study, one item generally with the highest factor loading was extracted from the
original measure to assess each of the three facets and one from the global factor. The
one exception to this was the affective balance item, where the highest factor loading
corresponded to a double-barreled item, so the item with most conceptual overlap to the
idea of affective balance was instead chosen by the author. Participants were asked to
consider their experiences from their most recent workday. Items were revised to be in
the past-tense. Involvement balance was assessed with, “Based on what matters most to
me, [ devoted the right amount of my time to work and nonwork roles.” The effectiveness
balance item was, “I did well in roles that are my biggest priorities.” Affective balance
was assessed with, “I am content with how things are going in the life roles that are my
top priorities.” The global balance item was, “All in all, my work and nonwork roles were
in harmony.” Items were assessed on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) Likert-

style scale. The original validation study found that this measure relates more strongly
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and in the expected direction with related constructs such as balance satisfaction and
balance effectiveness. In contrast, relationships were weaker with unrelated constructs
(e.g., job involvement, family involvement, or satisfaction within a specific role; Wayne
et al., 2021).

Creativity. In line with previous studies on daily creativity (e.g., Bledow et al.,
2013; Ohly & Fritz, 2010), the current study used an adapted version of the creativity
scale developed by Tierney and colleagues (1999). Binnewies and Wdrnlein (2011)
adapted the original measure to be able to capture self-reports of creativity at the daily
level. Because it is usually not recommended in daily diary studies to have measures that
are longer than five items (Ohly et al., 2010), the pilot study assessed the eight items
adapted by Binnewies and Wornlein (2011) for item reliability and factor loadings in
order to bring the scale down to approximately five items. Items were measured on a
scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). One example item includes, “I generated novel,
but operable work-related ideas.” Variations of this measure have been used in a variety
of samples (e.g., Bledow et al, 2013; Ohly & Fritz, 2010) and have been found to relate to
contextual demands such as time pressure (Binnewies & Wornlein, 2011).

Well-being. Well-being can be defined as overall functioning (Tay et al. 2023)
psychologically or mentally, physically, and emotionally (Kesebir & Diener, 2008). The
well-being literature as a whole tends to take one of a few approaches to assessing well-
being. One approach is to assess well-being as a more general sense of well-being across
time. For example, researchers have used items from the General Health Questionnaire to
gain a sense of participants’ recent feelings of well-being in areas such as happiness and

strain (e.g., Matthews et al., 2014). While such measures are useful for capturing a more
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general recent sense of psychological well-being, the questions tend to capture feelings of
well-being too broadly to be able to capture the more specific feeling of well-being on a
given day. Another approach is to use related constructs associated with well-being such
as negative or positive affect (e.g., Straus et al., 2023) or exhaustion and vigor (e.g.,
Zheng et al., 2023). This approach has been particularly common amongst those
assessing well-being at the daily level. However, these items, while related to well-being,
do not necessarily capture one’s overall sense of well-being. Thus, due to the lack of
daily measures capturing this definition, a measure was created for this study.

Participants were presented the definition of well-being as defined above. They
were then instructed to consider their most recent workday and asked to rate their well-
being across four items on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
items included, “I felt physically well”, “I felt mentally well”, “I felt emotionally well”,
and “Overall, I felt well.” Such an approach aligns participant experiences of well-being
along with the study operational definition and allows them to parse out the different
ways in which they may be feeling well or unwell, which when combined can present an
overall approximation of well-being at a certain point in time, rather than a more general
sense.

Supplemental Value Measures for Exploratory Purposes. Because there are
some exploratory aspects to the current study, additional measures were to be included in
the main study to assess some alternate explanations for unexpected findings and to
provide additional context for measures at the individual versus collective levels if
needed. These were also assessed during the pilot study to provide additional reliability

and validity information, where relevant. These included the addition of collectivistic and
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performance orientation values at the group level as well as another potential explanation
for differences in effects of collectivistic values at the individual level (i.e., time
orientation).

Time Orientation. Time orientation is one portion of the future time perspective
construct and focuses primarily on how individuals view the future within future time
perspective research. Future time perspective refers to “the totality of the individual’s
views of his psychological future and psychological past existing at a given time”
(Lewin, 1951, p. 75). Research also emphasizes future time perspective’s role in shaping
plans, goals, and actions for the future (Bandura, 1986). Future time perspective includes
five dimensions, and, time orientation, in particular, is highly related conceptually to the
future orientation dimension of culture. The main difference is that future time
perspective refers to a cognitive structure rather than a cultural value (Kooij et al., 2018).
That is, time orientation may serve as the individual-level parallel to future orientation,
which is defined in the GLOBE study as “the degree to which individuals in
organisations or societies engage in future-oriented behaviors, such as planning, investing
in the future, and delayed gratification” (House et al., 2001).

While researchers have not explicitly stated it, cross-cultural differences in time
perspective have been suggested to frame how individuals in different cultures view the
work-life interface (e.g., Aryee et al., 1999). That is, for example, those in collectivistic
societies where there is a more utilitarinistic familialism stance may view taking care of
the family through work as more of a delayed gratification or planning for future well-
being of the family. Therefore, the relationship from demands to work-life balance may

be less negatively affected in collectivistic individuals with greater future time
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perspective as opposed to individual-level performance orientation. In other words, how
individuals view time and their ability to meet goals within this lens may serve as an
alternative to performance orientation on why collectivism inconsistently relates to work-
life interface constructs.

Thus, to test for future time perspective with a focus on time orientation this study
used the Shortened Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory-15 (SZTPI-15) which is a
shortened, 15-item version of the 56-item Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI;
Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). This version has been validated to capture convergent and
divergent validity with the original measure and places less strain on participants (Zhang
et al., 2013). All items were assessed on a scale from 1 (very untrue) to 5 (very true). One
example item includes “When I want to achieve something, I set goals and consider
specific means for reaching those goals.”

Collectivism. Societal culture values were assessed using four items on in-group
collectivism from the GLOBE study’s original GLOBE Culture Dimensions, Definitions,
and Scale Items (The GLOBE Foundation, n/a). This measure was included to show the
differences between measurement of cultural-level versus individual-level representations
of values. Such measures assessing societal-level cultural values are important to include,
because the same measures that are developed to reflect aggregated cultural-level values
are not representative of individual-level parallels to those cultural values (Brewer &
Venaik, 2014). However, the relationships between collectivism at the individual-level
and societal-level and between performance orientation at each of those levels should be
higher within collectivism and performance orientation, respectively, providing some

convergent validity evidence. Thus, the GLOBE measures, which assess societal level
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cultural values, were included to show that the United States and Chinese sample do
differ by societal cultural values and that the individual-level measures have evidence of
convergent validity.

All items were assessed on a 1-7 scale. Two items were rated from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. An example item includes, “In this society, children should
take pride in the individual accomplishments of their parents.” One item read, “How
important should it be to members of your society that your society is viewed positively
by persons in other societies” and was rated from “it should not be important at all” to “it
should be very important.” The last item had the stem, “Members of this society should”
and had a scale from “take no pride in being a member of the society” to “take a great
deal of pride in being a member of the society.”

Performance Orientation. Performance orientation was measured with four items
on 1-7 scales from the GLOBE study’s original GLOBE Culture Dimensions,
Definitions, and Scale Items (The GLOBE Foundation, n/a). This measure was also
included, particularly in supplemental analyses, to provide evidence of the difference
between measurement of individual versus societal level cultural values and to provide
additional convergent validity evidence like that for collectivism. Two of these items
were assessed from strongly agree to strongly disagree. One example item is, “I believe
that people should set challenging goals for themselves.” Another item read, “I believe
that major rewards should be based on” and was rated from “only performance
effectiveness” to “only factors other than performance effectiveness [for example,
seniority or political connections]).” The last performance orientation item read “I believe

that being innovative to improve performance should be” and was rated from
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“substantially rewarded” to “not rewarded.” Previous research has found that the GLOBE
measures correlate in the expected directions with other cultural value measures such as
the scale developed by Hofstede (1980) and Schwartz (1994), thus providing construct
validity evidence for its measurement of both collectivism and performance orientation at
the aggregate level (Hanges & Dickson, 2004).
Analyses

All analyses were performed in RStudio separately within each sample. Alpha
reliabilities were calculated on all measures using the Psych package. Confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was performed utilizing the Lavaan package. Results on reliability
and factor loadings were utilized to determine item retention in combination with the
findings from Phase 1 of the pilot. Correlational analyses were planned to be performed
on the values items to provide additional validity evidence. Results from the Chinese
sample were primarily used to replicate results from the US sample to provide evidence
of cross-cultural validity of scales.
Phase 2 Results

The pilot study was conducted for two main reasons. One was to evaluate item
reliability and factor structure of the scales to be utilized in the main study. This was
particularly pertinent for the two scales that needed to be shortened (i.e., the home
demands and creativity scales) as well as for those that were developed for the current
study (i.e., the well-being scale) or adapted to fit the study (e.g., the personal values
scale). The second reason was to provide initial validity evidence. In particular, the
personal values measures were expected to correlate with the similar constructs as

assessed by the GLOBE measures. Summary statistics, correlations, and initial

62



reliabilities for all measures are included in Tables 5 and 6 for the US and Chinese
samples, respectively.
Item Retention

Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results. In the US sample, the CFA results for
the home demands scale were acceptable (> = 62.38, df = 32; p = 0.001, RMSEA =
0.085, SRMR = 0.05, CFI =0.98, TLI = 0.97) although the RMSEA value was above
0.06. Upon review of factor loadings, all items loaded significantly onto their respective
factors and ranged from 0.74 to 0.94. The emotional home demands factor contained the
lowest loading item overall (i.e., HD5). This item was marked along with other low-
loading items for consideration for removal later. Factor loadings for home demands and
creativity from the US sample are included in Tables 7 and 8. All items marked for
potential removal are marked with an asterisk within the table.

Like in the US sample, CFA results for home demands in the Chinese sample
were generally acceptable. The chi-square statistic was significant (> = 76.36, df =32, p
=0.00) and the RMSEA statistic was 0.093, indicating poor model fit. In contrast, the
SRMR, CFI, and TLI statistics were equal to 0.052, 0.948, and 0.927, respectively,
indicating acceptable model fit. Upon further review of factor loadings, all items loaded
significantly onto their respective factors and ranged from 0.52 to 0.88. Again, emotional
home demands had the lowest loading item overall. This item was different from the US
sample (i.e., HD4). Since both items reflected relatively low factor loadings in both
samples, they were both marked for consideration for removal later. Factor loadings for

home demands and creativity from the Chinese sample can be found in Tables 7 and 8.
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In terms of the creativity scale in the US sample, CFA model fit indices indicated
some inconsistency. The chi-square statistic was significant (y* = 70.19, df = 20, p =
0.00) and RMSEA was above 0.06 (RMSEA = 0.085) indicating poor model fit. In
comparison, the SRMR, CFI, and TLI statistic indicated acceptable model fit at 0.034,
0.953, and 0.9343, respectively. All items loaded significantly onto a single factor, and
factor loadings ranged from 0.752 to 0.911, where CR1 had the lowest loading. This item
and other low-loading items were marked for consideration for later removal.

In the Chinese sample, model fit indices indicated acceptable fit. The chi-square
statistic was not significant (y? = 22.865, df=20, p = 0.295). Additionally, RMSEA was
0.03, SRMR was 0.018, CFI was 0.997, ad TFI was 0.996. Factor loadings ranged from
0.735 to .898. In comparison to the American sample, CR4, rather than CR1, was the
lowest loading item on to the factor. Thus, both were marked for consideration for item
removal.

Reliability Results and Item Removal. Reliability analysis was also performed
to evaluate the internal consistency of all scales and identify items that might not
contribute to scale understandability. Items were considered for removal based on their
effects on standardized alpha if removed. This was combined with factor loading
information and SME feedback to make item retention decisions. To meet the
recommended maximum number of five items in daily diary measures (Ohly et al., 2010),
at least five items needed to be dropped from the home demands scale and three items
from the creativity scale.

The initial home demands scale had 10 items and an alpha of 0.94 in the

American sample and 0.90 in the Chinese sample. Because the original scale combined
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three factors to capture overall experiences of home demands, the goal was to maintain
one to two items from each factor. Consistent with both CFA findings and SME input,
reliability was improved with the removal of HD4 (a0 = 0.94 in the American sample, o =
0.91 in the Chinese sample) from the emotional home demands factor. Additionally,
factor loadings, particularly in the Chinese sample, and SME ratings suggested it would
be best to remove HD5. Removing this item improved scale reliability in the American
sample (a0 = .95) and maintained reliability in the Chinese sample (o0 = .91). In a similar
vein, items within the quantitative and organizational home demands categories were
cycled through, considering the impact of individual items’ removal on the overall scale’s
internal consistency. This resulted in a final two items each capturing quantitative and
organizational home demands and one item on emotional home demands. The resulting
Cronbach’s alpha for the home demands scale was 0.91 in the American sample and 0.85
in the Chinese sample, indicating acceptable levels of internal consistency for the
measure in both samples.

The initial creativity scale had eight items and an alpha of 0.96 in the US sample
and an alpha of 0.94 in the Chinese sample. Reliability analysis and CFA results for this
scale suggested that reliability would be maintained at the same alpha with the removal of
CR1. However, SME feedback was most positive regarding this item. Accordingly,
effects on internal consistency were analyzed both with and without this item. Ultimately,
because the effects on scale reliability were negligible (o = .95 versus .96), factor
loadings contributed significantly to the factor in both samples, and SME ratings were
relatively high compared to the remaining items, CR1 was kept within the measure.

Because the remaining items resulted in comparable levels of reliability across items if
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dropped in both samples, SME feedback and factor loadings were focused on in deciding
which item to drop first. Because CR4 had a relatively low factor loading in the US
sample of 0.83 and in the Chinese sample of 0.74 and low SME rating of 2.67, this item
was removed resulting in an alpha of 0.95 in the American sample and 0.94 in the
Chinese sample. Based on a similarly low factor loading of 0.827 in the American sample
and SME rating of 2.89, CR8 was removed resulting in an alpha of 0.95 in the American
sample and 0.93 in the Chinese sample. Finally, based on the alpha if the item is dropped,
CR2 was removed, resulting in an alpha of 0.94 in the US sample and 0.92 in the Chinese
sample.

The decision to shorten the scales resulted in modest reductions in reliability for
both scales, but this tradeoff was necessary to develop more time-efficient measures that
would not overwhelm participants when repeated multiple times throughout the course of
the weeklong main study. The items retained were selected based on their theoretical
relevance as determined with item ratings from SME:s in the field of IO psychology,
factor loadings, and item reliabilities, ensuring that the shortened measures capture the
core meanings of the constructs. Additionally, the reliabilities for both measures across
samples remain in the acceptable range of above 0.80. Also, scores on the shortened and
original scales were highly correlated in both countries (home demands r = .98 in the
USA and r =.97 in China; creativity r = .99 in the USA and r = .98 in China).

Reliability of Remaining Scales

Reliability of the remaining scales capturing the main study model including

work-life balance, well-being, and personal values reflected variable levels of

acceptability. Reliability for work-life balance (oo = 0.85 in the US sample, o = 0.72 in
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the Chinese sample) and well-being (o = 0.93 in the US sample, o = 0.79 in the Chinese
sample) reflected acceptable levels of internal consistency. While these reliabilities are
generally considered acceptable (Kalkbrenner, 2024), to maximize reliability in the main
study across all daily measures, it was decided that all daily diary scales could be
increased to 7-point scales as some research has found that the number of response
categories can be helpful in improving item reliability (e.g., Jebb et al., 2021; Tanujaya et
al., 2022; Weng, 2004), and the 7-point scale is associated with clearer distinctions
between response options (Wakita et al., 2012).

The personal values measures for individual-level collectivism and performance
orientation resulted in low reliability, particularly in the American sample. Individual-
level collectivism had a standardized alpha of 0.39 in the US sample and 0.76 in the
Chinese sample. Individual-level performance orientation had a reliability of 0.36 in the
US sample and 0.54 in the Chinese sample. Review of item reliabilities if items were
dropped indicated that the issues with low reliability existed due to the divide between
the lower-level factors that were combined to create these individual-level collectivism
and performance orientation measures from the original PVQ-RR. That is, benevolence
and the reverse-coded self-direction as written in the English version of the measure
worked better as separate factors than as a combined collectivism construct. Similarly,
achievement and tradition did not combine well to capture performance orientation.

These issues did not carry over into the Chinese version, which had been
translated using standard translation-back translation procedures to both capture the
underlying meaning of items but also read naturally in Chinese. Accordingly, reliability

analyses focused on items to drop focused on the Chinese results, and items in the
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English version were rewritten to model the Chinese measure. This resulted in two items
being removed and a new scale reliability for collectivism in the Chinese sample of 0.78.

For performance orientation, the Chinese sample still had comparably higher
reliability, but it was still not in an acceptable range. The achievement items, which had
a clearer linkage to the concept of performance orientation, were maintained but were
rewritten in English in the style of the Chinese items. Originally, tradition was added with
reverse-coded items to the achievement portion to capture the continuous improvement
component of performance orientation. However, when the reverse coded items were
added, the reliability of the scale was affected. Accordingly, it was decided that these
items would need to be replaced.

The GLOBE scale items for group-level collectivism and performance orientation
were originally included in the pilot as a source of validity information, but, like their
individual-level counterparts, did not reflect adequate levels of reliability in either sample
for either construct. Accordingly, the correlational analyses planned were not performed.
However, the performance orientation GLOBE scale did include two items with
comparably higher reliability in the US sample (“I believe that being innovative to
improve performance should be [substantially rewarded]”, o = 76 and “I believe that
people should set challenging goals for themselves”, oo = .73). Thus, the content of these
two items was used as a model for the development of two new items in the style of the
performance values items. The content more directly focused on improvement rather than
a more general focus on tradition. These new items include, “I believe in setting

challenging goals for performance” and “I value being rewarded for finding ways to
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improve performance.” The final measure for personal values therefore includes 10 items
on individual-level collectivism and five items on performance orientation.
Discussion

The goal of the pilot study was to assess the measures that were either modified or
developed for use in the current study. The results offered preliminary evidence
supporting the use of the majority of the scales in both the United States and China for
the assessment of the main study hypotheses, with the exception of the personal values
measure in the United States. The results in the Chinese sample provided supplementary
evidence to support the changes to the English personal values scales, thus providing

support for the use of the revised measures moving into the main study.
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CHAPTER 4: MAIN STUDY METHODS

The proposed study had three aims. First, it tested the relationship of work-life
balance using the unified definition proposed by Casper et al. (2018) against contextual
factors (i.e., home demands) and contextual outcomes (i.e., creativity and well-being).
This is intended to provide initial evidence that work-life balance may serve as a personal
resource that participants can use to benefit work outcomes. Relatedly, the second aim
extends this line of research into the home domain more specifically, which has been a
traditionally understudied area of research regarding the home domain’s effects on work-
related outcomes. Finally, it assessed values as moderators of the relationship from home
demands to work-life balance. Namely, it assessed the dual moderation of collectivistic
and performance orientation values at the individual level on the relationship from home
demands to work-life balance. Also, it explored whether there is a moderating effect of
cultural group and whether individual-level collectivistic values operate differently by
cultural group to moderate the relationship from home demands to work-life balance. To
do this, the study employed a cross-cultural daily diary methodology. One benefit of such
a method is that it allows for minimization of recall biases, which is a common criticism
in work-life research (Allen & French, 2023), by assessing experiences closer in time to
when they actually happen.
Participants and Procedure

A 5-day daily diary study was completed. Participants began by completing a
preliminary survey which included an assessment of their values as well as their
demographic information, including their citizenship two weeks before the start of the

daily diary study. During the daily diary portion, beginning Monday evening, participants
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completed measures assessing the predictor and mediation variables of home demands
and work-life balance. This was followed in the afternoon the following day with the
outcome measures and a control variable capturing daily work demands. This repeated
daily throughout the course of one work week, ending after the Friday afternoon survey.
Participants were paid the equivalent of $1.50 for completion of the preliminary survey
and $.50 for each additional survey they completed in both countries.

Participants were recruited via crowdsourcing platforms (i.e., Prolific and
Credamo) in the United States and China. Participants needed to be a minimum of 18
years of age and have been working in their current position for at least 3 months. For the
United States sample, to be eligible for participation, individuals needed to be United
States citizens employed full time by an organization in the United States. The initial
sample for the preliminary survey in the United States consisted of 259 responses
collected via Prolific. Of these participants, 29 were flagged as failing at least one
attention check question and were not invited back for the daily diary portion of the
study. This resulted in a sample of 230 participants. This initial sample was
predominantly White (n = 169) and female (n = 123) with an average age of 39.09 years
(SD =11.74).

Approximately one week after completion of the preliminary survey, eligible
participants were invited back to take part in the daily surveys. In the United States
sample, 169 participants completed at least one day of surveys. Of this group, 92
participants completed surveys on four days, 21 completed surveys on three days, and
three participants completed surveys on two days. Participants that only completed one

full day of surveys were excluded from analysis. This resulted in a sample of 116
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participants who completed surveys on at least two days that was predominantly White (n
=93, 80.17%) and relatively evenly distributed between males (n = 55, 47.41%) and
females (n = 60, 51.72%) with an average age of 40.82 (SD = 11.06). More demographic
information on the final sample is available in Table 9.

In China, participants were recruited via Credamo, which is a platform in China
similar to TurkPrime or Prolific (for recent examples utilizing this data collection
method, see Ma et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024). With the assistance of Credamo
administrators, study invitations were sent to registered members who were 18 years or
older, Chinese citizens, and employed full time by an organization in China. This resulted
in an initial sample of 250 participants. It was predominantly female (n = 172) with an
average age of 32.68 (SD = 5.85).

Approximately two weeks after completion of the preliminary survey, eligible
participants in China were invited back to take part in the daily surveys. 171 participants
completed at least one day of surveys. Of this group, 156 participants completed surveys
on four days, and 12 completed surveys on three days. Participants who only completed
one full day of surveys were excluded from analysis. This resulted in a sample of 168
participants who completed surveys on at least two days that was predominantly female
(n =110, 65.5%) with an average age of 32.37 (SD = 5.71). More demographic
information on the final sample is included in Table 9.

Measures

The measures assessed and modified during the pilot study were implemented

during the main study with a few additions, as outlined below. Control variables were

also included as discussed below. Participants completed surveys in their native
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language, English or Chinese. All translated measures followed standard translation-back
translation procedures.
Initial Survey

During the initial survey, individual-level collectivism was measured with 10
items from the PVQ-RR (Schwartz et al., 2012) that were adapted during the pilot study
on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Performance orientation,
likewise, was measured with three items assessing achievement values modified from the
PVQ-RR (Schwartz et al., 2012) in combination with two items developed in the pilot
study based off of GLOBE performance orientation items (The GLOBE Foundation,
n.d.). The initial survey also assessed supplemental measures. This included assessment
of time orientation with the SZTPI-15 (Zhang et al., 2013) on a scale from 1 (very untrue)
to 5 (very true) and GLOBE measures of in-group collectivism and performance
orientation (The GLOBE Foundation, n.d.) on 7-point scales. Also, the initial survey
included one additional supplemental value measure and assessments of all control
variables aside from daily work demands, which was measured daily. The new addition
as well as information on the control variables are described below.

Supplemental Value Measures. All the original supplemental measures were
assessed, including time orientation and the two GLOBE measures. Because there was
concern regarding the GLOBE scale of in-group collectivism’s ability to capture the
construct due to poor reliability in both countries and across all items, an additional
measure of collectivism at the individual level was included to provide additional
evidence of convergent validity for the measure of individual-level collectivism that was

modified during the pilot study.
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Individual-level collectivism. The supplemental measure of individual-level
collectivism was adapted from the scale by Oyserman (1993). The original scale included
nineteen items split with nine items capturing collectivism and ten on individualism. It
was developed based on Hofstede’s individualism-collectivism construct. One of the
distinctions between the GLOBE conceptualization of collectivism-individualism and the
Hofstede conceptualization is that the GLOBE conceptualization parses out the
components that the Hofstede model included as part of the individualism-collectivism
dichotomy pertaining to achievement and goal pursuit to create the separate dimension of
performance orientation. Accordingly, all items relating to achievements and pursuit of
goals were excluded. Additionally, the scale had a mix of gendered and gender-neutral
items. To make it applicable across all participants, the scale was modified to exclude
references to gender. The final scale thus included 11 items measured on a 5-point scale
from strongly disagree to strongly agree, with seven items on collectivism and four on
individualism. Participants were invited to complete this measure as a bonus survey.
Daily Diary Measures

All daily measures as outlined in the pilot study were measured on 7-point scales
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). This included the shortened 5-item
measures adapted within the pilot study for the main study variables of home demands
(Peeters et al., 2005) and creativity (Tierney and colleagues, 1999). Work-life balance
was likewise measured with the four items assessed in the pilot study by Wayne et al.,
(2021) which cover the three dimensions of work-life balance and one global item. Well-

being was assessed with the four items developed for use in this study and tested for
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initial reliability in the pilot. Work demands, which is a control variable that is described
below, was also measured daily.
Control Variables

Prior research has found evidence that work-life balance perceptions may be
influenced by things such as gender (Allen & French, 2023; Buchanan et al., 2020),
nature of the job (i.e., average number of remote work days per week; e.g., Ollier-
Malaterre et al., 2024), job tenure, work demands (e.g., Dikkers et al., 2005; Galvez et al.,
2011; Beauregard & Henry, 2009; Green & Skinner, 2005), and age (e.g., Talukder &
Galang, 2021). Similarly, because the degree to which creativity can be central to
different professions/occupations, this was examined as a control variable.

Creativity of the job was operationalized by asking participants about their jobs
and job fields and then collecting importance ratings on the “Thinking Creatively” rating
from the O*NET database of jobs. The “Thinking Creatively” score is based on a rating
from 1-100 and is indicative of the importance of “Developing, designing, or creating
new applications, ideas, relationships, systems, or products, including artistic
contributions” as one of the activities of the job (National Center for O*NET
Development, n.d.).

Domestic support was measured with 10 items adapted from Spector et al.’s
(2007) measure of unpaid domestic support. The original scale asked two questions,
“Who helps with childcare in your home?” and “Who helps with housework in your
home, including cleaning, cooking, and laundry?” Participants are asked to rate on a scale
from 1 = never to 5 = daily the frequency with which parents, siblings,

grandparents/aunts/uncles/cousins, and friends/neighbors provide the different types of
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domestic support. For the purpose of the current study, spouse/partner was also added.
The average score across the ten items indicated the level of domestic support that
participants receive. For those participants without children, the scores across the
housework items were averaged.

Work demands were modified from three items on quantitative job demands from
Parker et al. (2017) to capture daily demands at work. The three items asked participants
to “Consider the frequency throughout your day in which the following occurred” and
rate items on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (continuously). The items included, “Today,
my job required me to work very fast,” “Today, my job required me to work very hard,”
and “Today, there was a great deal to be done at work.”

Each potential control variable was added into the model to see if it had a
significant effect on key variables consistent with the literature. Through this process, all
control variables aside from role tenure and creativity of the job were retained as control
variables.

Data Quality and Cleaning

This study used online data collection methods. This approach has both benefits,
such as access to a wide variety of individuals both within and outside of the United
States and automatic timing of responses for the daily diary portion (Ohly et al., 2010),
and challenges, particularly in terms of threats to validity. These threats include, but are
not necessarily limited to, issues with attention, attrition, misrepresentation of oneself,
and the proliferation of web robots (Aguinis et al., 2021). To address these challenges

and those associated with daily diary studies, recommended steps were followed to
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minimize potential detrimental effects of poor data quality (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2021; lida
et al., 2012; Ohly et al., 2010).

To increase assurance that the sample is accurately being represented by those
who are participating, sample characteristics were decided ahead of time (see Participants
and Procedure section). The data collection systems (i.e., Prolific and Credamo) were set
up to automatically screen out participants without the necessary study characteristics to
the extent possible. Additional screening questions were added to the beginning of the
study to ensure that these characteristics were met. Sample characteristics are relatively
broad, likely allowing for a large portion of interested participants to take part, meaning
that there was less room for misrepresentation of the self. Other screens for participation
related to accurate self-representation included having an approval rate greater than 90%
and having had previously completed more than 500 tasks (Sheehan & Pittman, 2016).

Additionally, participants were informed at the start of the study in an informed
consent form of the requirements for participation and were asked again during the
survey about their relevant demographic characteristics. Expectations for meeting
qualifications to participate and compensation rules were also included as part of the
consent form.

During the implementation of the initial survey, two attention check questions
were included. These asked participants to select an obvious correct answer (e.g.,
“Please select item A”’; Meade & Craig, 2012). Those who failed to adequately meet all
the qualifications outlined above and who failed at least one attention check were not
invited back for the daily diary portion of the study. Because participants are likely to

become used to repeated questions during the repeated measures of a daily diary study,
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one attention check question with an obvious answer was placed randomly in the scales
during each assessment. Data from assessment times where participants failed these
attention checks were not included in analyses. Additionally, scale items were presented
in random orders so that participants would be forced to pay closer attention while
responding.

During the initial survey period and the five-day daily diary portion, the author
remained available to respond to participant questions and concerns, to the best of her
ability. Additionally, compensation was sent out promptly after completion of each
survey throughout the course of the five days of the data collection, with the goal of
keeping attrition low. To minimize dropout across days and time points, reminder
messages were sent out each day before each survey opened and approximately one hour
before each survey closed.

Analytical Strategy

Before starting tests of hypotheses, due to the issues with poor reliability and
model fit encountered by the collectivism and performance orientation items in the pilot
study and subsequent modifications and additions of items, an exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) was run on the personal values items to assess the number of factors of these
updated measures in SPSS. This consisted of a principal component analysis with an
Oblimin with Kaiser normalization rotation. Also, before tests of hypotheses, multi-level
confirmatory factor analyses were performed on the main study variables with the data
from each country. This was to ensure that the factor structure supported the use of the

measures of the constructs as developed in the pilot.
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To ensure that within-person variability was adequate for multilevel analysis,
intra-class correlation coefficients (ICCs) were calculated (home demands, work-life
balance, well-being, and creativity) to provide an estimate of the percentage of variance
that could be accounted for by the person- and day-level. ICCs were calculated for all
variables on data from the USA and China separately and together. The extended list of
ICC values is included in Table 10. Values here describe ICCs from the combined
dataset. For work-life balance, the proportion of variance attributed between persons
was .62, compared to .38 within-persons or across days. For home demands, the
proportion of variance attributed between-persons was .60 and within-persons was .40.
For well-being, the proportion of variance attributed between-persons was .58 and
within-persons was .42. For creativity, the proportion of variance attributed between-
persons was .84 and within-persons was .16. For work demands, the proportion of
variance attributed between-persons was .66 and within-persons was .34.

If there 1s significant variation in ICCs, it becomes necessary to test the mediation
hypothesis using multi-level path models where measurements are nested within days
which are nested within persons. This is a fairly common approach taken in daily diary
studies (e.g., Greb et al, 2019; Hofmans et al., 2019; Igbal et al., 2023; Watkins et al.,
2022). Accordingly, a multilevel path analysis was conducted utilizing MPLUS Version
8. The focal Level 1 relationship (i.e., between home demands and work-life balance)
was specified with a random slope and other control variable relationships were specified
with fixed slopes (Lanaj et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2011; Watkins et al., 2022). Home
demands was centered at the group-mean, and the Level 2 variables, collectivistic and

performance orientation values were centered at the grand mean (Hofmann & Gavin,
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1998; Zhang et al., 2009). To assess the indirect effect via work-life balance, a parametric
bootstrap procedure using Monte Carlo integration in MPLUS was implemented. This
procedure is particularly useful when there is missingness on the mediation variable
(Muthén & Muthén, 2017). It employs parameter point estimates and variances while
creating random pulls from the parameter distribution to calculate the indirect
relationship, which is then repeated many times (Preacher et al., 2010). Indirect effects
were estimated utilizing model constraints.

The current study also predicts that there will be a cross-level three-way
interaction, where individual-level collectivistic and performance orientation values are at
the between-person level and home demands are at the within-person level. To test this
three-way interaction, the effect of the two interacting Level 2 variables, collectivism and
performance orientation, were assessed in their effects on the focal Level 1 relationship.

To assess the country-level differences of the moderated mediation of
collectivistic values on home demands to work-life balance, this study first assessed
whether there were country level differences in collectivistic values. This was followed
by assessing the path analysis that was utilized to assess hypothesis 2 but splitting the
analysis by country and removing the interaction term.

Supplemental Analyses

Performance orientation was added into the model in the same way that
collectivism was added into the model to test Hypothesis 3, allowing for the examination
of differential effects by country, similar to the examination of the moderating effects of
collectivism by country. Also, because the collectivistic measure adapted by the current

study weakly correlated with the bonus collectivism measure from Oyserman (1993; r
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=.29, p <.001), Hypotheses 2 and 3 were also tested utilizing the Oyserman collectivism
items. The analyses followed the same pattern as above but replaced the collectivism
items. Additionally, to assess whether hypothesis 2 is better predicted by the interaction
of collectivism with time orientation, analyses were performed in the same manner as
described above, replacing performance orientation with time orientation in the model.
Simple slopes of these relationships were calculated utilizing model constraints. These
calculated estimates for the simple slopes associated with the four moderator conditions:
low collectivism-low time orientation, low collectivism-high time orientation, high
collectivism-low time orientation, and high collectivism-high time orientation. High and
low levels of each were determined as one standard deviation above and below the mean.
The six pairwise differences among the four simple slopes were also calculated (Dawson
& Richter, 2006).

Also, organizations have not traditionally prioritized addressing home demands
for their employees. Accordingly, to provide practical feedback that organizations may
implement to help minimize the detrimental effects of home demands on work-related
outcomes, this study asked about the degree to which participants’ organizations provided
support for their employees’ home demands (i.e., “Does your organization provide
support such that you can meet your demands outside of work?” on a Likert scale from 1
=not at all to 5 = a lot) and one open-ended question, “What resources could your
organization offer that could help you to better manage your demands outside of work?”
For the open-ended question, supplemental analyses utilized inductive qualitative
analysis to identify themes in participant answers. Two coders went through the answers

to the questions separately, identifying which answers related to which themes. Initial
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interrater agreement was 90.53%. Discrepancies were discussed between the two raters
and were resolved after re-examining the responses based on the definitions for the
themes. The themes were then used in the discussion to provide organizations with

guidance on resources they may provide to improve employee home demands.
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CHAPTER 5: MAIN STUDY RESULTS

Table 11 provides descriptive statistics for the main study variables along with
between-person and within-person correlations among study variables in both countries.
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Personal Values Measure

During the pilot study, the personal values measure originally was found to have
poor reliability and model fit. Accordingly, all items were either rewritten or replaced for
both collectivism and performance orientation. This section discusses the results of
reliability analyses and an EFA assessing whether the updated measures have
improvements in internal consistency and the items load onto the factors as expected.

Scale reliability analysis for the collectivism items indicated poor reliability for
the scale in the American sample (o = .64) and comparably more acceptable reliability in
the Chinese sample (o0 =.77). Examination of alpha if item deleted indicated that, as in
the pilot, there was a clear delineation between the benevolence items, which were
chosen to represent high collectivism, and self-direction items, which were chosen to be
reverse coded in order to represent low collectivism or high individualism. Scale
reliability analysis for the performance orientation items indicated acceptable reliability
in the American sample (o = .84) and a comparatively worse reliability in the Chinese
sample (o = .62). While the Chinese sample reliability was somewhat low, examination
of alpha if item deleted indicated that reliability would only get worse if items were to be
removed from the scale.

Table 12 includes the factor structure results of the EFAs in the American and
Chinese samples, respectively. In both the American and Chinese sample, results of the

EFA indicated the presence of three factors, rather than two. As expected, all five items
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on performance orientation loaded onto a single factor. Results on the collectivism items
indicated the presence of two factors, split between the items intended to capture high
and low collectivism. The low collectivism items were those that were selected to capture
individualism and then reverse coded to be included as part of the collectivism scale.

The current study thus focuses on the collectivism items. This decision is
supported both by the aims of the current study and research on the individualism-
collectivism dichotomy. In terms of the current study, hypotheses were primarily built on
collectivism research and theory discussing the centrality of the in-group and the in-
group’s needs to the focal individual. The items that were adapted for the current study to
capture collectivism primarily focus on this idea of prioritizing the needs of one’s in-
group (e.g., “Being able to care for those around me is important to me.”). Furthermore,
caring for the in-group is not mutually exclusive with caring for the self. In fact, research
is divided on whether individualism and collectivism lie on opposite ends of the same
scale (e.g., Li & Aksoy, 2006). Based on this line of research and results from the EFA,
the current study thus will separate the two constructs, such that hypotheses will be tested
on items related to collectivism, since they are more consistent with hypothesis
development. Based on the remaining six items, after removing the four items capturing
individualism, the alpha reliability of the scale in the US sample was equal to .90 and in
the Chinese sample was equal to .85.

Multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analyses

To ensure that the model fit was adequate in both countries, multilevel

confirmatory factor analyses (MCFA) were performed both on single country data and a

dataset combining data from both countries. The models were specified such that the

84



within-person variables (i.e., work-life balance, well-being, creativity, and work
demands) occupied level 1 and between-person variables (i.e., collectivism and
performance orientation) occupied level 2. This was consistent with the cross-level
moderation hypothesis in Hypothesis 2, which expects that the between-persons
differences in cultural values influence within-persons experiences of work-life balance
related to daily experiences of home demands.

The model based on data from the US sample reflected acceptable fit (X* =
553.28, df =222, p = .00; RMSEA = .05; CFI =.95; TLI = .94; SRMR within = 0.06;
SRMR between = .07). The model based on data from the Chinese sample also
demonstrated acceptable fit (X*> = 651.16, df =222, p = .00; RMSEA = .05; CFI = .95;
TLI = .94; SRMR within = 0.06; SRMR between = .08). Likewise, the model based on
the combined data from both countries demonstrated acceptable fit (X? = 782.62, df =
222, p=.00; RMSEA = .05; CFI = .96; TLI = .95; SRMR within = 0.06; SRMR between
=.06).

Tests of Measurement Invariance

To assess the psychometric equivalence of the measurement model across the two
countries, tests of measurement invariance were conducted. Results from the configural
model, where factor loadings and intercepts were freely estimated across groups,
indicated acceptable model fit (X? = 1430.51, df = 451, p = .00; RMSEA = .06; CFI
=.93; TLI =.92; SRMR-within = 0.08; SRMR-between = .07). This indicates that the
organization of constructs in both the USA and Chinese sample is supported (Putnick &

Bornstein, 2016).
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Next, to test metric invariance, factor loadings were constricted to be equal across
groups. Results failed to indicate acceptable model fit (X2 = 1808.64, df = 477, p = .00;
RMSEA = .07; CFI =.91; TLI = .89; SRMR-within = 0.11; SRMR-between = .12).
According to the literature, measurement invariance across groups can be indicated by a
ACFI less than .010, ASRMR of less than .030, and ARMSEA less than .015 (Chen,
2007). In the current study, this rule holds for RMSEA, where the difference is equal to
0.008, and for SRMR-within (ASRMR-within = .025) but the change in CFI was equal to
0.025 and the change in SRMR-between was equal to .047, indicating that the models
may not be invariant.

Examination of standardized factor loadings by country in the configural invariance
output indicated that Item 3 in the home demands scale (HD3; “Today, I felt frustrated
about things concerning my nonwork life.”) and Item 1 in the work demands scale (WD1;
“Today, my job required me to work very fast”) had low, inconsistent factor loadings in
the US (HD3 estimate = .58, SE = .04; WD1 estimate = .61, SE =.02) and Chinese (HD3
estimate = .49, SE = .07; WD1 estimate = .83, SE = .02) samples compared to both other
items within their respective scales and across countries. Additionally, there were lower
factor loadings on well-being in the Chinese sample (WB1 estimate = .69, SE = .05;
WB?2 estimate = .63, SE = .06; WB3 estimate = .61, SE = .06) compared to the US
sample (WB1 estimate = .74, SE = .03; WB2 estimate = .94, SE = .01; WB3 estimate
= .91, SE = .02) for three of the four items.

Examination of the configural model after removing the problematic items reflected
improved model fit (X? = 722.51, df = 282, p = .00; RMSEA = .05; CFI = .96; TLI = .95;

SRMR within = 0.07; SRMR between = .07). This was also true in the metric model (X?
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=871.80, df =293, p = .00; RMSEA = .06; CFI = .95; TLI = .93; SRMR within = 0.07,
SRMR between = .07). The ARMSEA, ACFI, ASRMR within, and ASRMR between
were .007, .013, .002, and 0, respectively. Such results would still indicate that the
models may be indicative of partial metric invariance, due to the somewhat high change
in CFI. Consistent with the improvement in these assessments of invariance when
removing the items, tests of hypotheses were performed both with and without these
items. Because results did not significantly differ from one other, results are presented
based on analyses including those items.

Assessment of scalar invariance indicated poor model fit (X? = 6777.85, df = 541, p
=.00; RMSEA = .14; CFI1 = .55; TLI = .56; SRMR within = 0.69; SRMR between = .57).
ARMSEA, ACFI, ASRMR-within, and ASRMR-between were .072, .352, .587, and .452,
respectively. Removing the problematic items did not improve model fit across all
indices (X? = 8582.60, df = 356, p = .00; RMSEA = .20; CFI = .21; TLI = .23; SRMR
within = 0.60; SRMR between = .55). Collectively, the poor model fit and the estimates
of change in model fit suggest that the scalar model should not be accepted as invariant.
Research suggests that scalar invariance is often an unreasonable expectation for research
due to its stringency in the expectation of consistent errors across groups (Byrne & van
de Vijver, 2010). Furthermore, outside of the specific interest in assessing differences in
latent mean groups, it is typically unnecessary, and researchers agree that limiting
invariance testing to metric invariance is sufficient in path analysis (Byrne & van de
Vijver, 2010; Cooke et al., 2001; Marsh, 1994; Marsh et al., 2006).

Tests of Hypotheses
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Hypothesis 1 predicted a mediation from home demands via work-life balance to
well-being and creativity. Estimates from the path analysis can be found in Table 13. Path
analysis utilizing the full sample indicated that there was a significant negative
relationship from home demands to work-life balance (y =-.30, SE = .06, p = .00, 95%
CI [-.40, -.19]), but the relationships from work-life balance to well-being (y = -.08, SE
=.08, p = .28, 95% CI [-.23, .07]) and creativity (y = -.03, SE = .08, p = .76, 95% CI
[-.18, .13]) were not significant. Accordingly, tests of the indirect effects in the combined
sample showed that neither the indirect effect on well-being (y =.02, SE =.02, p = .31,
95% CI [-.07, .12]) nor the indirect effect on creativity (y =-.01, SE=.02, p =.76, 95%
CI [-.04, .05]) were significant. Collectively, these results failed to support Hypothesis 1.

To assess whether this differed by country, country was examined as a moderator
of the indirect relationship. Results indicated a significant negative moderating effect of
country on the relationship from home demands to work-life balance where the USA was
coded as 1 and China as 2 (y =-.20, SE=.09, p = .03, 95% CI [-.38, -.02]).

Tests of the relationships separately by country indicated that in the Chinese
sample, home demands were negatively related with work-life balance (y = -.49, SE
=.10, p =.00, 95% CI [-.68, -.30]). In the American sample, this same relationship was
still negative but was weaker (y =-.18, SE = .08, p = .02, 95% CI [-.33, -.04]).
Examination of the difference between simple slopes indicated that the relationships
between home demands and work-life balance in the two countries were significantly
different from one another (difference = -.20, SE = .09, p = .03, 95% CI [-.38, -.02]). It
should be noted that in the Chinese sample work-life balance was negatively related with

well-being (y = -.18, SE = .08, p = .02, 95% CI [-.33, -.04]) and was not significantly
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related with creativity (y = -.02, SE = .09, p = .84, 95% CI [-.19, .15]). As such, the
indirect relationship between home demands and well-being via work-life balance was in
the opposite direction compared to the hypothesis (y =.09, SE = .04, p = .04, 95% CI
[.004, .18]). The indirect relationship between home demands and creativity via work-life
balance was also not significant (y = .01, SE = .04, p = .84, 95% CI [-.08, .09]).

In the US sample, the relationship from home demands to work-life balance was
significant (y =-.17, SE = .06, p = .00, 95% CI [-.29, -.06]), but the relationships of
work-life balance with well-being (y = .01, SE= .11, p = .95, 95% CI [-.20, .21]) and
creativity (y =-.02, SE = .11, p = .88, 95% CI [-.24, .20]) were not significant. Therefore,
the indirect relationships of home demands with well-being (y =-.001, SE = .18, p = .95,
95% CI [-.04, .04]) and creativity (y =.003, SE =.02, p = .88, 95% CI [-.04, .04])
through work-life balance were not significant. These results suggest that Hypothesis 1
was not supported.

Hypothesis 2 predicted a moderated mediation of the relationship from home
demands to work-life balance by the interaction of collectivistic and performance
orientation values. Results on this between-level interaction indicated that the interaction
was not significant (y =-.09, SE =.07, p = .16, 95% CI [-.22, .04])). These results are
summarized in Table 14.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that individual-level collectivistic values would on
average be higher in China compared to the United States, and these individual-level
collectivistic values would affect the strength of the relationship from home demands to
work-life balance differently across countries. When using the modified measure adapted

during the pilot, this hypothesis was not supported. On average, individual-level
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collectivistic values in the Chinese (M = 5.65, SD = .90) sample were lower than in the
US (M =5.99, SD = .97) sample, t(282) = 3.04, p = .00. Furthermore, the moderating
effect of collectivism alone was not significant in either the US sample (y =-.16, SE
=.09, p =.07,95% CI [ -.33, .01]) or the Chinese sample (y=.01, SE=.11, p =.92,
95% CI [-.21, .23]). Estimates from the path analysis are detailed by country in Table 15.
Supplemental Analyses

Differential Effects of Performance Orientation by Country

Examination of the moderating influence of values by country indicated that
rather than collectivism, performance orientation had some influence on the relationship
from home demands to work-life balance. While the relationship was not significant in
the US sample (y =.004, SE = .08, p = .96, 95% CI [-.55, .96]), there was a significant
positive moderation effect of performance orientation on the relationship from home
demands to work-life balance in the Chinese sample (y = .29, SE = .11, p = .01, 95% CI
[.07,.50]). Simple slope analysis of this relationship in the Chinese sample at 1 SD above
and below the mean indicated that there was a significant difference in slopes at high (ab
=-.13,SE=.08, p=.09, CI1 95% [-.27, .02]) and low (ab = -.50, SE = .13, p = .00, CI
95% [-.75, -.24]) levels of performance orientation (difference = .37, SE = .14, p = .01,
CI95% [.10, .64]).

The Level 1 relationships for the mediation effects via work-life balance on the
two outcome variables were also significant in this model. Home demands significantly
predicted work-life balance (y = -.29, SE = .08, p = .00, 95% CI 95% [-.45, -.13]), which
in turn significantly related to well-being (y = .47, SE = .08, p = .00, CI 95% [.31, .63])

and creativity (y = .36, SE = .08, p = .00, CI1 95% [.21, .51]). Furthermore, the indirect
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effects to well-being (y = -.14, SE = .04, p = .00, CI 95% [-.21, -.06]) and creativity (y =
-.14, SE=.04, p = .00, CI1 95% [-.19, -.02]) were significant and negative, consistent
with expectations from Hypothesis 1.

Tests of Hypotheses 2 and 3 Utilizing the Oyserman (1993) Measure of Collectivism

Correlational analysis between the collectivism measure developed during the
pilot study and the collectivism items from Oyserman (1993) indicated a low correlation
between the two measures (r = .30, p <.01). Such a finding diminishes the ability to be
confident in the content validity of the adapted measure developed in the pilot study.
Accordingly, tests of Hypotheses 2 and 3 were also performed utilizing the Oyserman
(1993) collectivism items. To replicate the findings from the first test of Hypothesis 2, the
interaction between collectivism and performance orientation on the relationship between
home demands and work-life balance was also tested with these collectivism items.
Findings again indicated that the interaction was not significant and in the opposite
direction as was found in the main assessment of Hypothesis 2 above (y = .02, SE =.05, p
=.73, 95% CI [-.08, .12]). Accordingly, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

In regard to hypothesis 3, there was a significant difference in average individual-
level collectivistic values in the expected direction such that the average in the Chinese
(M =5.68, SD = .61) sample was higher than in the US (M = 4.63, SD = 1.07) sample,
t(271) =-10.25, p < .001. However, in both the Chinese (y =.17, SE= .10, p = .11, 95%
CI [-.04, .37]) and US (y=.03, SE= .07, p = .41, 95% CI [-.12, .18]) samples, the
moderation of collectivistic values on the relationship from home demands to work-life

balance was not significant.
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Interaction of Collectivism and Time Orientation on the Indirect Relationship via Work-
life Balance

It has been suggested that one alternative explanation for the differences in the
effects of collectivism on work-life interface constructs is how individuals from different
cultures view time through future time perspective. Examination of the interaction of
time orientation with collectivism on the relationship from home demands to work-life
balance did not provide support for this hypothesis. The interaction of time orientation
with collectivism did not significantly moderate the relationship (y =-.22, SE=.13,p
=.10, 95% CI [-.48, .04]).

In direct contrast to the findings above, the interaction of time orientation with the
Oyserman (1993) collectivism items resulted in a significant, negative interaction (y =
-32, SE=.12, p = .01, 95% CI [-.56, -.12]). Simple slope analyses indicated that the
relationship between home demands and work-life balance was most negative at low
scores on the collectivism and time orientation measures (ab = -.55, SE = .15, p = .00,
95% CI [-.86, -.25]). Time orientation was assessed such that low scores are indicative of
high future time perspective. Accordingly, such a finding indicates that amongst those
with a high future time perspective and low collectivism, the relationship from home
demands to work-life balance was most negative. This was followed by high
collectivism-high time orientation (ab = -.36, SE= .11, p = .00, 95% CI [-.58, -.14), then
low collectivism-high time orientation (ab =-.29, SE =.10, p = .01, 95% CI [-.49, -.08]),
and lastly high collectivism-low time orientation (ab =-.11, SE = .10, p = .27, 95% CI
[-.31, .049]). Difference scores indicated that high collectivism-low time orientation

compared to low collectivism-low time orientation (difference = .44, SE = .20, p = .03,
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95% CI [-.82, -.06]) are significantly different from one another. The other combinations
of values do not reflect significant differences. Estimates from this examination are
summarized in Table 16, and an illustration of the interaction is included in Figure 4.

In addition to the modification of hypothesis 2 by replacing performance
orientation with time orientation, the replacement also has implications for the indirect
effects within the study. When time orientation is added into the model and the Oyserman
(1993) collectivism items are used, the indirect effects on the level 1 pathways become
significant. The relationship from home demands to work-life balance becomes
significant and negative (y = -.33, SE = .06, p = .00, 95% CI [-.44, -.22]). Furthermore,
the relationships from work-life balance to well-being (y = .38, SE = .06, p = .00, 95% CI
[.26, .50]) and creativity (y = .35, SE = .06, p = .00, 95% CI [.23, .47]) were significant
and positive. Accordingly, the indirect effects on well-being (y = -.12, SE = .02, p = .00,
95% CI [-.17, -.08]) and creativity (y =-.11, SE=.02, p =.00, 95% CI [-.17, -.06]) were
significant and negative. These outcomes provide some evidence supporting Hypothesis
1 but provide additional context in that the indirect relationships operate differently
between-persons depending on individuals’ specific value combinations of collectivism
and time orientation.

Qualitative Analysis of Open-Ended Resource Question

In both the Chinese (M =3, SD =1.15) and US (M = 2.49, SD = 1.27) samples,
participants indicated that their organizations on average provide a moderate number of
resources that allow participants to meet their demands outside of work. Qualitative
methods indicated the presence of five themes common across both samples in response

to the open-ended question: common benefits, access to resources, flexible work
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arrangements, organizational changes, and organizational support. Additionally, both
samples had a number of individuals who either did not provide answers (US frequency =
27, Chinese frequency = 2) or who stated that they did not need or want any resources
from the organization for these purposes (US frequency = 36, Chinese frequency = 27).
Findings are summarized in Table 17.

Flexible work arrangements were mentioned most frequently in the US sample
and second most frequently in the Chinese sample (US frequency = 61; Chinese
frequency = 84). This theme included mentions of organizational flexibility in terms of
scheduling of work tasks, work hours, and remote work access.

In the Chinese sample, the access to resources theme was most frequently
mentioned (frequency = 100). It was also the third most commonly mentioned theme in
the US sample (frequency = 51). This theme captured additional benefits outside of
insurance, pay, and leave, which could be described as perks of the job. These include
such resources as access to transportation, technology, fitness centers, and mental health
counseling.

Common benefits were also indicated frequently in both samples (US frequency =
52, Chinese frequency = 42). The common benefits theme captures those benefits that
may be viewed as the more traditional types of employment benefits. They are more in
line with those that are necessary to live, both financially and physically. These included
insurance for oneself and one’s family, pay, and paid leave or sick leave.

The other less frequently mentioned themes that emerged included organizational
support and organizational changes. Organizational support includes those organizational

actions and policies that make it easier for participants to take care of their home
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demands. For example, participants often mentioned having systems in place that allow
participants to more easily take time off because there is sufficient coverage for the work
that needs to be done. Organizational changes revolved primarily around making changes
to the organization or job that allows work to be done more efficiently so that participants
could more quickly return to focusing on their nonwork life as well as access to enough
work. Organizational changes related to work efficiency included better access to tools
and software, training, and planning of work and assignments. Organizational changes

related to access to enough work included extended contracts and consistent scheduling.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION

This study included three main aims: (1) to extend work-life balance into the W-
HR model as a personal resource that can be used to help improve important work
outcomes, (2) to examine the role of cultural values in the experience of work-life
balance within and across contexts, and (3) to examine the potentially detrimental effects
of the home domain on work outcomes. In pursuit of these aims, this study included a
cross-cultural examination of daily experiences of home demands and their effects on
well-being and creativity via work-life balance.

Results did not directly support any of the main study hypotheses. While home
demands did negatively predict work-life balance, work-life balance did not significantly
relate to either well-being or creativity. Additionally, the relationship from home
demands to work-life balance was not found to be moderated by the interaction of
collectivism and performance orientation. Finally, while there was some evidence of a
moderating influence of country, further analyses indicated that this was not due to the
influence of collectivism, thus failing to support hypotheses. Exploratory supplemental
analyses found that the interaction of collectivism and time orientation influenced the
relationship when collectivism was measured with the items from the Oyserman (1993)
measure. It should be noted that although the supplemental analyses provide some
supportive evidence for the indirect relationship hypothesis, these results should be
interpreted with caution.

Theoretical Implications
This study contributes to the literature in two primary ways: by situating work-life

balance in the W-HR model as a personal resource and examining the differential effects
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of personal values both cross-culturally and within countries. It also attempted to
examine the detrimental effects of home demands via work-life balance on organizational
outcomes; however, the findings were not consistent with hypotheses despite there being
clear negative effects of home demands on work-life balance. Findings from the
exploratory analyses further revealed some interesting results regarding the roles of
performance orientation and other relevant cultural values. Relevant implications for
work-life balance research and the broader work-family literature are discussed below.
Work-life Balance as a Personal Resource

In this study, work-life balance is examined in the W-HR model as a personal
resource at the daily level, which serves as an extension of the conceptualization of work-
life balance. As indicated throughout the literature, the understanding of what work-life
balance is and how it operates is inconsistent and poorly understood, particularly in
comparison to other work-life interface constructs such as work-life conflict and
facilitation (Brough et al., 2020; Casper et al., 2018). The current study investigates how
daily experiences of balance are influenced by home demands and in turn influence
outcomes at a within-person level. Exploring these relationships at the within-person
level supports the contention that work-life balance should be conceptualized as a
personal resource that can fluctuate from day to day by providing evidence that
increasing daily levels of home demands reduce work-life balance which may have
negative employee consequences.

While the relationships between work-life balance and the two outcome variables
were not significant, there was a consistent negative effect of home demands on work-life

balance. Research on the effects of work-life balance would suggest that the crossover
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effects of home demands via work-life balance on the work domain could have important
implications on various outcomes such as job satisfaction (e.g., Haar & Brougham,
2022), job performance (e.g., Ugwoke et al., 2023), and turnover intentions (e.g., Wayne
et al., 2021). Accordingly, future research may continue to examine work-life balance as
a personal resource with alternative outcome variables to examine whether there are
effects on other work-related variables.

As mentioned, the two outcome variables in the absence of moderators failed to
reflect significant results. There could be several reasons for these findings. For example,
the W-HR model emphasizes that the extent to which constructs fluctuate have
implications for how they may function in cross-domain effects (ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012). Accordingly, work-life balance may function better as a personal resource
across longer intervals. Similarly, the low level of daily variation in creativity may have
limited the ability to examine relationships between variables in a daily diary setting.

It could also be that the model was inaccurate in terms of what predicts the two
outcome variables. Amabile et al. (2005) propose a model of affect and creativity at work
wherein positive affect and creativity exist in a cyclical process. In the current study,
well-being and creativity were relatively strongly correlated with one another (» = .43).
Well-being, which in the current study includes aspects similar to positive affectivity due
to the inclusion of psychological and emotional wellness, may thus predict creativity or
vice versa when added into the model with work-life balance. Future research may
examine an alternative model wherein well-being predicts creativity.

Differential Effects of Personal Values Cross-Culturally
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Additionally, this study provides evidence on the differences in how individual-
level cultural values are measured and interpreted. Moreover, it sheds light on the
necessity of making clearer connections between values and behaviors when making
cross-cultural comparisons and assumptions in research. For example, examining the
factor structure of collectivism-individualism measures where individualism items were
reverse-scored and included in the measure of collectivism significantly worsened
reliability. This finding provides support for the argument within the literature that the
two are not opposite ends of the same scale and should accordingly be assessed on
different scales (e.g., Li & Aksoy, 2007).

Also, the items adapted within the pilot study based off of the PVQ-RR
benevolence items meant to capture collectivism were chosen to capture the beliefs
related to in-group collectivism that are often discussed in the literature. These include
loyalty (Hofstede, 1984; Hofstede et al., 2010; House et al., 2001) and taking care of the
in-group (Aycan, 2008; Hofstede, 1984, 2001). This decision was made based on
common conclusions in cross-cultural collectivism research where researchers discuss
how collectivism operates via focus on the welfare of the in-group to influence work-life
interface constructs (Allen et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2004; Yang et al., 2000). However,
many of these conclusions are found in comparison studies based on country comparisons
where it is assumed that participants’ membership in that country group is indicative of
the cultural values they adhere to. Yet, in the current study, when the measures were
more targeted to capture these values that authors allude to in such studies, significant
effects did not emerge. Future research should examine more directly the cross-cultural

nuances of taking care of the in-group and their relationships with existing collectivism

99



measures through qualitative and mixed methods. Such research may provide more
context as to how cultural values operate to influence individual level outcomes in cross-
cultural research and could help to develop more accurate predictions and detailed
conclusions going forward.

The W-HR model only acknowledges moderators in the first half of the model
from contextual demands and resources to personal resources (ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012). One critique of this model could be that it underestimates the influence of
moderators on various stages within the work-home interface. Research has suggested
effects of other variables such as cultural values on essentially all points in the model
(Shockley et al., 2017). Work-life balance is driven in part by value attributions to roles,
and those attributions may at least partially be determined by beliefs, such as those about
the importance of one’s in-group or performing well. Accordingly, in the current study,
data analyses allowed for personal values to relate directly to work-life balance in the
model, resulting in some significant direct effects of personal values on work-life
balance. While not included in the current study, it could also be that personal values
moderate the relationship from work-life balance to outcome variables. This could be an
avenue through which future research may build upon the current study by deepening our
understanding of the boundary conditions of the theoretical model via examination of
moderators at different possible stages within the hypothesized relationships.
Examination of Supplementary Findings

This study also reiterates the argument from other researchers in the cross-cultural
research area calling for more studies on cultural values other than collectivism

(Shockley et al., 2017) as well as for direct measurement of values within studies that
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make assumptions based on cross-cultural groupings (Allen et al., 2024). The current
study found some evidence that performance orientation moderates the relationship from
home demands to work-life balance in the Chinese sample.

Originally, hypotheses only included performance orientation for its potential
effects in the three-way interaction with collectivism and home demands; yet, as tested in
the supplemental analyses, there was a clear distinction in the moderating effects of
performance orientation on the relationship from home demands to work-life balance in
the two countries. Specifically, the moderation effect was not significant in the USA. In
China, at low levels of performance orientation, there was a significant negative effect of
home demands on work-life balance, but at high levels the negative relationship was not
significant. According to findings from the GLOBE studies, the USA has a slightly
higher societal-level performance orientation score than China (6.14 vs. 5.67; The
GLOBE Foundation, n.d.), but both countries are high overall in performance orientation.
Based on findings from the current study, it seems that individuals in China are more able
to effectively manage home demands when they have higher levels performance
orientation. With these combined findings in the current study and the GLOBE study, it is
likely that there is another moderating influence on the interaction with performance
orientation. There could be another cultural value such as uncertainty avoidance or time
orientation, or it could be the result of country-level differences such as differences in the
economy or access to resources. Future research may examine how individuals in China
versus the US interpret their experiences of the home domain in comparison to their

performance beliefs and societal beliefs to further enhance interpretation of such findings.
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Such research should control for a greater number of country-level factors to increase
interpretability of results.

This study also found that time orientation may interact with collectivism to
moderate that same relationship. There has been some research on the work-life interface
and related topics to time orientation and performance orientation such as experiences of
time pressure (Brosch & Binnewies, 2018), occupational future time perspective (Henry
& Destmette, 2018), and motivational orientation (Hauser et al., 2018), but these lines of
research have not extended the research to cultural values or cross-cultural perspectives.
The findings in the current study suggest that research on such topics may be influenced
by culturally defined variables. For instance, this study found that high future time
orientation and low collectivistic values resulted in the most negative relationship
between home demands and work-life balance. Furthermore, the indirect effect from
home demands to the two outcome variables via work-life balance became significant
when this interaction was included in the model. This suggests that time orientation and
collectivism serve as important contextual factors that could differentially affect
individuals’ experiences of the work-life interface and deserve further study in cross-
cultural research. Future research should continue to extend the examination of the full
range of cultural values and how they trickle down to individual level experiences of the
work-life interface.

Practical Implications

This study has two key overlapping areas in which practical implications can be

enacted by organizations to improve organizational outcomes based on home demands.

These include the provision of resources to help individuals address their home demands
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and considering values differences both within and across cultures, particularly in global
organizations.

This was a cross-cultural comparison study, so there can be a large number of
influences on the relationships in the study that may not necessarily be picked up by the
methodology of the study (e.g., economic situation, politics, etc.; Spector et al., 2016).
Accordingly, by asking participants what kinds of resources their organizations could
provide to help them address their home demands, it is possible to make direct
recommendations to organizations in both countries.

Participants from both countries emphasized traditional benefits (e.g., pay,
insurance, paid time off), access to additional resources (e.g., access to technology,
transportation benefits, childcare), and flexible work arrangements (e.g., remote work).
Organizations may consider allowing their employees greater flexibility in their working
arrangements, such as allowing for greater remote work. This could help to minimize
costs for employees and maximize their time to address their home demands, while
minimizing costs for organizations. Such an arrangement may be less costly for
organizations than other requests for resources from employees (e.g., greater pay) while
simultaneously satisfying some employee needs.

Additionally, organizations, particularly global organizations, may consider
differences in values within their organization. Employees may differentially feel the
effects of home demands on their work outcomes. Accordingly, having a range of
resources available that all employees can opt into in their benefit packages can help all
employees feel that their home demands needs are met and thus minimize negative

effects on organizational outcomes.
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Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study had a number of limitations which limited the extent to which
conclusions could be drawn. First, there were limitations related to the data collection
method. The main study relied on the crowdsourcing platforms for all interactions with
participants. Because participants needed to return multiple times and complete several
surveys across a workweek, participant reminders were paramount for having participants
come back. However, reliance on using the platform for communicating limited the ease
with which participants could be reached and did not extend to outside of the service.
Also, the platform was often slow in opening surveys, leading to participant frustration
when surveys were not released immediately at the promised times. Future research could
replicate some of the findings by recruiting participants from real organizational settings
that are more comparable and representative of each country’s working population.

Relatedly, the financial incentives were not particularly attractive. This may have
influenced the stark drop in participation from initial survey to returning for the daily
diary portion (US initial survey n = 259, completed at least one daily survey = 169; China
initial survey n = 250, completed at least one daily survey n = 171). Also, participants
were asked to come back twice a day for less than a dollar per survey and were not
compensated with any kind of bonus for completing a certain percentage of daily surveys.
This, combined with the platform’s limited ability to allow direct communication with
participants, likely led to a lack of motivation to return consistently to the platform to
complete the surveys.

There were also a number of limitations related to study design. Data was only

collected across one week, thus limiting the potential number of observations and thus the
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power of the study to be able to capture the expected relationships. This was especially an
issue in the US sample, which experienced much less consistency in responding.
Accordingly, results should be taken cautiously, as the low power may have caused
difficulty in obtaining significant results where they should exist. Future research should
consider a replication of the main study variables that extends the length of the study to at
least two weeks to have greater likelihood of capturing the expected relationships.

Additionally, the use of a daily diary methodology has inherent limitations. This
includes the inability to make conclusions related to causality, the potential loss of data
due to participants becoming comfortable with repeated questions and failing attention
checks, and the need to modify and develop measures to be used at the daily level due to
a lack of preexisting, validated daily measures of some of the constructs. Future research
could examine the variables of interest in a quasi-experimental setting to provide
evidence of causality between study variables. For example, a study could manipulate the
experience of home demands (e.g., through the use of vignettes) and have participants
answer questions related to work-life balance and see whether the relationships between
the variables are moderated by personal values. Other future research might utilize some
of the shortened measures developed or modified in the current study to provide
additional validity evidence for the shortened measures.

In the current study, the variables were conceptualized at the daily level.
However, as evidenced in the ICC values, much of the variance occurred between-
persons, indicating that there was not a large proportion of variance that occurred as a
result of the day-by-day data collection within-persons. This could be because there is not

a lot of variation in those variables that occurs daily. Future research could expand on this
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by extending the length of the study to at least two weeks, which would allow for further
examination of the differences between weeks and days in the experience of the study
variables. Another extension of the study could involve reconceptualizing the variables
across greater intervals. It may be possible that the majority of the variation in the study
variables occurs at the weekly or monthly level, rather than daily.

Another limitation was related to the timing of the data collection for the main
study, which was during the holiday season. This was particularly an issue in the United
States where Christmas is a very popular holiday, which involves a lot of preparation.
Hanukkah of 2024 also fell during the same period (i.e., December 25, 2025 — January 2,
2025). This could have had an influence on the ability to capture home demands
accurately, because in preparation for the holidays, home demands may have increased
leading to those with especially high demands being unable to participate on those days,
thus potentially limiting sample size and the ultimate ability of the study to accurately
capture relationships between study variables. Furthermore, this potential increase in
home demands during this season could have influenced experiences of work-life
balance. Relatedly, the experience would not be equal cross-culturally. This is a potential
limitation for cross-cultural research more generally, due to the existence of different
holidays by country. When data collection is dependent on being collected when
participants are working, the existence of differing holidays can limit the times during
which data can be collected. Future research should examine whether findings are similar
at other times of the year.

Additionally, the choice of individual-level personal values measures to capture

collectivism and performance orientation in line with the GLOBE conceptualization of
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cultural-level collectivism and performance orientation was limited by a lack of existing
individual-level measures. While there are some individual-level measures of
collectivism in line with the Hofstede conceptualization of collectivism, these measures
typically include aspects of performance orientation due to Hofstede’s inclusion of such
aspects as goal achievement and focus on self-improvement as part of individualism,
making them unsuitable for capturing the constructs as discussed in GLOBE and in the
current study. Furthermore, individual measures of performance orientation are virtually
non-existent. Future research might expand on performance orientation research cross-
culturally to examine whether similar constructs, such as need for achievement, have
cultural origins. This could allow for the use of those kinds of measures in research
similar to the current study moving forward. Additionally, measures of individual-level
cultural orientation related to performance orientation and collectivism should be
developed and validated cross-culturally to allow for more research on the cross-level
effects of cultural origin on individuals’ beliefs and their related outcomes. The current
study reflected low levels of reliability, especially for performance orientation in the
Chinese sample (o0 = .62). In order to be able capture individual level experiences of
performance orientation in cross-cultural studies, the development of a reliable, cross-
validated measure is necessary.

One other area of limitations was related to cross-cultural research, more
specifically. While it is possible to control for some factors, cross-cultural comparison
studies between just two countries do not allow for causal conclusions on the effect of
culture due to the sheer number of variables that could confound the relationships.

Rather, it shows the existence of differences (Spector et al., 2016). The current study
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attempts to help with this by measuring values related to culture, thus providing some
evidence of the mechanism through which culture operates. However, this does not
account for some variables that might influence the belief in these values that are not
necessarily cultural in origin (e.g., politics; Spector et al., 2016). Future research may

expand to more countries to account for some of these issues.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION

This study investigated the effect of personal values on the indirect relationship
from home demands to outcome variables via work-life balance. It extends the
understanding of work-life balance by situating the construct within the W-HR model as
a personal resource using an operational definition of work-life balance that is
representative of the line of the world of work-life balance research. Furthermore, the
study answers calls in cross-cultural research to assess cultural differences through direct
measurement. While findings primarily did not support hypotheses, the exploratory
analyses give rise to a number of future research opportunities that can help further

develop this line of research.
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Table 1. Demographic Breakdown of Phase 1 SMEs

n %
Highest degree earned
Bachelor’s Degree 2 25
Master’s Degree 2 25
Doctorate 3 37.50
Other 1 12.50
Employment in Industrial/Organizational Psychology
Graduate Student 3 37.50
Employed — Academic 3 37.50
Employed — Practitioner 1 12.50
Other/Unknown 1 12.50
Experience in Industrial/Organizational Psychology Research
0-1 years 1 12.50
2-3 years 2 25
6-9 years 4 50
10+ years 1 12.50
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Table 2. Average SME Ratings of Item Contributions

Item M SD

Label

Home Demands
HD1 4.25 1.04
HD2 4.13 .99
HD3 4.25 1.04
HD4 2.88 1.25
HDS5 2.75 1.16
HD6 3.25 1.49
HD7 4.50 .54
HDS 4.38 74
HD9 3.88 1.25
HDI10 4.13 .84

Creativity
CR1 3.89 1.36
CR2 3.00 1.5
CR3 3.00 1.80
CR4 2.67 1.22
CR5 3.56 1.67
CR6 3.56 1.59
CR7 3.22 1.56
CR8 2.89 1.27

Well-being

WBI1 4.00 .87
WB2 3.89 1.05
WB3 3.78 1.09
WB4 4.00 .87

Note. Home demands was assessed on N = 8. Creativity and Well-being were assessed on N = 9.
SMEs were provided operational definitions of home demands, creativity, and well-being, and
based on the definition, were asked to rate how well items captured the definition on a Likert
scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely).
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Table 3. United States Pilot Sample Demographics

n % M SD

Gender

Female 54 38.85

Male 85 62.15
Race/ethnicity?

American Indian or Alaskan Native 3 2.16

Asian 12 8.63

Black 11 7.91

Hispanic/Latinx 10 7.19

Middle Eastern or North African 1 0.72

White 115 82.73

Prefer not to respond 1 72
Age (in years) 40.67 9.93
Work hours per week 41.66 4.00
Role tenure (in years) 7.86  6.99
Participants with children 61 43.89
Number of children per participant 1 0.93
Hours spent performing childcare per week® 17.99 28.12
Number of participants with eldercare responsibilities 19 13.67
Hours spent performing eldercare per week® 13.42  11.77
Participants working for organizations that 87 62.59

offer remote work
Number of remote work days per week? 3.2 1.77

2 Percentages exceed 100% because participants could select multiple categories.

® This number is based on the average across the entire sample.

¢ Average eldercare hours was calculated based only on the participants who responded “yes” to
the question, “Do you currently have any eldercare responsibilities?”

4 Average number of remote work days was calculated only amongst those who indicated “yes”
to the question, “Does your organization offer opportunities to work remotely?”
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Table 4. Chinese Pilot Sample Demographics

n % M SD

Gender

Female 92 57.86

Male 66 41.51
Age (in years) 31.36  4.31
Work hours per week 4431 5.72
Role tenure (in years) 484 244
Participants with children 130 81.76
Number of children per participant .90 53
Hours spent performing childcare per week® 18.67 14.88
Number of participants with eldercare responsibilities 47 29.56
Hours spent performing eldercare per week® 8.82 5.61
Participants working for organizations that 102 64.15

offer remote work
Number of remote work days per week® 1.54 73

2 Average hours spent performing childcare is based on the average across the entire sample.

b Average eldercare hours was calculated based only on the participants who responded “yes” to
the question, “Do you currently have any eldercare responsibilities?”

¢ Average number of remote work days was calculated only amongst those who indicated “yes”
to the question, “Does your organization offer opportunities to work remotely?”
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Table 5. Pilot Summary Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for US Sample

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Home Demands 2.72 (1.03) .94
2. Work-life Balance -.34%* .85
3. Well-being -.40%* S52%* 93
4. Creativity 3.73 (1.60) 23%* 14 A1 .96
5. PVQ-RR CL .01 .01 A1 .07 .39
6. PVQ-RR PO -.02 A1 -.04 .06 -.08 .36
7. GLOBE CL 5.23 (1.02) .04 18%* .-.01 22% 0 21% 0 -1 78
8. GLOBE PO -.00 30%* A1 18% 01 26%*  31** 41
9. Work Demands 3.23 (1.02) 27 -.06 -.03 20%% -.03 -.09 -.03 10 .88
10. Time Orientation A45%* SS51FF - 55%* .01 -.04 -.04 -.13 -35%*% 10 .78
11. Domestic Support 14 -.04 .04 31** 16 -.01 13 .01 .04 .04 .80

Note. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities listed along the diagonal. PVQ-RR = Personal Values Questionnaire-Revised. CL = Collectivism.
PO = Performance orientation. GLOBE = Globe Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness program.

*p <.05, **p<.001
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Table 6. Pilot Summary Statistics, Reliabilities, and Correlations for Chinese Sample

M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Home Demands 2.24 (.69) .90
2. Work-life balance 4.18 (.53) -36** 72
3. Well-being 421 (.62) -44%*%  64%* .79
4. Creativity 4.80 (1.25) -27**%  S1**  44%* .94
5. PVQ-RR Collectivism  3.83 (.55) A2 .05 -.01 10 74
6. PVQ-RR PO 4.19 (.73) .02 13 .10 A7% 0 -50%* .55
7. GLOBE Collectivism  5.59 (.79) .01 20%% 0 19%  21%k 46%*F - 20%* 74
8. GLOBE PO 4.92 (.46) A5 A5 A5 27 -.07 14 A1 25
9. Work Demands 3.22 (.86)  .58** - 35%x 3%k _36*k  -.09 .04 20%% 13 .84
10. Time Orientation 2.30(.40)  28%*% - 30%Ek  _34%kx 47k 33wk QxR _3RF*F - 16% 25%F 63
11. Domestic Support 2.39 (.49) .02 30*%  30%*F 36%*k 28** .02 J32%* 0 19% - 23%F  _20*% .68

Note. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities along the diagonal. PVQ-RR = Personal Values Questionnaire-Revised. PO = Performance
Orientation. GLOBE = Globe Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness program.
*p<.05, ** p<.001

139



Table 7. Factor Loadings for Home Demands in the US and Chinese Samples

Item USA China
Quantitative Demands

HD1 I1* .86*
HD2 I1* .80*
HD3 .94 .88

Emotional Demands

HD4 91* S52%
HDS5 74% .67
HD6 .84 .64%*
Organizational Demands

HD7 83* 5%
HDS 90* 81*
HD9 .94 .82
HDI10 91 2%

Note. Items marked with * were considered for removal.

140



Table 8. Factor Loadings for Creativity in the US and Chinese Samples

Item USA China
CR1 J15%* .80*
CR2 .80* T
CR3 91 .82
CR4 .83%* J74%*
CR5 .90 .86
CR6 91 .85
CR7 .92 .90
CRS8 .83%* .88

Note. Items marked with * were considered for removal.
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Table 9. Demographic Characteristics of Main Study Final Sample

USA (N=116) China (N = 169)
N(%) M(SD) N(%) M (SD)

Gender

Female 60 (51.72) 110 (65.48)

Male 55(47.41) 58 (34.52)

Non-binary/gender non-conforming 2(1.72)
Race/ethnicity?

Minority 29 (25)

White 93 (80.17)
Age (in years) 40.81 (11.06) 32.37 (5.71)
Work hours per week 41.74 (5.50) 44.73 (5.60)
Role tenure (in years) 8.16(7.22) 5.02(3.40)
Participants with children 52 (44.83) 140 (83.33)
Number of children 84 (1.11). 97 (.59)
Hours spent performing childcare per week® 15.70 (25.01) 12.99 (12.20)
Participants with eldercare responsibilities 14 (12.06) 75 (44.64)
Hours spent performing eldercare per week® 13.46 (10.56) 8.82 (8.46)
Participants working for organizations that offer remote work 73(62.93) 119(70.83)
Number of remote work days per week? 2.16 (2.37) 1.27 (1.09)

2 Hours spent performing childcare is based on the average across the entire sample.

b Average eldercare hours was calculated based only on the participants who responded “yes” to the question, “Do you currently have

any eldercare responsibilities?”

¢ Average number of remote work days was calculated only amongst those who indicated “yes” to the question, “Does your

organization offer opportunities to work remotely?”’
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Table 10. Proportion of Variance Within and Between Participants for Daily Measures

US China Total
Within Between Within Between Within Between
Home Demands .54 46 38 .62 40 .60
Work-life Balance .35 .65 47 .53 38 .62
Well-being 40 .60 46 .54 42 .58
Creativity .29 71 A5 .85 16 .84
Work Demands 42 .58 25 75 34 .66
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Table 11. Within and Between Persons Correlations for Main Study (USA/China)

Variable Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Combined sample

1. Home demands 2.89 (1.12) .93  -39%*% _20%* - 13**

2. WLB 556 (.87) -41** 93  48**  34**

3. Well-being 5.64 (.84) -27%¢ 70** 92  433%*

4. Creativity 4.03 (1.73) -.14% 43%* 48**  Of

5. CL 579 (.94) .05 27 0 28%%  14% .88

6. PO 558 (.85) -.01 38**% 37** 39%x  46** 77

7. CL (Oyserman, 5.50(.95) -.19%* 27%*% 36**  S51%*  30** 34%* S
1993)

8. TO 2.36 (42) 25%* - 39%* _30%* _43**  _11 -.13* -38** 65

US Sample

1. Home demands 3.31(1.21) 94 -30** -10 .20%*

2. WLB 531(1.07) -34** 95  47** 21

3. Well-being 547(1.02) -.16 .64** 96  32%*

4. Creativity 3.01 (1.50) .25%* 26** 38** 97

5. CL 598(97) -.06 37** 20%* 13 .90

6. PO 556 (1.08) .08 .40** 37*%* .05 .35%* 85

7. CL (Oyserman, 4.63 (1.07) .00  .29%* 40** 36** 46** 36** 83
1993)

8. TO 2.58 (42)  .034 -31%k - 41** _28*%* _26%* -19% -22%* 53

Chinese Sample

1. Home demands 2.61 (.95) 92 -A45%F 6%k - 18%*

2. WLB 5.72 (.64) -42%* 87  45%x  3T¥*

3. Well-being 5.76 (.66) .34%* 77¥* 86 S53**

4. Creativity 4.72 (1.52) -.20** 51*%* 56** 98

5. CL 5.65(.90) .36%* 28**% 35%x  36¥* 85

6. PO 559(64) -11 36** 38** 50%* 35%* 62

7. CL (Oyserman, 568 (.61) -.14  24%*%  41**  52%*%  A4T7F*x 45%% 73
1993)

8. TO 221 (.25) 23%*% _36*%* 31¥* 27%* 17 -08 -22*¥ .59

Note. N level 1= 672 for China, N level 1= 464 for US, N level 2= 169 for China, N level 2=116
for US. Correlations below the diagonals are between-person correlations. Between-person

correlations are calculated for within-person variables by averaging across days. Correlations

above the diagonal represent within-person correlations. Cronbach’s alphas for day-level
variables are shown at the between-person level. WLB = Work-life Balance. PO = Performance
Orientation. CL = Collectivism. TO = Time Orientation.

*p<.05, **p<.001
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Table 12. Factor Loadings for Personal Values Items in Both Samples

US Components Chinese Components

Item CL IND PO CL IND PO
Label

PV11 901 -.159 .052 792 -.029 .004
PV13 .898 -.063 .003 785 072 133
PV8 887 015 -.101 745 -.168 -.203
PV2 807 .090 013 736 110 .169
PV9 739 150 .047 716 -.017 -.074
PV6 547 .169 205 .637 -117 -.397
PV3 -.064 916 -.009 -.047 774 131
PV7 068 911 -.054 205 731 -.038
PV1 .045 851 .099 -.235 J17 -.128
PV14 021 798 -.002 .020 677 -.188
PV10 -.027 -.124 918 -.205 -.054 -.730
PV4 -.029 -.019 850 .010 113 -.673
PV5 .099 .049 783 293 -.108 -.530
PV12 .090 .109 595 .039 245 -.521
PV15 023 371 501 138 234 -430

Note. CL = Collectivism. IND = Individualism. PO = Performance Orientation. PV = Personal
values.
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Table 13. Hypothesis 1 Summary of Estimates from Path Analysis (Main Study)

Work-life Balance Well-being Creativity

Variable Y SE Y SE Y SE
Intercept 5.51%* 22 6.02%* 12 3.83%* .26
Controls

Age .00 .01

Domestic support 16* .07

Gender .01 A1

Remote work days -.05 .03

Work demands .02 .03 -.10%* .04 10 .06
Focal variables

Home Demands -.30%* .06 -.00 .05 .05 .04

Work-life Balance -.08 .08 -.03 .08

* p<.05, ** p<.001
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Table 14. Hypothesis 2 Path Analysis Estimates

Work-life Balance Well-being Creativity

Variable Y SE Y SE Y SE
Intercept 4.50%* .29 3.42%%* 40 2.88*%* 58
Controls

Age .00 .01

Domestic support .08 .07

Gender S59%* 15

Remote work days -.09%* .03

Work demands .02 .03 -.08%* .03  .14* 05
Focal variables

Home Demands - 24%* .06 .18* .06 A1 .06

CL A7 .08

PO 27* .09

CL X Home demands -.05 .07

PO X Home demands .04 .06

CL X PO .06 .09

Home Demands X CL X PO -.09 .07

Work-life Balance AS5%* .07 171 .10

Note. CL = Collectivism. PO = Performance orientation. Collectivism was measured with the six
modified items from the pilot study based on the PVQ-RR items capturing benevolence.
*p <.05, ** p<.001
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Table 15. Test of Hypothesis 3 by Country (Main Study)

Work-life Balance Well-being Creativity
Variable Y SE Y SE Y SE
USA Intercept 6.15%* 47 4.02%* .66 1.09 .80

Controls

Age .00 .01

Domestic support -.24 .16

Gender -.70%* 27

Remote work days -.03 .05

Work demands .06 .04 .00 .04 A42%* .07
Focal variables

Home demands -.16%* .07 .07 .06 .08 .04

CL .09 .14

PO 39% .16

CL X Home demands -.16 .09

PO X Home demands .00 .08

Work-life balance 25 13 .06 13

China Intercept 2.93%* .53 3.57**% .56 2.90*%* 38

Controls

Age .03* .02

Domestic support 17 A1

Gender 1.60** 24

Remote work days -.15% .08

Work demands -.01 .05 - 12%* .04 -.05 .07
Focal variables

Home Demands - 31%* .08 26%* A1 21% .09

CL 12 A1

PO 30%* .14

CL X Home demands .01 11

PO X Home demands 29% 11

Work-life Balance A6** .10 36** .07

Note. CL = Collectivism. PO = Performance Orientation. Results are based on the combined

sample of N = 285.
*p <.05,** p<.001
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Table 16. Supplementary Analysis with Time Orientation X Oyserman (1993) Collectivism

Work-life Balance Well-being Creativity

Variable Y SE Y SE Y SE
Intercept 4.13%* .54 3.86%** 34 1.78** 33
Controls

Age .01 .01

Domestic support .02 .09

Gender J74% 31

Remote work days -.00 .03

Work demands .03 .04 -.09%* .03  .11* .05
Focal variables

Home Demands -.33%* .06 16* .03 18* .06

CL 28%* .09

TO -.62% .19

CL X TO -.32 21

CL X Home demands .10 .07

TO X Home demands .01 15

CL X TO X Home demands -.32% A2

Work-life Balance J3** 06 35%* 06

Note. CL = Collectivism. TO = Time orientation.
*p <.05,** p<.001
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Table 17. Patterns in Responses on Desired Organizational Resources for Home Demands

Theme Definition Example Responses Count
(USA/
China)
Flexible work ~ Refers to aspects of the job that allow “Remote work™; “Flexible 61/84
arrangements workers to be flexible in their WFH [work from home]”;
working hours, location, and methods “Flexible working hours”
for completing tasks
Access to Refers to additional, less traditional “Childcare”; “Allowances”; 51/100
resources benefits of the job that provide access “The company provides...
to perks, such as access to services, mental health support to
transportation, or physical/financial ~ help employees better
resources balance work and life
needs.”
Common Captures traditional organizational “More PTO [paid time 52/42
benefits benefits, which tend to provide aide off]”; “Vacation”;
for basic quality of living “Healthcare”; “Better pay”;
requirements. Includes things such “The company provides
health insurance, pay, and leave. family medical insurance
and public holidays, which
my family can enjoy.”
Organizational  Refers to changes within the “Less overtime required 25/32
changes organization that would allow would be helpful”;
workers to better address their home  “Extended contracts™;
lives through crossover effects; “Improve work efficiency”;
includes changes that would increase  “Better promotion
work efficiency and job stability opportunities”
Organizational Includes those organizational actions  “Better help while outona  13/19
support and policies that make it easier or vacation or sick day”; “Can
more acceptable for participants to provide some help for our
address their home demands lives”
Organizational ~ Refers to responses where “Nothing. Everything is 36/27
resources not participants indicated that they either  fine.”
necessary did not need support to meet home
demands or did not want/expect
organizational resources to address
them
No response 22/3
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Figure 1. Initial Conceptual Model

Contextual Demands

Personal Resources Contextual Outcomes
and Resources
b Well-being
Home demands - Work-life Balance
+
Creativity

Note. Contextual demands and resources may refer to demands and resources in the work or
home domains, but the current study focuses only on home demands.
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Figure 2. Moderation Model of Home Demands to Work-life Balance by Cultural Group
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Figure 3. Dual Moderation of Relationship from Home Demands to Work-life Balance
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Figure 4. Three-way Interaction of Home Demands X Time Orientation X Oyserman (1993)
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