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A Closer Look at Key Concepts of the Work-nonwork Interface
In this chapter, we adopt a critical view on whether or not there is a solid and consistent theoretical understanding of what ‘work-nonwork interface’ is. We challenge the theoretical meaning and practical value of different work-nonwork interface concepts by referring to the question whether or not current traditional measures of conflict/enrichment are the most suitable to capture such constructs or whether more innovative ways of measurement are also possible. For this purpose, we initially provide an overview of the existing key concepts to further propose several venues for advancing research on the work-nonwork interface. First, we propose the use of more accurate and neutral measures and less survey items that imply causal attributions in relation to triggers of conflict and enrichment experiences. Furthermore, it is suggested that the within-person (i.e. diary studies) approach to work-nonwork interface can help uncovering the true nature of the experience, especially from an episodic perspective. Likewise, the use of more qualitative studies is also proposed to advance phenomenological understanding of the individuals’ work-nonwork experiences. Moreover, it is suggested that focusing solely on the interface between work and family does not capture the main roles that individuals are playing in the nonwork domain. Therefore, we suggest that the expansion of work-family literature to include also the relationship between work or family with the self is relevant. Moreover, we suggest that the detailed measurement/conceptualization of the family situation (at least as specific as the work situation) is also of paramount importance to further advance research into the work-nonwork interface. Finally, we propose that it is necessary to further improve the specification of the role of culture in the configuration of the experience of positive or negative work-nonwork interface relationships. With the suggestions that we offer, we aim to advance the conceptualization and measure of key concepts relevant for this domain.

Please note that we will refer to ‘work-family’ or ‘family-work’ constructs only when we describe studies that measured these specific types of work-nonwork roles while examining conflict/enrichment. As we understand that the scope of individual roles is broader than those of work and family only, we will refer to interrole or work-nonwork when we discuss constructs and processes that go beyond a specific study.

CONFLICT: CONSTRUCT DEFINITION AND MEASUREMENT

The conflict perspective has long been the dominant theoretical background used to explain the interface between work and nonwork roles. Although this conflict perspective has been further developed from multiple theoretical approaches such as boundary theory, compensation theory, ecological system theory, social identity theory, and spillover theory, the role strain theory has been the main theoretical background underpinning the development of the work-nonwork conflict literature (Michel, Mitchelson, Kotrba, LeBreton & Baltes, 2009). The role strain theory asserts that involvement in multiple roles will inevitably exhaust individual resources and lead to impaired functioning and strain (Goode, 1960). 

Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) have defined work-family conflict as “a form of interrole conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” (p.77). Later on, Carlson, Kacmar, and Williams (2000) operationalized three types of work-family conflict that people may experience when combining work and family roles, namely time-based, strain-based, and behavior-based conflict. First, time-based conflict is characterized by a lack of time to accomplish the demands of multiple roles and occurs when time devoted to one domain (i.e. work) makes it difficult to successfully engage in the other (i.e. family) domain. Second, strain-based conflict occurs when the pressure experienced in one domain interferes with participation in the other domain. Finally, behavior-based conflict happens when specific conducts required in one domain interfere with behavioral expectations in the other domain. Several studies have provided empirical evidence for the differential relationships of each of these dimensions of work-family conflict with various potential antecedents and outcomes (i.e. Bruck & Allen, 2003; Lapierre et al., 2008), thus demonstrating the relevance of investigating them separately. 

Researchers have recognized the bi-directional nature of the work-nonwork conflict experience by considering work interference with family and family interference with work (i.e. Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Both forms of conflict are moderately correlated, but their antecedents (Michel et al., 2009) and consequences (Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005) are different. Work demands are primarily related to work-to-family conflict while family demands are related to family-to-work conflict (Byron, 2005). Work and family demands are associated with work-nonwork conflict because it implies processes that limit individuals’ ability to cope with multiple roles (Voydanoff, 2005). 


Although usually used interchangeably, work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork interference can be considered different concepts. Carlson and Grzywacz (2008) pointed out that work-nonwork conflict is related to experiences of mutually incompatible pressures, while work-nonwork interference is related to the behavioral responses to these incompatible experiences. Although differentiating between these two concepts can be theoretical useful, more research is needed to determine the associated empirical implications. 

Work-nonwork conflict can also be differentiated from negative spillover. Spillover can be considered a linking mechanism between the work and family domains (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), so that negative spillover occurs when the stress or strain from one domain surfaces in another domain. Evidence of this linking mechanism are the positive relationships between job stress and work-family interference and between family stress and family-work interference found by Byron (2005).

Consistent with several comprehensive reviews of the work-family literature, researchers have evidenced that experiencing work-family conflict has negative consequences to several individual outcomes, such as physical and mental health (Eby et al., 2005; Van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009), work and family satisfaction (Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007), burnout and psychological strain (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000). 

Measurement

Work-family conflict is the best-developed topic in the work-nonwork literature in terms of both theoretical framework and measurement. Geurts, Taris, Kompier, Dikkers, Van Hooff, and Kinnunen (2005) identified 19 existing instruments for measuring negative work-nonwork interaction. These measures can be classified in first-generation (i.e. Kopelman, Greenhaus & Connolly, 1983) and second-generation instruments (i.e. Geurts et al., 2005; Netemeyer, Boles & McMurrian, 1996; Stephens Franks, & Atziena, 1997), depending on whether they are based on previous scales or created directly from theory or specific frameworks. Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran (2005) found that the most widely used measures of both work-family conflict and family-work conflict were Kopelman et al.’s, (1983) and Burley’s (1989) scales. However, the most used measure to analyze the dimensions of work-nonwork conflict defined before is the Carlson, Kacmar and Williams (2000) scale. Although all of them try to capture the essence of work-nonwork conflict, results from studies using different measures cannot be comparable in some aspects. For example, most of these measures are validated on US samples, but others, like the SWING measure developed by Geurts et al., was validated in Europe. Scales also use a different response format. For example, some use agree-disagree scales (e.g. Carlson et al., 2000; Kopelman et al., 1983) and others never-always scales (Geurts, et al., 2005). When using never-always response scales, the interval respondents are asked to recall must also be defined. For this, it is important to notice that even when people are asked to recall longer periods of time they are more likely to answer in accordance with their current mood because this is the most accessible information for them (Schwarz & Oyserman, 2001). Also Bellavia and Frone (2005) criticized both the agree/disagree and the frequency anchors of the measures, and suggested the use of a more clear closed-end response format, i.e. the anchor ‘less than once per month’ rather than ‘seldom’. 

Regarding the validity of measures, most of the current measures have been validated using one source and method (i.e. self-reports from workers) to analyze the structure of the construct and its relationship with other variables. These measures use family or home as representatives of the nonwork domain, but individuals may engage in very diverse roles and activities not restricted to home or family when participating in their nonwork domain, which yet are not well reflected in existing scales. For instance, individuals may define their roles as primary and secondary, depending on the time spent in the roles, the specialization required to participate in them or the degree of involvement individuals have with each role (Pleck, 1977). It is important to note that, for example, for singles, maybe the family role is not the one in which they invest more time in, are more specialized in, or feel more involved with. 
ENRICHMENT: CONSTRUCT DEFINITION AND MEASUREMENT 

Construct definition

Positive experiences derived from engaging in multiple roles within the work and nonwork domains have been named work-family synergy, work-family enhancement, positive spillover, work-family facilitation, and work-family enrichment. We prefer to use the scope of the enrichment concept (interrole or work-nonwork). In a convergent fashion, all the previous conceptualizations stem from the same positive perspective endorsed in the role accumulation theory (Sieber, 1974), the expansion approach (Marks, 1977), the expansionist theory of gender, work, and family (Barnett & Hyde, 2001), and finally the enrichment argument (Rothbard, 2001). According to these theories, participating in several roles allows individuals to build in personal, energy, and support resources, which can compensate for the increased demands that might arise in any life domain. The main differences among all previous conceptualizations of positive work and nonwork experiences are the quality of the effect of such experiences in the receiving domain and the level of analysis considered, i.e. whether it is the individual or the system that profits (Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007; Shein & Chen, 2010). In this sense, Wayne’s review (2009) provides a comprehensive framework for differentiation between all the current positive work and nonwork interaction concepts in the literature, except for that of work-family synergy.

Work-family enhancement has been conceptualized in terms of acquisition of resources and beneficial experiences associated with occupying multiple roles (Tiedje et al., 1990; Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 2002). However, the concept of work-family enhancement does not specify particular gains or potential impacts derived from the interaction between work and nonwork domains. Positive work-family spillover has been defined as “the transfer of positively valenced affect, skills, behaviors, and values from the originating domain to the receiving domain, thus having beneficial effects on the receiving domain” (Hanson, Hammer, & Colton, 2006, p. 251). In this sense, this concept differentiates from work-family enhancement for it specifies the gains involved (skills, values, etc.) and the bi-directional nature (work to nonwork vs. nonwork to work) of the positive work-nonwork interaction. 

The subsequent conceptualizations of positive work and nonwork experiences are based on the notion that both directions of influence are distinct and require specific measures. Work-family facilitation has been defined as “the extent to which an individual's engagement in one life domain (i.e. work/family) provides gains (i.e. developmental, affective, capital, or efficiency) that contribute to enhanced functioning in another life domain (i.e., family/work)” (Wayne et al., 2007, p.64). Thus, a key distinction between positive spillover and facilitation is that work-family facilitation occurs when the individual successfully applies the gains acquired in one domain to the other domain, consequently enhancing its functioning on a system level (i.e. family members, co-workers). Lastly, work-family enrichment has been conceptualized as the extent to which experiences like enhanced affect and functioning in one role can improve the quality of life in the other role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73). A key distinction between work-family facilitation and work-family enrichment is that work-family facilitation focuses on the system level of analysis, whereas work-family enrichment focuses on the individual level improved functioning (Wayne et al., 2007). 

Drawing on Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) conceptualization, Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne and Grzywacz (2006) extended the concept of work-family enrichment by differentiating amongst the following four dimensions: development, affect, capital, and efficiency. Development enrichment occurs when one domain stimulates the acquisition of skills, knowledge, behaviors, or ways of viewing things functional for the other domain, while affect enrichment occurs when involvement in one domain results in a positive emotional state or attitude that contributes to improve individuals’ performance in the receiving domain. Capital enrichment refers to gains of psychosocial resources such as sense of security or self-fulfillment, while efficiency enrichment occurs when involvement in the family domain results in greater focus and time management skills in the work domain. The multidimensional conceptualization of the work-family enrichment experience has received further empirical support (Boz, Martínez-Corts, & Munduate, 2009; Stoddard & Madsen, 2007). 

Although the experience of work-family enrichment brings about a series of positive outcomes, it is not equal to the absence of work-family conflict, interference, or negative spillover. A review of empirical studies on the relationship between conflict and enrichment revealed a small non-significant negative relationship between both constructs. Such a result draws attention to the need for considering both types of experience in order to advance current knowledge on how individuals feel about the work-nonwork interface (Powell & Greenhaus, 2006a). In fact, previous studies that examined both conflict and enrichment have demonstrated that these experiences are indeed independent and that individuals may combine negative and positive experiences when performing work and family roles concurrently (e.g. Boz et al., 2009). Rather than considering the experience of conflict or enrichment separately, it makes sense to examine the profile/configuration of the negative as well as positive experiences initiated from both work and family (Demerouti & Geurts, 2004).

Measurement issues

So far, measurement of the various concepts representing the positive interaction between work and nonwork domains has been inconsistent, mainly due to the use and operationalization of these concepts interchangeably (Carlson et al., 2006). However, increasing attempts to empirically advance the literature resulted in the publication of two globally validated scales, for (1) measuring positive spillover (Hanson et al., 2006), and (2) enrichment (Carlson et al., 2006). As for work-family facilitation, no known study has developed a scale that captures the conceptualization proposed by Wayne et al. (2007), focused on the system level of analysis.

Having received more support for its validity than any other similar measure in the literature, the multi-dimensional scale of work-family enrichment (Carlson et al., 2006) has been successfully used in several empirical investigations that added to the current knowledge on enrichment’s specific dimensions (Bagraim & Mullins, 2009; Boz et al., 2009). Nevertheless, a few authors have highlighted difficulties in differentiating between the proposed dimensions of positive spillover and work-family enrichment (McNall et al., 2009), suggesting that further investigation is still needed to disentangle the different conceptualizations of the positive work and nonwork interaction. 

CHALLENGING WORK-NONWORK CONCEPTUALIZATION

This short overview of the different concepts of positive and negative work-nonwork interface relationships shows that there is still no agreement about the way in which different roles influence each other, and neither do existing measurement instruments fully and sufficiently tap the total experience of interrole relationships. We suggest five relevant venues for improving the current conceptualization of conflict and enrichment experiences, focused on innovative measurement and data collection techniques. While we challenge the presence of a solid and consistent theoretical understanding of what ‘the work-nonwork interface’ is, we raise five points that concern the measurement of work-nonwork relationships, the study designs necessary to improve knowledge on this phenomenon, and the conceptual expansion of the current constructs to deal with future issues.

1. Towards a more accurate and neutral conceptualization of conflict/enrichment

Virtually all traditional survey measures of conflict and enrichment are “bidirectional” measures (e.g., Carlson et al., 2000; Carlson et al., 2006; Netemeyer et al., 1996; Van Steenbergen et al., 2007; Geurts et al., 2005). By this we mean that the items are phrased such that they capture in a simple and fast way not only that a causal attribution has taken place by the respondent but also that the result is obvious to the focal person. For example, consider the following items of conflict: ‘My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfil family duties’ (Netemeyer et al., 1996); ‘I have to miss activities at home due to the amount of time I must spend on work responsibilities’ (Van Steenbergen et al., 2007); ‘You do not fully enjoy the company of your spouse/family/friends because you worry about your work’ (Geurts et al., 2005). A common assumption for all these items is that whether it is the ‘strain produced by work’ (item 1), ‘amount of time spent on work’ (item 2) or ‘worrying about work’ (item 3), the causes attributed for experiencing conflict are found in work-related aspects. Moreover, the reason why one does not ‘fulfil family duties’, ‘misses activities at home’ or ‘does not enjoy the company of spouse/family/friends’ is most apparently related to (a) long working hours and (b) hard (physically, intellectually and/or emotionally demanding) work. 

There are several issues at stake here. First, it is critical to understand whether participants are able to have a clear idea of what are the work and nonwork domains and whether they are able to make the causal attributions to each domain. As Maertz and Boyar (2011) suggested that, rather than assuming that individuals can make such attributions, it must be studied how they happen to do it, that is, how a given event triggers the conflict or enrichment experience. For instance, it is possible that the domain ‘blamed’ would be where one is not when a trigger event occurs (Judge et al., 2006), where one is when a trigger event occurs (Butler et al., 2005), the domain to which the trigger event relates most closely (e.g., Stone, 1987), the domain that is least central and/or most permeable to the individual (e.g., Powell & Greenhaus, 2006b), or simply the domain that precedes and helps determine the choice of coping method (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).

Second, as hypothetical causes are included in the items, there is a serious danger that we find trivial or tautological relationships between causes of conflict/enrichment. Because of the particular wording of the items, it seems that explanations about conflict/enrichment are already given in the measurement of the work-family interface itself (Pichler, 2009). Findings that such as working hours or work pressure were the most significant predictors of work-life conflict (Eby et al., 2005) are thus not surprising. In fact, as Pichler (2009) suggests, one does not need sophisticated statistical models to reveal these causes as they are already integrated in the measurement of work-family conflict as the dependent concept. A potential consequence of such scale construction strategy is that only causes named in the items can be recognized as such, while others not included in the items (like job insecurity or insufficient financial rewards) have a hard time to prove themselves as valid predictors. 

In order to overcome these shortcomings, we suggest formulating the traditional items in a different way. First, future studies need to specify the forms of conflict and enrichment that can occur and to develop items that capture these forms without forcing the participants to attribute specific causal implications implied in items. For instance, if we follow Carlson et al.’s (2000) operationalization, conflict can refer to time-based, strain-based, or behavior-based aspects. Instead of asking ‘I have to miss family activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work responsibilities’ (time-based); ‘Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I come home I am too stressed to do the things I enjoy’ (strain-based); ‘The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving problems at home’ (behavior-based), we could ask about the frequency of the following experiences: ‘how often…’ ‘do you have to miss family activities’, ‘do you come home too stressed to do things you enjoy’, ‘do you use ineffective problem-solving behaviors at home’. These experiences could then be linked to different aspects of the work situation, e.g. working time requirements, work pressure, emotional and cognitive demands. In this way, the causes for each specific dimension of work-family conflict may differ per individual and the findings regarding the prediction of this experience do not end up being circular. Moreover, family members can also provide independent and more objective information about the occurrence of interference.

2. Integration of diary designs and episodic approaches

Similar to the conceptualization of the work-nonwork interface, definitions of many constructs frequently leave open the question as to whether they describe a phenomenological experience (experiential state) or a hypothetical concept (Sonnentag, Dormann & Demerouti, 2010). To reflect an experiential state, ideally all items/statements of the work-nonwork interface should be simultaneously present. However, when individuals recall their experiences over an extended time period in the past (e.g., a couple of days), they could possibly score high on all items of, e.g. work-family enrichment, without ever having experienced them simultaneously. Hence, if one aims at investigating the full phenomenological experience of the work-nonwork interface, one has to focus on state work-nonwork interface as a rather momentary and transient experience that fluctuates within individuals within short periods of time (i.e., from day to day or from week to week). Moreover, a within-person design also allows for demonstrating the state nature of the conflict and enrichment experiences in case patterns of significant fluctuations across time are not found. Finally, Williams and Alliger (1994) identified three levels of analysis in measuring the quality of episodic experiences. These are immediate experience (reactions at that specific time), primary consolidation (end of day consolidation), and secondary consolidation (global assessment, focusing across many days). Measuring the immediate experience is superior to measuring primary or secondary consolidation because the last two rely on retrospective recollection and therefore tend to ignore specific aspects and sometimes include even contradictory dimensions of immediate experience (Maertz & Boyar, 2011).

Although the general approach of examining fluctuations of experiences and behaviors within persons (e.g., Bolger, DeLongis, Kessler, & Schilling, 1989) is not new, during the past years researchers in work-nonwork relationships have become increasingly interested in within-person processes (Bulter et al., 2005; Ilies et al., 2007; Sanz-Vergel et al., 2010; Van Hooff et al., 2006). Important, however, are the conceptual and theoretical prospects associated with such a within-person perspective. First, the within-person approach allows for a closer look at temporal patterns of work-related experiences and behaviors. As several of these diary studies have demonstrated, individuals do not experience that work and family conflict with or enrich each other every day. There are days (or weeks) when they experience more conflict or enrichment than on other days (or weeks). “Averaging” across these situations by assessing a general level of the work-nonwork interface (i.e. by asking individuals to retrospect over the previous months or even the year and providing summary accounts of their psychological states) ignores the dynamic and configurational part of this phenomenon (Sonnentag et al., 2010). 

Second this approach enables us to examine – in addition to general predictors such as stable demands and resources of the work and family environments – the more proximal predictors of the experience of conflict or facilitation. Thus, this approach promises answers to the question: When do persons feel interrole conflict or enrichment? Are there specific situational features that have to be present during a specific day in order to experience conflict or enrichment? For example, Bulter et al. (2005) found that the relationship between daily demands and daily work-family conflict was stronger when daily control was high. Similarly, are there person-specific states that foster the experience of interrole conflict or enrichment during a specific day or week? For example, Sanz-Vergel (2011) found that daily detachment from work is especially important for individuals with high home role salience as it increases evening cognitive liveliness and reduces work–home interference. Finally, are there individual characteristics that buffer/moderate the effects of daily work situations on interrole conflict or enrichment? For example, Martinez Corts, Demerouti, Bakker and Boz (2015) found that the presence of daily personal resources (i.e. optimistic and resilience) buffered the spillover of daily interpersonal conflict at work to the non-work domain. 
Third, as an experiential state, the conceptualization of interrole conflict or enrichment is probably much closer causally tied to real work-, family- or other life-related events and behavioral outcomes than a judgment that requires aggregating previous experiences over an extended period of time. Consequently, investigating state experience of interrole relations may yield much stronger evidence of its antecedents and consequences than investigating its trait-like counterpart. In addition, it may also provide evidence for different causal antecedents and consequences of conflict or enrichment because it might involve fewer human judgmental processes and errors than more trait-like conceptualizations and, by this, might better reflect true causal relations. 

Thus, from a conceptual and theoretical point of view, the within-person approach is essential for developing a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon of state interrole conflict or enrichment. In addition, research following this within-person approach is also practically relevant. In many work settings there are specific times and periods when it is unavoidable that employees will experience conflict or enrichment between work and family, for example, when travelling for a business trip (conflict), or when the employer organizes a party for employees and their families (enrichment). Knowledge about the more proximal situational and person-related predictors of state interrole conflict or enrichment is crucial to create a setting that optimally supports enrichment and minimizes conflict during such critical times and periods. 

Notwithstanding these advantages, when applying the within-person approach researchers are asked to respond to several challenges, including specifying whether the measurement instruments of the between-person approach can be used for diary research, developing short but also reliable and valid instruments that can be used for frequent measures, specifying the appropriate number of days/weeks that are necessary to ensure an adequate sampling of individuals’ usual work and nonwork experiences. Finally, a further fundamental question is whether the theoretical models of the between-person approach can be applied to the within-person approach (see Sonnentag et al., 2010 and Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen & Zapf, 2010 for further challenges). 

3. Use of qualitative studies


As several reviews have demonstrated, the work-nonwork literature has been largely dominated by a positivist perspective, which has been mainly developed upon cross-sectional quantitative studies with employees from large organizations, in administrative job positions, in traditional white middle-class nuclear families, and mainly in the USA (Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Lambert, 2007; Chang, McDonald, & Burton, 2010; Özbilgin, Beauregard, Tatli, & Bell, 2011). Consequently, our current knowledge on conflict and enrichment both in terms of conceptual and measurement development is still limited and does not fully reflect the reality of minorities and individuals from different national contexts. Thus, in order to address these gaps, we propose the use of more qualitative studies for the application of such method is “essential for uncovering deeper processes in individuals, teams, and organizations, and understanding how those processes unfold over time” (Bluhm, Harman, Lee, & Mitchell, 2011, p. 5). Qualitative studies are interpretive and contextualized as they originate from individuals’ perceptions of their own experiences in their own voices (Bluhm et al., 2011). In this sense, we argue that qualitative studies are well-suited for broadening knowledge on the types of conflict and enrichment and consequently on how these experiences unfold as individual processes. Additionally, we suggest that qualitative studies are especially suitable for investigating more specific samples and therefore contributing to uncover the conflict and enrichment experiences of minorities 


From a phenomenological standpoint, qualitative research examines individuals’ voices, spontaneous subjective meanings to phenomena that have been long examined through constructs defined by researchers (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). In this sense, qualitative research can contribute to expand theoretical development by presenting alternative views of phenomena and opening new venues for investigating potential antecedents and outcomes. For example, Hill et al. (2007) adopted an inductive approach to investigate work-family facilitation, and by doing so, expanded the five role resources previously identified by Greenhaus and Powell (2006) as a function of the direction of influence (work-to-family or family-to-work). Similarly, in the study conducted by Poppleton, Briner and Kiefer (2008), the use of a qualitative diary design allowed them to uncover the salient nature of the negative spillover compared to that of conflict for negative spillover episodes would last longer and were more emotionally intense. Furthermore, we previously highlighted the episodes approach, which suggests the study of conflict and enrichment as processes that unfold in the form of discrete episodes (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). From this perspective and adopting a phenomenological standpoint, we recommend the use of qualitative methods such as critical incident techniques or diary designs to the identification of key events that are encompassed in the conflict and enrichment processes (Poppleton et al., 2008; Shein & Chen, 2010). 


Finally, qualitative research addresses more specific samples and therefore allows to deepen knowledge on targeted populations that have long been ignored in the work-nonwork interface literature, such as religious and ethnic minorities, and homosexual individuals and families (Özbilgin et al., 2011). Although the use of non-probability sample techniques and the subsequent restrictions in terms of generalizability have been identified as critical drawbacks in qualitative research (Chang et al., 2010), it still proves to be a valuable method for building theory that can be further validated in diverse and large samples embedded in different contexts (Kreiner, Hollensbe, & Sheep, 2009). 
4. The ‘self’ domain
Does conflict/enrichment between work and family really capture what matters for individuals when they cross domain borders? Work on self-construal, self-determination theory and individualism-collectivism seems to suggest that people view themselves both as independent and autonomous individuals and as interdependent on others (e.g. Deci & Ryan, 1985; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). According to De Dreu and Nauta (2009), humans are born with the tendency to be concerned with their self-interests, and their primary motive underlying their behavior is to safeguard and improve their self-interests. Moreover, self-concern influences information processing since it stimulates individuals to consider personal characteristics and qualities (e.g. needs) as well as individual outcomes. Similarly, humans are characterized by their admonitions to be true to themselves (Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne & Ilardi, 1997). According to this view, to be true to oneself within a role means to be able to behave in ways that feel personally expressive (Waterman, 1990), authentic (Ryan, 1993), or self-determined (Deci & Ryan, 1991). Individuals who constantly behave themselves in line with role-related pressures or demands lack integrity and self-direction (Block, 1961) and might suffer accordingly. In support of this assumption, Sheldon et al. (1997) demonstrated that satisfaction in each of several life roles (e.g. student, employee, friend), relative to the individual’s own mean satisfaction, was attributable to the degree to which that role supported authenticity and autonomous functioning. Also, the work-family literature has indicated the importance of self in the interrole relationships. Specifically, Barnett, Gareis, and Brennen (1999) emphasized with their fit model the need to consider the fit of the work (home) domain with the personal interests of the individual.

Identity theory could be used to justify that work or family aspects may impact personal interests in a positive or negative way. Identity is generally defined as a person’s perception of him/herself as he/she relates to his/her environment (Hall, 1972). People can define themselves as members of groups (collective or group identity), as partners in close relationships (relational or role identities), and in terms of personal aspects or traits (personal or individual identities) (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). Identities are often activated by the occurrence of particular situations that activate relevant identities (Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996). When a supervisor assigns you a new task, your professional identity is activated, while when you play tennis with your friend, your personal identity is activated. In general, demands or pressures and their personal conception by the individual represent the triggers that activate a specific identity. 

Based on identity theory, it can be suggested that focusing solely on work and family represents a rather limited view of interrole management. A more comprehensive view of humans would be to integrate personal identity or individuals’ sense of self as another ‘domain’, operationalized as personal desires, activities, and interests in the work-nonwork interface, or simply me-time. Imagine, for instance, a successful manager of a multinational company who also has a happy marriage with two children. Although such a person might experience high work-nonwork enrichment, he/she might be unable to spend time on personal interests like hobbies or other preferred social activities. The typical work-family conflict measures would not uncover the existence of conflict but the person might feel a conflict between work or family domain and the self. Kreiner et al. (2006) introduced the term work-self balance, which is conceptualized as an optimal overlap between aspects of individual and organizational identities. Thus, Kreiner and colleagues set the basis for viewing individuals as active agents who are able not only to respond to identity pressures, but also to proactively initiate identity dynamics and to co-construct the interface of identity boundaries. For instance, individuals may use a foreign language at work, which they might want to improve further during personal time (e.g., following language courses). Alternatively, one’s personal interest (e.g., in languages) might influence the work assignments one is choosing (e.g., international collaboration). 

Demerouti (2012) introduced the concept of work-self and family-self facilitation in a study among working couples to examine the positive spillover and crossover resources and individual energy. While work-self facilitation was found to mediate the relationships between job resources and individual energy, family-self facilitation mediated the relationship between partner’s home resources and individual energy. In this sense, work/family-self facilitation was able to uncover why resourceful environments stimulate positive experiences within individuals. Similarly, Demerouti, Sanz-Vergel, Petrou, and Van den Heuvel (2016) found in a three-wave longitudinal study that work-self-conflict was related to lower levels of self-efficacy, whereas work-self-facilitation was related to improved optimism over time. In turn, self-efficacy was related to higher task performance, whereas optimism was related to diminished levels of exhaustion over time. It seems therefore promising for future research to focus on such expanded conceptualizations of interrole management and to examine possible predictors and outcomes in order to uncover not only family-friendly but also individual-friendly interventions.

5. The impact of culture on the configuration of interrole relations 


National culture plays a very important role in analyzing both direct and indirect impacts of certain demands and resources on the experiences of work-nonwork interrole relations, as well as their consequences on the individuals’ health and the organizational outcomes (Aycan, 2008). Casper et al., (2007) reported that 75% of samples in work-nonwork studies were from the United States and were characterized by middle to upper class white men and women in traditional families. Thus, as Casper et al. have pointed out, we know little about work-nonwork issues of other national cultural contexts. National culture has been defined as ‘‘the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another’’ (Hofstede, 2001, p. 9); ‘‘shared motives, values, beliefs, identities, and interpretations or meanings of significant events that result from common experiences of members of collectives that are transmitted over generations’’ (House & Javidan, 2004, p. 15); and ‘‘shared beliefs, attitudes, norms, roles, and behaviors’’ (Triandis, 1995, p. 4). National culture defines aspects such as social norms, social policies and programs that provide formal and informal support for the people who work and have families (Andrassi & Thompson, 2008), as well as gender equality. 


From a methodological perspective, Casper et al. (2007) noticed that although most studies conducted in non-U.S. contexts measured work-nonwork constructs with existing scales, the necessary adaptations to these scales were rarely reported. It should be noticed that adapting measures can alter their content and construct validity (Schriesheim et al., 1993) due to differences in the meaning of words across cultures attributed to language and other differences (Powell et al., 2009). Therefore, we strongly recommend reporting evidence of the adaptation procedure and the associated results when publishing a study conducted with measures that were developed in different cultural backgrounds.


From a theoretical perspective, so far, studies have considered the role of national culture in three main ways according to the typology developed by Powell et al. (2009): 1) Culture-as-nation studies, 2) Culture-as-reference studies, and 3) Culture-as-dimensions studies. Firstly, culture-as-nation studies compare individuals’ experiences of the work-nonwork interface from different countries, but do not consider culture as a specific construct. These studies have failed to consider culture as a key element in determining the nature and strength of relationships embedded in the interface between individuals’ work and nonwork domains (Powell et al., 2009). For example, considering the different aspects of our life like work, family, friends, health and spirit or self (Byrne, 2005), in some traditional countries such as Spain, family is an important source of support for work-nonwork balance, while in other less traditional cultures, for example the Netherlands, friends can also be a comparable relevant source of support. 


Second, the culture-as-reference studies consider the role of culture -because they are developed in a non-U.S. country- in the hypotheses and in explaining the results, but do not measure culture or make cross-cultural comparisons. These studies have failed to report valid conclusions about cultural differences because they do not measure cultural characteristics to confirm if and how these characteristics have influenced the results. 


Finally, the culture-as-dimensions studies specify the influence of specific cultural dimensions like gender egalitarianism (i.e., Lyness & Kropf, 2005), individualism and collectivism (i.e., Yang, Chen, Choi & Zou, 2000), level of economic development, and government work-family policies and supports (i.e. Hill, Yang, Hawkins & Ferris, 2004), to develop theories about work-nonwork relationships. These studies provide the most accurate explanations of cultural influences on the work-nonwork interface relationships, as they consider the cultural dimensions that can really make a difference for the phenomena studied and they do not associate culture with nations so that they can also identify subcultures within nations.


Nowadays, due to the globalization of work processes, the increase of foreign companies, the internationalization of workers, and the development of emerging countries, many of the aspects that influence work-nonwork experiences are related to transnational aspects which go beyond cultural, organizational, and individual aspects traditionally considered in the analysis of the work-nonwork relationship (Poster, 2005). The transnational perspective considers the increasingly noticeable interconnection between social institutions globally, as a consequence of factors such as technological advances, communication, global capitalism, power inequality between countries, the international government organizations, etc.

As we believe that future studies should consider the role of cultural dimensions and the transnational perspective when theorizing work-nonwork interface relationships, we suggest, in relation to cultural dimensions, first, further research to focus on the identification of other salient dimensions to differentiate across cultures, and second, to avoid the straightforward association between nation and culture to allow for the differentiation of subcultures in one nation. In relation to the transnational perspective we propose: a) To analyze the impact of the new demands that emerge as a consequence of the globalization of work processes on work-nonwork experiences, b) To consider the positive and negative aspects that diversity generates to incorporate new demands and resources which allow a better understanding of work-nonwork, c) To value the consequences on work-nonwork experiences derived from the work of immigrants whose country of origin maintains an unequal power relationship with the country in which they are working, d) To carry out studies that permit the identification of the demands and resources of the people who work in developing countries and the cultural dimensions that influence work-nonwork experiences the most. 
Conclusion

The goal of this chapter was to critically reflect on the theoretical meaning and practical value of different work-nonwork interface concepts by referring to the question whether current measures of conflict/enrichment are the most suitable to capture the essence of interrole relationships. Our suggestions concern three main categories. First, we suggest advancing the measurement of conflict/enrichment by using more objective measures as well as to better operationalize the nonwork domain to address the specific conditions that may impact on interrole relationships. Second, we suggest that the use of within-person designs (i.e. diary studies) may allow for examining specific episodes of conflict/enrichment as well as the use of more qualitative research to expand current knowledge on phenomenological issues in the work-nonwork experiences. Thus, more insight into the underlying mechanisms can be gained and questions related to new potential antecedents and consequences, prevalence and frequency of specific dimensions can be answered. Third, we propose the expansion of the traditional measures of conflict/enrichment in order to integrate the self as an active player of interrole relations and the role of culture in forming the configuration of the work-nonwork interface. Integrating these suggestions in future research may enhance our understanding of the phenomena and provide us the means to improve interrole relations such that all stakeholders (i.e. the individual, the family, the employer, the community) can have an advantage.
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