View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you by fCORE

provided by IUPUIScholarWorks
(Revised 01/14)

PURDUE UNIVERSITY
GRADUATE SCHOOL
Thesis/Dissertation Acceptance

This is to certify that the thesis/dissertation prepared

By Sarah E Chatfield

Entitled

Managing Invisible Boundaries: How "Smart" is Smartphone Use in the Work and Home
Domains?

For the degree of Master of Science

Is approved by the final examining committee:

Dr. Elizabeth Boyd

Dr. Stephen Hundley

Dr. Mike Sliter

To the best of my knowledge and as understood by the student in the Thesis/Dissertation Agreement.
Publication Delay, and Certification/Disclaimer (Graduate School Form 32), this thesis/dissertation
adheres to the provisions of Purdue University’s “Policy on Integrity in Research” and the use of
copyrighted material.

Dr. Elizabeth Boyd
Approved by Major Professor(s):

Approved by: Dr. Nicholas Grahame 03/31/2014

Head of the Department Graduate Program Date


https://core.ac.uk/display/46958391?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1

MANAGING INVISIBLE BOUNDARIES: HOW “SMART” IS SMARTPHONE USE

IN THE WORK AND HOME DOMAINS?

A Thesis
Submitted to the Faculty
of
Purdue University
by

Sarah E. Chatfield

In Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree
of

Master of Science

May 2014
Purdue University

Indianapolis, Indiana



1

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank Dr. Liz Boyd for her patient support and expert guidance
during every phase of this project. With her thorough subject matter knowledge, keen
attention to detail, and enthusiasm for teaching, she ensured that this project was an
enjoyable and rewarding learning experience for me. I would also like to thank Dr.
Michael Sliter and Dr. Stephen Hundley for serving on my committee and offering
excellent suggestions on early drafts, as well as the I/O department as a whole for
sustaining the uplifting, collaborative climate for which it is known. I am especially
appreciative of my classmates’ unwavering support and enthusiasm; it has been an honor
to work alongside such an intelligent, diverse, and gracious cohort. Lastly, I am grateful

for the two people who first ignited my passion for education: Carol and David Chatfield.



iii

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
LIST OF TABLES ...ttt sttt sttt A%
LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt sttt ettt e e e enes vi
ABSTRACT ettt ettt et sttt ettt et sbe e b vii
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION......cceiiiiiiiieiteieetieie ettt ettt 1
CHAPTER 2. WORK-FAMILY INTERFACE .....ccccootiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeceeee s 4
2.1 INEOAUCTION......eiiiiiiieie ettt et sttt et e e eas 4
2.2 Work-Family ConfliCt.........cceeruiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiesie ettt ens 4
2.2.1 Antecedents and Outcomes of WFC..........oooiiiiiiiiiiiieceee 6
2.3 Work-Family Enrichment............cccoociiiiiiiiiniiiiiccecece e 7
2.3.1 Antecedents and Outcomes of WFE ..., 7
2.4 CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt et sttt ettt et sae et et e saeenbeenees 8
CHAPTER 3. BOUNDARY THEORY .....ooiiiiieiieieieee et 9
3.1 TNEEOAUCTION. ...ttt ettt sttt st sae e 9
3.2 Boundary Management...........cccceeeuieeiieeriiiieniieesiieesieeeereeesveeeeaeeeneaeeenaeeeneeas 10
3.2.1 Boundary Management StyIe .........ccccceeriiiiiienieriiieniieeieeee et 11
3.2.2 Perceived Boundary Control ...........cccoeeiiieiiieeiiieeiee e 16
3.3 CONCIUSION ..ottt sttt sttt e 18
CHAPTER 4. COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES........cccccveiirieirienieieeeeene 19
4.1 Prevalence and IMPact.........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeiee e e 19
N ¥ 1 o) 110 ) 4 1<) ST 20
CHAPTER 5. MANAGING BOUNDARIES WITH COMMUNICATION

TECHNOLOGIES ...ttt ettt ettt e e st be e sae e 21
5.1 TIOAUCTION. ..ottt ettt ettt sttt e sbe e 21
5.2 Boundary Management Style...........cocvviiiiiiiiiiieeiiie et 22
5.2.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences........cocceceveereriienienieniienecncneneeeeeeeeee 23
5.2.2  Tdentity Centrality.......cccccceeeuierieeiiieiiieeieeeieeete et ettt eteesree e eseeeesseesaea e 23
5.2.3  WOork/Family NOTIMS ......cccuiiiuiiiiiiiieeie ettt 24
5.3 Perceived Boundary Control...........ccvevveeiiieriieniienieeieeeie et seee e 24
T @ 1111 o0]) 11 <L PP USR 25

CHAPTER 6. PRESENT STUDY: BOUNDARY MANAGEMENT MODEL AND
PREDICTIONS ...ttt ettt ettt et ettt e e e e s sa e seensessaenseessesseensaensenseens 26
0.1 PIEAICLOTS ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ae e 27
6.1.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences.........occeceveererienienieeicnicnenicncceeeceeee 27
6.1.2  Tdentity Centrality.......cccccceeeiierieeiiieiie et eeiee ettt ettt ere e e ere e saesaeesaee e 28

0.1.3 N OIIIIS et e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e are e e e e e e e eenaaaes 28



v

Page
LSO O 101 o0 8 11 29
6.2.1 Boundary Management StyIe ..........ccceeviiiiiiiiieiiiieiieeieeee et 29
6.2.2 Perceived Boundary Control ...........cccoeviiieiiiieeiiieeiieeeeeee e 30
CHAPTER 7. METHOD .......oooiiiiiiiieee et 33
7.1 Participants and ProCedures ...........cccoevuieiiiieeiieeciieeeee et 33
T2 MEASUIECS ....oeeeeiiirrieeee e e ettt e e e e eee e e e e e e eeeetrareeeeeeeeeeseatarrreeeeeeeesnntarrreeaaeeens 34
A2 B D 1S3 14 107 o) 1§ (o1 RS SR 34
722 PIEAICTOTS ..ttt e e e et e e e eeaae e e e eetaeeeeeearaeeeens 35
7.2.3 Boundary Management Style for CT USE .......cccceeviireiiieeniieeciee e 37
7.2.4 Perceived Control Over CT Use Across Boundaries...........c..cccoovveeeeeennnenn.n. 37
7 T @ 1111703 5 (= 38
CHAPTER 8. RESULTS ..ot 41
I I O 29755 -1 1 LY, oY [ B S5 § SO 41
8.2 Predictors OF BMS ....oooo e 42
8.3 BMS And OULCOIMIES ......uvvvviiiiiiiiieiiiitieeiee ettt e e e eeeeaaree e e e e e e e e snabarreeeeeeeas 43
8.4 Perceived CONIIOL ......oooiiiuiiiiiieiieee ettt 44
IR T \Y (0o (<5 215 10 ) « DO 45
8.6 EXPlOratory ANALYSES......ccouieiiieriieeiieiieeiteite ettt ettt e ste ettt beesereeaae e ens 46
CHAPTER 9. DISCUSSION ..ottt e e 48
9.1  Summary of FINAINGS.......cccouiiiiiiiiieiieie ettt 48
9.1.1 Predictors 0f BMS fOr CT USE ....coooouuvvviiiiiieeeeieeeeeeee et 49
9.1.2 Direct Influence of BMS for CT USE ....ccoovvieieeiuiiieieiieee e 50
9.1.3 Perceived Control as @ MOdErator .............coovvvuvveeeieiieiiiiiiieeeeee e 52
9.1.4 Direct Influence of Perceived Control.............coovveeeeeiiivieiiiiiiieeeeiieeeeeee 53
9.2 Limitations and Future ReSearch ...........cccccoovvvvviviiiiiiiiiiie e 55
9.2.1 Third Party OULCOMES.....c..cccuiruiirieiiniinieeieeitesiteie ettt 56
9.2.2 Common Method Variance.............oocuveeeeeiiiieieeiieeeeeeeee e 56
9.2.3 Socioeconomic Status of Participants..........ccceeeevueriereenienicneenieneneceeeeen 56
0.2.4 MTurk LImitations.......ccocueiiiiiiuiieiiiiieeeeeeieeeeeeeiee e eeeteeeeeeeieeeeeeeaeeeeeeeaaeeeeens 57
0.2.5  CT OWNETSNIP..cuiiiiiiiieiiirieeiteese ettt 57
CHAPTER 10. CONCLUSION ....ootiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee e 59
REFERENCES ...ttt et e et e e ettt e e s et e e e e eaaneeeenees 86
APPENDICES
Appendix A MTurk INterface ........ccoeviiiiiiiiiiiee e 95
Appendix B Survey Consent FOIM..........ccoecviiiiiiiiieiiieiieie e 96
ADPPENAIX € SUIVEY .c.ueiiiiiieiiiitieieeeetee ettt ettt sttt et st et saeen 97

AppendiX D Proposal........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeee s 127



LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
Table 1. Examples of Perceived Control and BMS Combinations............cccceeeevueeeenene. 60
Table 2. General Demographics .........c.cccoieveriiiiinirienieeeeeee e 61
Table 3. Professional Demographics ..........cccccieruiieiiienieeiieie et 62
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Predictors.........ooveverieriiriiniiniciirieeciceeeceeee 63
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for OULCOMES.........cccvieruieiiieriiieiieie et 64
Table 6. Correlations between PrediCtors ..........ooveeiieiieiiiieiieiiieeeeeee e 65
Table 7. Correlations between Predictors and Key Outcomes ...........ccceeeeeveerieeeveenenne. 67
Table 8. Correlations between Predictors and Additional Outcomes............cccceeveeennennee. 68
Table 9. Multiple Regression Predicting BMS ........c.coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiececeeceee e 69
Table 10. Correlations between OULCOMES ........cc.eereieriieriieriieeieeiie et 70
Table 11. Hierarchical Regression: Moderation Predicting Key Outcomes..................... 71
Table 12. Hierarchical Regression: Moderation Predicting Work Outcomes .................. 72

Table 13. Hierarchical Regression: Moderation Predicting Family and Life Outcomes.. 73
Table 14. Summary of Hypotheses and SUppOrt ..........coceeveeveniinieiiniieneceeeceeeee 74



vi

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure Page
Figure 1. Hypothesized Moderation Predicting Conflict and Enrichment ....................... 79
Figure 2. Boundary Management Style Model.................ooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 77
Figure 3. Structural Equation Model Results..........ccccoceriiiiriiniiniiiiniineeiecicnccieee 81
Figure 4. Moderation Predicting W-to-F Conflict...........cccoeoviieiiiiniiiiiiiiieiienie e 82
Figure 5. Moderation Predicting F-to-W Conflict.........ccccooceriiniiiiniiniininiiiecceicnee 83
Figure 6. Moderation Predicting Work Satisfaction...........ccccccvevieeiiieniiiciieniieieecie e 84

Figure 7. Moderation Predicting Turnover Intention..............cceeeeeevienieiiieniieiesieees 85



Vil

ABSTRACT

Chatfield, Sarah E. M.S., Purdue University, May 2014. Managing Invisible Boundaries:
How “Smart” is Smartphone Use in Work and Home Domains? Major Professor:
Elizabeth Boyd.

The present study sought to examine the impact of technology in permeating the
boundaries between individuals’ work and family domains, testing and extending the
current theoretical model of boundary management. The first goal, to explore predictors
of the boundary management styles (BMS) people use with respect to communication
technology (CT), was accomplished by demonstrating that three factors predicted BMS
for CT use: preferences for integration, identity centrality, and work/family norms. The
second goal, to examine outcomes that could result from varying CT use boundary
management styles, was also supported in that BMS for CT use was a predictor of work-
family conflict and enrichment. However, one key component of the model was not
supported in that perceived control over BMS did not moderate the relationship between
BMS and outcomes. Theoretical and practical implications of these findings are discussed,
as well as suggestions for future research on boundary theory and CT use. By exploring
tangible boundary management behaviors, the present study offers interesting
implications that could ultimately assist organizations in developing policies regarding

CT use both at home and at work.



CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Communication technologies (CT), such as smartphones and tablet personal
computers, have become increasingly affordable and available in recent years, resulting
in a steep increase in CT product ownership (Google, 2012; Muller & Pope, 2011; Smith,
2012). Moreover, the prevalence of CT ownership and use in society has been influential
in altering the physical, temporal and psychological nature of work and home domains
(Major & Germano, 2006; Valcour & Hunter, 2005). Specifically, the boundaries
between work and home domains have increasingly blurred as a result of CT use and the
ever-changing workplace environment. This blurring of boundaries potentially allows for
more positive spillover between work and life domains. However, blurred boundaries can
also threaten the delicate balance between roles, introducing more possibilities for
interrole conflict. Because of the rapidly changing nature of CT, the degree and nature of
CT’s impact on the work-family interface has not yet been sufficiently explored. As a
result, it is yet unknown under which circumstances CT use results in work-family
conflict (WFC) or work-family enrichment (WFE).

However, individuals’ experiences of interrole conflict and enrichment have been
broadly explored in the boundary theory literature. Therefore, researchers have made
some progress in explaining general trends and preferences that individuals report

regarding their home and work behaviors (e.g., Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000;



Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). Despite these efforts, this area of research is still in its infancy.
As such, the overall framework of boundary theory offers insight into how individuals
manage roles, but still lacks evidence of direct application to specific behaviors or
communication media.

Therefore, the present study seeks to specifically examine the impact of
technology in permeating the boundaries between individuals’ work and family domains.
The first goal will be to explore predictors of the boundary management styles people use
with respect to CT (i.e., how individuals use CT products to manage the boundaries
between work and home domains). The second goal will be to examine outcomes in the
work and family domains that could result from these varying CT use boundary
management styles. Toward this end, a broad review of the WFC and WFE literatures
will first be provided. Then, boundary theory and boundary management styles will be
described as they relate to WFC and WFE. Following this review, relevant CT trends will
be explored and then related to previous research regarding the work family interface and
boundaries. Finally, an integrative model for CT use and boundary management will be
introduced, as well as a proposed study to test the model.

By exploring the role of technology in managing boundaries, the present study
will test and extend the current theoretical model of boundary management styles.
Whereas previous models have focused specifically on antecedents (e.g., segmentation/
integration preferences) or consequences (e.g., WFC, psychological distress, job
performance) of permeation behaviors, the present study will incorporate both predictors
and outcomes. In order to do so, the present study uses a model from Kossek and

Lautsch’s (2012) recent work on boundary management and flex-styles, which allows for



more specificity in predicting behaviors than do previous models of boundary
management. Additionally, the present study will extend the current theoretical
framework by including situational factors (e.g., family and work pressures). This
understanding could ultimately assist organizations in developing policies regarding CT

use both at home and at work (e.g., telecommuting, cyberloafing, and off-the-clock labor).



CHAPTER 2. WORK-FAMILY INTERFACE

2.1 Introduction

The interface between work and family domains can involve both negative and
positive interactions. The negative interaction between work and family roles is described
as WFC, and has been thoroughly explored by researchers in the past 25 years (e.g.,
Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Although conflict has typically received more attention in
the literature, interest in the positive side of the work-family interface has recently
increased. WFE describes the positive effects of spillover between domains. Both WFC
and WFE will be reviewed in this section, as they have implications both for individuals’
well-being and for work and family performance outcomes.

2.2 Work-Family Conflict

WEFC describes the interference of one domain (e.g., work) into the other domain
(e.g., family). Specifically, WFC is experienced when an individual is unable to fully
participate in one domain as a result of participating in another domain (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985). Interrole conflict can be categorized as time-based, strain-based, or
behavior-based (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Time-based conflict occurs when the time
commitment of one domain interferes with events in the other domain (e.g., being late to
work because a child is sick, missing a child’s piano recital because of a business trip).

Strain-based conflict results from the strain in one domain imposing on another domain



(e.g., being argumentative with a spouse because of a stressful situation at work,
disrespecting a subordinate because of a conflict at home). Behavior-based conflict,
which has not been as prominent in recent literature (Dierdorff & Ellington, 2008),
occurs when one is expected to behave differently in the work and home domains (e.g.,
being loving and patient with a child at home, yet assertive and headstrong with a partner
at work).

Although WFC was previously examined without concern for directionality, now
it is understood that work-to-family (W-to-F) conflict and family-to-work (F-to-W)
conflict are distinct, yet related, forms of interrole conflict (O’Driscoll, Ilgen, & Hildreth,
1992). W-to-F conflict occurs when the work domain interferes with the family domain.
For instance, conflict in this direction is experienced when a parent is unable to practice
baseball with their child because they have to work on a project over the weekend. F-to-
W conflict occurs when the family domain interferes with the work domain. An example
of this is when a parent cannot come to work because their child is sick. W-to-F conflict
has been more popular in the literature (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996), possibly
because of the more visible effects of such conflict. That is, individuals are more likely to
blame the work domain for invading the family domain when making attributions for
WEFC (Poposki, 2011) and W-to-F conflict is more strongly associated with negative
consequences (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaus, & Brinley, 2005). However, it is
important to include both F-to-W conflict and W-to-F conflict in research, as interference

between domains can undoubtedly occur in both directions (O’Driscoll et al., 1992).



2.2.1 Antecedents and Outcomes of WFC

Regardless of the nature of individual conflicts, WFC has far-reaching effects for
individuals both in the work and home domains, necessitating a more thorough
understanding of its antecedents and outcomes.

Antecedents to WFC in the work domain include variables such as the number of
hours worked (Keith & Schafer, 1980), work load (Burke, 1988), autonomy in work, and
task challenge (Jones & Butler, 1980). In the home domain, family involvement (Frone,
Russell, & Cooper, 1992) and development stage of family (Keith & Schafer, 1980) are
also antecedents to the experience of WFC. Additionally, individual differences such as
positive coping skills and self-esteem can buffer against the negative effects of WFC
(Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Byron, 2005).

Just as many factors contribute to WFC, the outcomes of WFC are also multi-
dimensional. Particularly of interest to employers, the outcomes of WFC in the work
domain include higher turnover intentions, job stress and absenteeism (Anderson, Coffey,
& Byerly, 2002). Additionally, WFC is related to lower overall job satisfaction (Bedeian,
Burke & Moffett, 1988; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). In the family domain, WFC has been
associated with lower marital satisfaction (Bedeian et al., 1998) and family performance
(Frone et al., 1992). Individually, WFC has been linked to depression and poor physical
health (Frone et al., 1992; Frone, Russell & Barnes, 1996; Frone, Russell, & Cooper,
1997). Furthermore, overall life satisfaction is negatively related with WFC (Bedeian et
al., 1988; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), highlighting the importance of understanding how to

prevent or ameliorate the effects of WFC.



2.3 Work-Family Enrichment

The work and family domains can also interact in a positive way. WFE occurs
when participation in one domain enhances one’s ability to perform in the other domain
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Unlike conflict, where resources are drained, enrichment
involves an increase in resources that help an individual to perform. As a psychological
construct, WFE is focused on the individual level. That is, WFE reflects an individual’s
personal experience and quality of life rather than organizational outcomes.

Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) model of WFE lists five types of resources that
can be produced in one role and subsequently influence one’s experience in another role.
These resources include: 1) skills and perspectives (e.g., multi-tasking ability), 2)
psychological and physical resources (e.g., self-efficacy), 3) social-capital resources (e.g.,
influence, information), 4) flexibility (e.g., discretion to determine when and where role
requirements are met), and 5) material resources (e.g., money, gifts). The presence of
these resources in one domain (e.g., work) can promote performance and positive affect
in another domain (e.g., home) via instrumental and affective paths. The instrumental
path describes the direct transfer of a resource from one domain into another domain. The
affective path is utilized when a resource generated in one domain promotes positive
affect within that domain, which also promotes positive affect and high performance in
the other domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

2.3.1 Antecedents and Outcomes of WFE

Compared to WFC, the positive aspects of interrole interactions in general have

not been well explored. However, some antecedents and outcomes of WFE have been

found. In the home domain, family cohesion and relationship satisfaction (Stevens,



Minotte, Mannon, & Kiger, 2007) have been found to predict WFE. Additionally,
relationship management (Seery, Corrigall, & Harpel, 2008) and emotion-work
satisfaction (Stevens et al., 2007) are both associated with increased WFE. Resource-rich
jobs, autonomy in job, and variety in a job (Grzywacz & Butler, 2005) have also been
found to predict WFE. Also in the work domain, supervisor support is positively related
to WFE (Baral & Bhargava, 2010). Antecedents of WFE in the home domain include
informal or emotional support (Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006). Finally, at the
individual level, the strength of an individual’s identity (Wayne et al., 2006) is predictive
of WFE.

WEFE has been linked to outcomes in the work, family, and personal domains. In
the work domain, WFE has a negative relationship with job search behaviors (van
Steenbergen, Ellemers & Mooijaart, 2007), and a positive relationship with job
satisfaction and affective commitment (McNall, Masuda, & Nicklin, 2009; Wayne et al.,
2006). In the family domain, WFE is associated with family satisfaction (McNall et al.,
2009). Individually, WFE is linked to physical and mental health outcomes (McNall et al.,
2009).

2.4  Conclusion

Despite the limited amount of research on WFE, it is clear that WFC and WFE
both have strong implications for behavioral outcomes in multiple domains. In order to
more fully understand the interaction of life roles (i.e., WFC, WFE), researchers have
begun examining how individuals distinguish between the work and family domains as
well as how each domain is brought into conflict with the other domain. Boundary theory

explains this dynamic process in more depth (Ashforth et al., 2000; Clark, 2000).



CHAPTER 3. BOUNDARY THEORY

3.1 Introduction

Boundary theory (also referred to as “border theory™) is a relatively recent model
for understanding the intangible lines that mark the scope of responsibilities and
behaviors for family and work domains (Ashforth et al., 2000; Clark, 2000). Boundaries
between domains can be conceptualized much like borders between countries on a globe.
As such, they demarcate the territories of separate domains, creating limits to the size of
each domain in the overall life-space.

Work-family boundaries may be physical, temporal, or psychological in nature
(Clark, 2000). Physical boundaries refer to physical separations between domains,
providing a special separation of domain-relevant behavior. For example, work may be
performed within the walls of an office whereas family activities may take place within
the home. Temporal boundaries divide one’s time between domains, dictating when (in
terms of clock-time) the individual takes on each role. For example, a telecommuter
might make a strict schedule for work so that the end of a shift allows for a firm transition
into making dinner for his or her family. Lastly, psychological boundaries are rules that
individuals create for themselves to dictate which thought processes and behaviors

belong within each domain. For instance, a correctional officer may display aggressive
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conflict management behaviors at work, yet display calm problem-solving strategies
when interacting with a significant other.

Boundaries can also be described by their degree of flexibility and permeability.
Boundary flexibility refers to the degree to which a boundary can contract or expand,
depending on the demands of each domain (Clark, 2000). For instance, a telecommuter
who can work in any location has a flexible physical boundary around the work domain.
Boundary permeability refers to the extent to which elements from other domains can
enter (Clark, 2000). For example, an individual who works with his or her spouse might
experience frequent permeations of family issues into the work domain.

Importantly, boundary theory acknowledges that individuals are proactive in
establishing and maintaining the borders between the two domains, rather than simply
reacting to their context (Clark, 2000). That is, although contextual factors (e.g.,
organizational norms, family expectations) do have some influence in how individuals
create and maintain boundaries, boundary management is also an active process in which
individuals make decisions about the flexibility and permeability of boundaries according
to their own preferences and situations. This autonomy is important to recognize, given
the influence of boundary management on individuals’ experience of WFC (Ashforth et
al., 2000).

3.2 Boundary Management

Because boundaries do not exist as static structures, boundary management must
occur as an ongoing process of intentional and circumstantial adjustment to boundary
flexibility and permeability (Clark, 2000). Kossek & Lautsch’s (2012) work on boundary

management styles offers a nuanced and multi-dimensional perspective on how people
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manage boundaries. Drawing from lines of research regarding role identity salience
(Settles, 2004), job control (Karasek, 1979), and boundary management (Kossek Lautsch,
& Eaton, 2006), Kossek and Lautsch (2012) identify two major elements that influence
outcomes of boundary permeations: boundary management style (BMS) and perceived
boundary control. The present section will first review the antecedents of BMS (i.e.,
boundary crossing preferences, identity centrality, outside pressures), then describe the
important role of perceived boundary control in moderating the relationship between
BMS and outcomes.
3.2.1 Boundary Management Style

The approach an individual adopts to maintain and negotiate boundaries between
two domains is referred to as his or her BMS. The various styles are most often described
as segmentation or integration. The BMS used influences the nature and frequency of
cross-role permeation behaviors, which describe how individuals allow the
responsibilities of one role (e.g., employee) to permeate the boundary of another role (e.g.,
parent). For example, a permeation behavior could include a phone call from a sick child
while the parent is at work. The nature of these behaviors can be described by the
directionality (e.g., F-to-W) and type of permeation (e.g., phone call). Additionally, these
behaviors can be described by their frequency (e.g., once or twice a year) and duration
(e.g., 30 min).

Individuals who adopt a segmenting BMS typically maintain highly differentiated
roles with inflexible boundaries, resulting in very few boundary permeations (Ashforth et
al., 2000). An example of an individual who strongly segments roles would be an exotic

dancer who chooses not to discuss her profession with her family, or vice versa (Ashforth
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et al., 2000). In contrast, domains are highly integrated when the two roles are weakly
differentiated and boundaries are very flexible, resulting in frequent boundary
permeations (Ashforth et al., 2000). For example, a mother who writes a blog about
motherhood would frequently draw upon her family experience to help in the work
context. Work and family domains are rarely as highly segregated or integrated as the
above examples, but rather they vary in their degree of segmentation and integration.
Kossek and Lautsch (2012) identify three key antecedents that contribute to an
individual’s BMS: boundary crossing preferences, identity centrality, and outside

pressurces.

3.2.1.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences

Individuals’ boundary crossing preferences refer to individual differences
reflecting one’s inclination for the degree of flexibility and permeability of boundaries, as
well as the preferred directionality of permeations. Individuals with high segmentation
preferences typically engage in boundary management practices that allow them to
psychologically detach from work when they are at home (Park, Fritz, & Jex, 2011).
Typically, the preference for a certain BMS is considered an individual characteristic,
which is usually determined by the degrees of flexibility and permeability that an
individual desires between domains. Additionally, some individuals may prefer for F-to-
W permeations to occur more often than W-to-F permeations, or vice versa. This is
referred to as asymmetrical boundary-crossing preferences. Others may prefer
symmetrical boundary crossings, such that they experience roughly equal permeations

from F-to-W and from W-to-F.
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3.2.1.2 Identity Centrality

Secondly, an individual’s identity centrality of work and family roles is also an
important antecedent to boundary management styles. Identity centrality refers to how
central a role is to one’s self-concept relative to other roles. The degree to which people
place importance on their respective roles varies among individuals. For instance, a
family-centric individual strongly identifies with a family role (e.g., parent, sibling,
spouse), reflecting the salience of the family domain within his or her life space.
Conversely, a work-centric individual has a highly salient career, thus identifying with
his or her professional position more strongly than with other roles. Identity centrality is
determined by where an individual falls along two separate continua (i.e., work-centrality
continuum, family-central continuum). That is, an individual’s family centrality is
independent from his or her work centrality. Thus, some individuals experience equal
centrality in both the work and home domains (i.e., dual-centrality).

Ashforth, Kreiner, and Fugate (2000) posit that the role with which one highly
identifies will likely have a less flexible and permeable boundary than roles with less
centrality. Additionally, these central roles will take precedence in a situation of conflict
or stress, such that individuals tend to focus available resources on the role with which
they most strongly identify (Thoits, 1991). This evidence supports the idea that identity

centrality plays a role in determining which BMS is adopted by an individual.

3.2.1.3 Work and Family Norms

In addition to boundary crossing preferences and identity centrality, norms for

integration or segmentation within the work and family roles also influence how
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individuals choose to segment or integrate domains. For instance, if an individual
perceives a high segmentation norm in the organization, he or she is more likely to
maintain stronger home boundaries (e.g., not answering work emails while at home; Park
et al., 2011). Besides the implicit pressures of organizational norms, oftentimes
employers invoke organizational policies regarding the degree to which employees are
expected to segment or integrate their work and home domains. For instance, managers
could expect employees to answer emails during their “off” hours (i.e., integration).
Alternatively, managers could have strict rules prohibiting personal phone calls in the
workplace (i.e., segmentation).

Although work norms have been explored to some extent in boundary
management, family norms have only been briefly mentioned in the literature. However,
it is plausible that family norms would function similarly to work norms in their
relationship to boundary management. That is, family members could have preferences
for one’s degree of domain segmentation. For instance, a lawyer’s husband could prefer
that she does not discuss casework in the home domain (i.e., W-to-F segmentation) or
discuss family matters in the work domain (i.e., F-to-W segmentation). Conversely,
family members preferring integration could differ in their preferences for directionality
of permeations. For example, a librarian’s son could call his parent often while they are at
the library, but prefer to not hear stories about the librarian’s experiences in the
workplace (i.e., F-to-W integration). In the same vein, a doctor’s daughter could enjoy
listening to her father’s stories about his experiences in the hospital, but not prefer to

contact him while he is at work (i.e., W-to-F integration).
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In sum, an individual’s BMS reflects his or her level of integration or
segmentation between domains, and is affected by boundary crossing preferences,

identity centrality, and work and family norms.

3.2.1.4 QOutcomes of BMS

Segmenting or integrating roles is not inherently good or bad, but rather the
degree of segmentation between domains is only one factor among many in determining
WEFC and WFE. For instance, the benefit of segmentation is that roles are clearly
demarcated, thus decreasing confusion or ambiguity and clarifying the nature of the
transition. Kossek et al. (2006) found that integration predicts F-to-W conflict and that a
segmentation BMS is a strong predictor of well-being. Furthermore, creating a sense of
segmentation can help people mentally detach from work and recover from work stress
(Park et al., 2011). However, the cost of segmentation is that transitioning between roles
is more psychologically demanding than it would be with more integrated roles (Ashforth
et al., 2000). On the other hand, the benefit of integration is that it affords simple
transitions with minimal effort when navigating between domains. However, highly
integrated domains can often be confusing and interruptions are common (Ashforth et al.,
2000). Individuals must balance these costs and benefits when segmenting and
integrating work and family domains.

Although BMS influences key outcomes in the work and home domains
(Ashforth et al., 2000; Park et al., 2011), a more complex relationship has recently been
detected (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). That is, the BMS an individual uses (i.e., segmenting,

integrating) may be less influential than whether he or she feels control over the BMS
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s/he is using (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). The relationship between perceived control and
work/ family outcomes will be explored next.
3.2.2 Perceived Boundary Control

Individuals who believe that they can control the timing, frequency, and direction
of boundary crossings have higher perceived control. In contrast, individuals with lower
perceived control believe that they are not able to control boundary crossings. Unlike the
individual differences described above (i.e., cross-role permeation behaviors, identity
centrality), perceived control of boundaries describes one’s psychological interpretation
of situational and environmental factors. The concept of an individual’s perceived control
of boundaries is a recent addition to the boundary theory literature that offers new insight
into the relationship between BMS and outcomes.

The degree of control one perceives is often a result of the strength of outside
pressures. Organizations with strong policies regarding integration are referred to as
standardized work environments. In comparison, customized work environments allow
employees more autonomy in determining the degree of segmentation or integration
between domains. Typically, customized work environments result in employee
perceptions of organizational and supervisor support (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel,
Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001).

It is important to note that an individual’s perceived control is independent of his
or her BMS. That is, four possible combinations of BMS (i.e., segmentation, integration)
and perceived control (i.e., high, low) exist. For example, consider a school teacher who
is also a father. If he separates his school responsibilities from his paternal

responsibilities (i.e., high segmentation BMS), but only does so because of the strong
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influence of the school principal (i.e., standardized work environment), he could feel
powerless to choose his own BMS (i.e., low perceived boundary control). Similarly,
relationships between BMS, perceived boundary control, and outcomes could be

observed with other combinations (See Table 1 for more examples).

3.2.2.1 Outcomes of Perceived Boundary Control

Aside from the consequences of one’s actual BMS, Kossek et al. (2006) found
that individuals’ perceived control over boundaries predicted decreased negative
outcomes such as W-to-F conflict, turnover intentions, and depression. In fact, further
research revealed that low control in boundary management is related to lower individual
effectiveness outcomes, including: job satisfaction, work engagement, work schedule fit,
time adequacy, psychological distress, WFC, and turnover intentions (Kossek, Pichler,
Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Furthermore, higher perceived control has been linked with
positive work-family outcomes and lower job stress (Karasek, 1979). Therefore, although
BMS allows us to better understand and predict an individual’s WFC and WFE (Kossek
et al., 2006), whether a person perceives control over the BMS they enact is a crucial
moderator of such relationships. For instance, consider the example of the schoolteacher
mentioned above. The lack of control he perceives may exacerbate negative outcomes
(e.g., high WFC; see Figure 1). Although initial findings regarding boundary control
(Kossek et al., 2006, 2011) are theoretically consistent with previous WFC research

(Karasek, 1979), these findings have not yet been replicated.
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3.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, previous research regarding boundary management focused
primarily upon segmentation and integration choices as a central predictor for work and
family outcomes. Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model offers a richer explanation for
outcomes in work and family domains, including antecedents of BMS (i.e., preferences,
identity centrality, outside pressures) and the important influence of perceived control.
Although Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model provides a more sophisticated and
thorough understanding of BMS, boundary management research up to this point has
been primarily abstract and theoretical, rather than behaviorally focused. Therefore, the
use of CT products can be explored as one tangible venue through which boundaries are

managed.
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CHAPTER 4. COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES

4.1 Prevalence and Impact

Although there are many ways in which roles might permeate each other, the
influence of technology in this process is particularly important because it makes the
physical, temporal, and psychological boundaries between domains less rigid and clear
(Valcour & Hunter, 2005; Major & Germano, 2006). Due to the importance of
understanding technology’s role in this process, this section will more thoroughly define
CT, examine its prevalence, and specify which forms of technology are most relevant to
WEC.

CTs (also referred to in the literature as ICTs, MCTs, and CITs) include any
technological device or application used for communication. Examples of such CT
products include smartphones (e.g., iPhone, Android) and tablet personal computers (e.g.,
iPad).

As CT becomes more affordable, and thus available, more consumers have
reported owning CT products. Specifically, there was a 13% increase in American
smartphone owners between 2011 and 2012, with almost half of Americans (44%-46%)
reporting smartphone ownership in 2012 (Google, 2012; Smith, 2012). Tablet personal
computers have also become popular in recent years; since 2010, 15 million iPads have

been sold (Muller & Pope, 2011). It is important to note that the growing prevalence of
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these CT products is not a linear trend. For instance, tablet ownership nearly doubled
between December 2011 and January 2012 (Rainie, 2012).

Not only are more consumers choosing to buy CT products, but also the
frequency of CT use is increasing. For instance, many individuals report checking their
email immediately upon waking up in the morning, as well as frequently throughout the
day (e.g., while driving, during meetings; Karlson, Meyers, Jacobs, Johns, & Kane, 2009;
Middleton & Cukier, 2006). Additionally, 66% of smartphone owners report accessing
the internet daily, with 73% of them doing so to check email and 60% of them doing so
to use a social networking site (Google, 2012).

4.2 Smartphones

Smartphones are mobile phones that include software functions (e.g., email,
internet browser). This type of CT is important to consider because of its prevalence; the
use of smartphone technology is rapidly increasing and projected to increase even more
in the near future (Google, 2012). Besides this evidence for its prevalence, the size of the
product and its ease of use make it convenient to use both at home and at work. In fact,
according to Google (2012), 62% of smartphone users have used the product every day in
the past week, and 80% of users will not leave their home without their smartphone.
Particularly of interest, 97% of users reported using their smartphone at home, and 71%
reported using it at work (Google, 2012). Other popular locations for smartphone use
included on the go (83%), in a store (78%), in a restaurant (71%), at a social gathering

(60%), at the doctor’s office (56%), and at a café or coffee shop (50%; Google, 2012).
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CHAPTER 5. MANAGING BOUNDARIES WITH COMMUNICATION
TECHNOLOGIES

5.1 Introduction

Understanding CT use is not only important because of its prevalence, but also
because there is evidence that it is continually changing the nature of work and home
domains (Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007; Valcour & Hunter, 2005). For instance,
individuals often report using CTs at home for work purposes, allowing the home
boundary to be permeated by work responsibilities. Examples of such W-to-F
permeations include checking email and answering phone calls from co-workers or
clients while at home (Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007; Diaz, Chiaburu, Zimmerman,
& Boswell, 2012). Similarly, F-to-W permeations are very common, with reports of
emailing and calling family members being the most frequent home-related activities
done on the job (D’Abate & Eddy, 2007).

These CT boundary permeations have strong implications for the work-family
interface. First, CT use has increasingly blurred the physical, temporal and psychological
boundaries between domains, creating more flexible and permeable boundaries. This
blurring of boundaries can give individuals more autonomy in creating WFE, but can also
create more experiences of WFC. It seems that individuals are aware of this paradox. A
Canadian survey of WFE found that although 25% of respondents believe that technology

has increased their ability to balance the work and life domains, roughly the same
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amount of respondents reported that CT use decreased their experience of work-family
balance (Duxbury, 2004). Recent work by Makinson, Hundley, Feldhaus, and Fernandez
(2012) suggests that employees’ part-time or full-time status might moderate the
influence of CT use on experienced stress. Specifically, when CT usage surpassed one
hour a day, significantly more part-time employees reported increased stress (from 5% to
28%). However, fewer full-time employees reported increased stress when CT usage
surpassed one hour (from 37% to 30%). This could indicate that CT use is more helpful
in balancing work and family roles for full-time employees than it is for part-time
employees. However, it is still difficult to determine in which cases CT use promotes
WEFC and WFB. Assuming that individuals would prefer to experience high levels of
WFE and low levels of WFC, it would be helpful to know what role CT boundary
permeations will play in predicting these two important constructs.

Very little CT research has been done involving other factors associated with
boundary management. However, preliminary research suggests that CT is a common
avenue through which individuals navigate the boundaries between work and family roles
(e.g., Diaz et al., 2012). Thus, it follows that CT use would have consistent outcomes
with those of individuals’ broader BMS (e.g., Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007).
Therefore, Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model provides an excellent theoretical
framework for viewing CT use in the context of boundary theory.

5.2 Boundary Management Style

An individual’s BMS, or degree of segmentation between work and family
domains, is likely to be exhibited through his or her CT use (e.g., Diaz et al., 2012;

Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007). Thus, Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model is
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applicable in explaining the antecedents and outcomes of using CT to segment and
integrate domains. Not only is this model helpful for interpreting CT use, but also CT use
is an ideal set of behaviors for testing this model. That is, the prevalence and nature of
CT use makes it a key indicator of BMS. As such, boundary crossing preferences,
identity centrality, and outside pressures regarding CT use will take part in determining
an individual’s BMS.
5.2.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences

The literature suggests that individuals’ segmentation preferences influence an
individual’s amount of CT use and how that CT use affects their work and family
domains (Diaz et al., 2012). That is, individuals who are more flexible using CT report
engaging in more CT use at home for work (i.e., W-to-F permeation; Diaz et al., 2012;
Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006). Although such CT permeations overall are associated
with higher WFC (Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007), individuals who are more flexible
(i.e., preference for integration) reported less WFC from CT use than those who are not
flexible (i.e., preference for segmentation; Diaz et al., 2012). In the same vein, an
individual with a stronger segmentation preference is likely to create more boundaries
around CT use, which in turn is associated with less frequent experiences of
psychological work-family interference (Park & Jex, 2011). This is consistent with the
idea that boundary crossing preferences could influence BMS and subsequent outcomes
(Kossek & Lautsch, 2012).

5.2.2 Identity Centrality
An individual’s identity centrality, or role salience, is likely to impact their CT

use. Ashforth et al. (2000) argue that the role with which one highly identifies will likely
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have a less flexible and permeable boundary than roles with less salience. Thus, a family-
centric person may be more likely to allow CT communications from home to interrupt
work. Conversely, a work-centric person may be more likely to allow CT
communications from work to interrupt home.
5.2.3 Work/Family Norms

Work and family norms also undoubtedly influence CT use. For instance, a work
norm for segmenting roles has been found to relate to employees not responding to CT
communications from one domain while participating in another domain (Park et al.,
2011). Thus, the organizational and familial norms regarding how and when CT devices
are used to cross boundaries are likely to influence the BMS that individuals employ.

5.3 Perceived Boundary Control

As was previously discussed, an individual’s perceived control over boundary
management plays a critical role in determining how BMS influences key outcomes. One
manner in which organizations can influence employees’ perception of boundary control
could be through CT product ownership. For instance, if an organization pays for the
employee’s smartphone, implicit or explicit expectations could exist regarding who (i.e.,
employer) controls the boundaries between domains. The employee might feel indebted
to the organization, thus engaging in more off-the-clock labor. Also, the employee could
feel as if he or she lacks control, resulting in more negative outcomes (e.g., high WFC,
low WFE). However, if the employee owns the smartphone, he or she might feel more
control over how the device is used to manage boundaries.

Another way that organizations can influence employees’ perception of boundary

control is through formal CT policies. For instance, some organizations may prohibit
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smartphones in the workplace (e.g., service industry), whereas other may even encourage
it (e.g., consulting firm). As was discussed earlier in the boundary theory section,
standardized organizations have strict policies, whereas customized organizations allow
employees autonomy in determining how they use CT to permeate boundaries.

5.4  Outcomes

On a general level, CT use has strong implications for WFC and WFE. Simply put,
the ease of CT use and the prevalence of CT products undoubtedly allows for more
frequent permeations than would be possible without such technology (Park & Jex, 2011;
Towers, Duxbury, Higgins, & Thomas, 2006). Furthermore, there is evidence that WFC
is more prevalent when the boundaries between domains are permeated more frequently,
as “boundary permeability epitomizes role conflict” (Hall & Richter, 1988, p. 217).
However, WFE is also a feasible outcome of smartphone use. For instance, brief CT
connections could provide positive spillover between domains, potentially resulting in the
enhancement of performance in one domain due to a positive interaction with the other
domain (Chen & Lim, 2009).

It is clear that boundary theory is directly applicable to CT use in the work and
home domains. However, due to the ever-changing nature of technology, many of the
above questions have gone unanswered in the literature. Therefore, the present study
seeks to apply a model of boundary management specifically to CT use in order to more
thoroughly understand the influence of smartphones on the way individuals navigate

between roles in the work and home domains.
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CHAPTER 6. PRESENT STUDY: BOUNDARY MANAGEMENT MODEL AND
PREDICTIONS

The present study seeks to further examine how individuals use CT in managing
family and work boundaries, as well as how individuals’ boundary management styles
with respect to CT influence key outcomes in the work and family domains (e.g., WFC,
WFE). In doing so, the present study will expand the current WFC literature by
developing a more thorough understanding of boundary management practices regarding
CT use in the home and workplace.

The present study will test a model of boundary management styles using CT use
behaviors. The model follows Kossek and Lautsch (2012) and draws from the literature
on WFC and WFE to propose that BMS for CT use will predict key outcomes (e.g., WFE,
WEFC) and that this relationship is moderated by perceived boundary control (see Figure
2).

In order to apply this model (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012) specifically to CT use, the
proposed model will use a narrow focus on CT use for BMS and perceived control.
However, a broad scope will be used for antecedents and outcomes of BMS (e.g., general
integration preferences, overall WFC). By using this combined approach, the present
study will be able to establish that CT use is consistent with general BMS tendencies and

that CT use can be associated with the same outcomes as general BMS.
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6.1 Predictors
As was previously discussed, BMS refers to the degree of integration between an
individual’s work and family domains. This concept can be understood as a continuum
ranging from segmentation (i.e., no integration) to integration. Following past literature,
it is proposed that three key factors will predict an individual’s BMS with respect to CT:
boundary crossing preferences, identity centrality, and outside pressures.
6.1.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences
As described above, individual preferences for boundary crossing can be
described by the preferred flexibility and permeability of the boundaries (i.e., degree of
integration), as well as the directional symmetry of the permeations (i.e., W-to-F, F-to-
W). The literature has shown that individuals’ general preferences for segmentation or
integration influence the degree of segmentation between work and family domains (Diaz
et al., 2012; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006; Park & Jex, 2011). For instance,
individuals who are more flexible (i.e., integration preference) using CT report engaging
in more CT use at home for work (i.e., W-to-F integration; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell,
2006; Diaz et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 1: General boundary crossing preferences will be positively related to
BMS for CT use such that:
a. Higher W-to-F integration preferences will be associated with higher
W-to-F CT integration (BMS).
b. Higher F-to-W integration preferences will be associated with higher F-

to-W CT integration (BMS).



6.1.2 Identity Centrality
The role with which one most strongly identifies also contributes to an
individual’s BMS. Individuals can be work-centric or family-centric. Ashforth et al.
(2000) argue that a role with which one highly identifies will have more rigid and

impermeable boundaries compared to those of other roles. Additionally, these salient
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roles will take precedence in a situation of conflict or stress, such that individuals tend to

focus available resources on the role with which they most strongly identify (Thoits,
1991).
Hypothesis 2: Identity will be related to BMS for CT use such that:
a. Work-centric individuals will have greater W-to-F than F-to-W CT
integration (BMS).
b. Family-centric individuals will have greater F-to-W than W-to-F CT
integration (BMS).
6.1.3 Norms
The final antecedent of BMS is the environmental norms (i.e., work and family
norms for integration). It has been found that if an individual perceives a high
segmentation norm in the organization, he or she is more likely to maintain stronger
home boundaries (e.g., not answering work emails while at home; Park et al., 2011).
Similar to work norms, family norms are additional outside forces that may influence
BMS. Although not included in Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model, the present study
has added this variable to the model with the expectation that family norms function

similarly to work norms.
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Hypothesis 3: Work and family norms for integration will be related to BMS for
CT use such that:
a. Higher work and family norms for W-to-F integration will be associated
with higher W-to-F CT integration.
b. Higher work and family norms for F-to-W integration will be associated
with higher F-to-W CT integration.
6.2 Outcomes
The present study seeks to examine positive and negative outcomes in the work,
home, and personal domains. WFC will be measured in the home domain (i.e., W-to-F
conflict) and the work domain (i.e., F-to-W conflict). WFE will be measured in the home
domain (i.e., W-to-F enrichment) and the work domain (i.e., F-to-W enrichment).
Performance will be measured in both the home domain (i.e., family performance) and
the work domain (i.e., work performance). Satisfaction will be measured in multiple
domains (i.e., job satisfaction, family satisfaction, life satisfaction). Additional outcomes
include turnover intentions and psychological distress.
6.2.1 Boundary Management Style
Individuals’ boundary management styles have been found to relate to key
outcomes in the work and family domains. Furthermore, preliminary research on CT use
suggests that individuals’ CT use has consistent outcomes with those of their broader
BMS (e.g., Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007; Diaz et al., 2012; Park & Jex, 2011). For
instance, segmentation has been found to help people mentally detach from work and
recover from work stress (Park et al., 2011). Thus, segmentation via CT use (e.g., not

answering CT communications from domain A while participating in domain B) should
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reduce one’s experience of WFC. Segmentation via CT use should reduce one’s
experience of WFE, as well, because fewer permeations between domains reduce the
amount of resources that can be transferred between work and home (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006). Furthermore, integration is associated with confusion and common
interruptions, and has been associated with higher F-to-W conflict (Ashforth et al., 2000;
Kossek et al., 2006). Thus, frequent CT use across boundaries should heighten
individuals’ experience of WFC. However, frequent CT use could also result in WFE.
For instance, brief CT connections could provide positive spillover between domains,
potentially resulting in the enhancement of performance in one domain do to a positive
interaction with the other domain (Chen & Lim, 2009).

Hypothesis 4: BMS for CT use will be positively related to WFC and WFE such

that:

a. Higher W-to-F BMS for CT use will be associated with higher W-to-F
conflict and W-to-F enrichment.
b. Higher F-to-W BMS for CT use will be associated with higher F-to-W
conflict and F-to-W enrichment.
6.2.2 Perceived Boundary Control

As was discussed more thoroughly in above sections, the degree to which an
individual feels control over his or her BMS is a critical factor in determining outcomes
in the work, home, and personal domains. The amount of control one feels over his or her

BMS is largely determined by the strength of outside pressures.
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6.2.2.1 Outside Pressures

The strength of work pressures for integration can be described using a continuum
from customization (i.e., employees determine their own CT use) to standardization (i.e.,
rigid organizational policy dictating employees’ CT use). The standardization of policies
has been found to relate with perceived control over boundary crossing (Park et al., 2011;
Valcour, 2007; Kossek et al., 2006). The present study will examine the strength of work
pressure to assess whether integration policies influence perceived control over CT use.
Similar to work pressure, family pressure is an additional outside force that could
influence perceived control over CT use. Although not included in Kossek and Lautsch’s
(2012) model, the present study has added this variable to the model with the expectation
that the strength of family pressure for CT use (i.e., degree of standardization) will
function similarly to the strength of work pressure for CT use.
Hypothesis 5: Outside pressures and perceived control over CT use will be
negatively related such that:
a. The stronger the work pressures for integration, the lower perceived
level of control over CT use across boundaries.
b. The stronger the family pressures for integration, the lower perceived

level of control over CT use across boundaries.

6.2.2.2 Perceived Boundary Control and Outcomes

Individuals’ perceived control over boundaries has been found to be a strong
predictor of WFC and individual effectiveness (Kossek et al., 2006, 2011). That is, the

degree to which an individual feels autonomy in determining his or her BMS impacts his
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or her experience at work and home. This can occur in one of two ways: First, high
perceived control can ameliorate the negative impact of integration by reducing WFC.
For instance, Kossek, Lautsch, and Eaton (2006) found that individuals’ perceived
control over boundaries predicted decreased negative outcomes such as W-to-F conflict,
turnover intentions, and depression. Second, although not yet explored, it follows that
perceived control can heighten the positive impact of integration by increasing WFE.
Consistently, low perceived control can heighten the negative effects of
integration. Specifically, further research revealed that low control in boundary
management is related to lower individual effectiveness outcomes, including: work
schedule fit, time adequacy, psychological distress, WFC, and turnover intentions
(Kossek et al., 2011). Low perceived control can also reduce the positive effects of
integration, such as job satisfaction and work engagement (Kossek et al., 2011).
Hypothesis 6: Perceived control over CT use across boundaries will be related to
key outcomes such that:
a. High perceived control will be associated with lower levels of WFC.
b. High perceived control will be associated with higher levels of WFE.
Hypothesis 7: Perceived control over CT use will moderate the relationship
between BMS over CT use and key outcomes such that:
a. The lower the control, the stronger the relationship between BMS over
CT use and WFC.
b. The higher the control, the stronger the relationship between BMS over

CT use and WFE.
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CHAPTER 7. METHOD

7.1 Participants and Procedures

Participants included 507 workers (234 female, 271 male, 2 unidentified) on
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online labor market that provides low cost access
to a diverse sample pool (Mason & Suri, 2012). Participants ranged in age from 18 to 64
years. The sample was 75.3% White, 8.7% Black, 7.6% Hispanic, 5.4% Asian, and 3%
other. A majority of the participants had a college degree or higher (75.9%), and earned
a yearly salary between $25,000 and $99,999 (83.3%). For more complete demographics,
refer to Table 2 and Table 3.

MTurk has recently grown in popularity among social scientists, as the online
crowdsourcing platform provides access to a large sample of individuals who are
available and willing to do tasks for low pay. Specifically, MTurk requesters (i.e.,
researchers) create Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs), which MTurk workers then
complete for compensation These HITs include tasks such as survey completion, image
identification, and editing writing samples. Initial studies have found no systematic
differences between MTurk workers and other populations with respect to responses to
social science surveys (e.g., Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Paolacci, Chandler, &

Ipeirotis, 2010).
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In order to be included in the present study, respondents were required to be
United States citizens, speak English, use a smartphone on a daily basis, have a full-time
paid position, and live with a spouse/partner and at least one child. Additionally, in order
to control for confounding influences on CT use, individuals who worked from home
more than 50% of the time were excluded from the present study. For participating, each
individual received $1.50.

Furthermore, four methods were employed to ensure that MTurk users responded
honestly and accurately. First, MTurk users were required to have a HIT approval rate of
97 or higher, indicating a history of satisfactory HIT performance. Second, MTurk users
were required to complete a short qualification survey before the full survey to determine
if they were eligible for the study (i.e., met inclusion criteria listed above). Third, three
validation items were included to disqualify MTurk users whose responses indicated that
they were not paying full attention to the survey. Lastly, responses were individually
reviewed for careless response patterns. In total, eight participants were disqualified for
providing incorrect responses to validation items and/or showing evidence of careless
responding.

7.2 Measures
7.2.1 Demographics

The survey included questions concerning the participants’ (1) age, (2) gender, (3)
income, (4) race/ethnicity, (5) education, (6) spouse/partner, (7) children, and (8)
occupation. Additional demographic items included (9) the availability of organizational

policies for work-life balance, and (10) a question assessing the “ownership” of the
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participant’s smartphone (i.e., owned by organization or self, see Appendices A-C for full
survey materials).

7.2.2 Predictors

7.2.2.1 General Boundary Crossing Preferences

The survey assessed preferences for boundary crossing with an eight-item scale
with two subscales: W-to-F integration preferences (o = .90) and F-to-W integration
preferences (o = .86; Adapted from Kreiner, 2006). Each item was answered with a
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The two
subscales featured identical items, and only differed in the directionality of integration.
For instance, “I don'’t like to have to think about [work, family] while I'm at [home,
work],” was reverse scored so that higher scores on the scale indicated higher integration

preferences.

7.2.2.2 General Identity Centrality

The survey assessed identity centrality with an eight-item scale with two
subscales: work centrality (o =.71) and family centrality (a = .86). The scale was
developed by adapting items from previous identity centrality scales (Kossek, Ruderman,
Braddy, & Hannum, 2012; Wayne et al., 2006). Each item was answered with a Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores
indicating higher centrality in the domain. The two subscales featured identical items, and
only differed in the domain of centrality. For instance, “People see me as highly focused

on my [work, family].”
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7.2.2.3 Norms

The survey assessed work and family norms with a 32-item scale with four
subscales. Two subscales reflected work norms: for W-to-F integration (o = .83) and for
F-to-W integration (o = .81). The other two subscales reflected family norms: for W-to-F
integration (o = .85) and for F-to-W integration (o = .80). The scale was adapted from
two existent scales (Kossek, Colquitt & Noe, 2001; Kreiner, 2006). Each item was
answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher integration norms. The four subscales
featured identical items, and only differed in the domain and direction of integration. For
instance, the two subscales for work norms included the reverse coded item: “In my
workplace, people forget about [work, family] while they re at [home, work].” Similarly,
the two subscales for family norms included the reverse coded item: “In my family,

people forget about [work, family] while they re at [home, work].”

7.2.2.4 OQutside Pressures

The survey assessed outside pressures with a 12-item scale with four subscales.
Two subscales reflected work pressure: for segmentation (o = .76) and for integration (a
=.78). Two subscales reflected family pressure: for segmentation (o = .75) and for
integration (a =.68). In order to increase the reliability of the subscales, one item was
removed from each of the original subscales. Each item was answered with a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores
indicating stronger pressures. The four subscales featured similar items, and differed in

the domain and direction of integration. For instance, the subscale for work pressure for
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standardized segmentation included: “I would suffer negative consequences at work if I
used my smartphone to communicate (e.g., text, email, call) with family members while at
work.” The subscale for family pressure for standardized integration included: “7 would
suffer negative consequences from my family if I ignored smartphone communication
(e.g., text, email, call) from family members while at work.”
7.2.3 Boundary Management Style for CT Use

The survey assessed BMS for CT use (i.e., smartphone use across boundaries)
with an eight-item scale with two subscales: W-to-F integration (o =.79) and F-to-W
integration (o = .80). The scale was developed by adapting items from a previous BMS
scale (Kossek et al., 2012). Each item was answered with a Likert-type scale ranging
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher
integration. The two subscales featured similar items, and differed in the direction of
integration. For instance, “I respond to [work-related, personal] smartphone
communications (e.g., emails, texts, phone calls) during [my personal time away from
work, work].”” Overall integration (a = .70) was computed by averaging the items from
both subscales.

7.2.4 Perceived Control Over CT Use Across Boundaries

Three items were used to assess perceived control (Adapted from Kossek et al.,
2012; a = .87). Each item was answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly
disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher perceived control.

For instance, “When I use my smartphone, I can control to what extent I keep my work

and personal life separate.”
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7.2.5 Outcomes

7.2.5.1 Conflict

The survey assessed WFC with a ten-item scale with two subscales: W-to-F
conflict (a =.92) and F-to-W conflict (o = .91; Netemeyer et al., 1996). Each item was
answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher conflict. The two subscales featured similar
items, and differed in the direction of conflict. For instance, “The demands of my [work,
family] interfere with [my home and family life, work-related activities].”” Overall

conflict (o = .894) was computed by averaging the items from both subscales.

7.2.5.2 Enrichment

The survey assessed WFE with a six-item scale with two subscales: W-to-F
enrichment (o = .89) and F-to-W enrichment (o = .93; Wayne et al., 2006). Each item
was answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher WFE. The two subscales featured similar
items, and differed in the direction of enrichment. For instance, “Having a good day at
[work, home] makes me a better [family member, employee] when I get [home, to work].”

Overall WFE (a =.70) was computed by averaging the items from both subscales.

7.2.5.3 Performance

The survey assessed performance with a 14-item scale with two subscales: work
performance (o = .82) and family performance (o = .84; Adapted from Williams &
Anderson, 1991). Each item was answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher
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performance. The two subscales featured similar items, and differed in the domain of
performance. For instance the subscale for work performance included: “My supervisor
would state that I perform tasks that are expected of me.” Similarly, the subscale for
family performance included: “My spouse/partner would state that I fulfill his/her

. . . . »»
expectations in our relationship.

7.2.5.4 Turnover Intentions

Three items were used to assess turnover intentions (Colarelli, 1984; o = 0.87).
Each item was answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher turnover intentions. For instance, “/

am planning to search for a new job during the next 12 months.”

7.2.5.5 Psychological Distress

The K6 scale for psychological distress was used in the present survey (Kessler et
al., 2002; o = 0.88). This scale included six items, each of which was answered with a
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always), with higher scores indicating
higher psychological distress. Participants were asked to rate the frequency of negative
feelings they had experienced in the past month. For instance, “During the last month (30

days), how often did you feel so depressed that nothing could cheer you up?”

7.2.5.6 Satisfaction

Three subscales, totaling 15 items, were used to assess satisfaction: work
satisfaction (o = .91), family satisfaction (a = .91), and life satisfaction (a = .90; adapted
from Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). Each item was answered with a Likert-

type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores
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indicating higher satisfaction. For instance, “In most ways my [job, family, life] is close to

ideal.”
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CHAPTER 8. RESULTS

Structural equation modeling (SEM), correlational analyses, and multiple
regression were used to examine Kossek & Lautsch’s (2012) model of boundary
management (see Table 14). Consistent with the recommendations of work-family
researchers (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012), the present study evaluated the boundary
management model with directional data. Thus, each of the hypotheses below has two
parts: W-to-F and F-to-W.

8.1 Overall Model Fit

The present study used SEM to test the overall fit of the proposed model. Mean
scale scores were used to represent variables, and errors were allowed to covary for both
exogenous and endogenous variables. Because the initial model fit was marginal, four
paths were added to improve model fit (see Figures 2-3). The first path was added
between work norms for W-to-F integration and W-to-F conflict (B = .19, p <.05). The
second path was added between family norms for W-to-F integration and W-to-F conflict
(B=.16, p <.05). These two paths make intuitive sense, as it is common for
environmental factors at work (e.g., autonomy at work) and home (e.g., development
stage of family) to directly influence individuals’ levels of conflict (Jones & Butler, 1980;
Keith & Shafer, 1980). The third path was added between family centrality and F-to-W

conflict (p =-.26, p <.05). The fourth path was added between family centrality and F-
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to-W enrichment (f = .17, p <.05). Again, these two paths were not surprising, because
the degree to which one identifies with his or her
family is likely to be strongly associated with family involvement and cohesion, which
are tightly linked to WFC and WFE, respectively (Frone et al., 1992; Stevens et al., 2007).
After adding these four parameters, the model’s fit indices indicated acceptable fit
(RMSEA = 0.08; CFI = 0.92; X*=194.90, p < .01; df = 43; Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Individual parameter estimates further supported boundary management theory; most
estimates attained significance (see Figure 3).

8.2 Predictors of BMS

The present model predicted that BMS would be predicted by preferences for
integration, identity centrality, and work/family norms (Hypotheses 1-3, respectively).
Descriptive statistics for predictors are reported in Table 4. Hypothesis 1 was partially
supported, and Hypotheses 2-3 were fully supported. The relationships between all
predictors are reported in Table 6. Direct relationships between predictors and outcomes
can be found in Tables 7 and 8. Multiple regression results predicting BMS are displayed
in Table 9.

Hypothesis 1, which predicted that preferences for integration would predict BMS
for CT use (i.e., smartphone behaviors), was partially supported. Specifically, preferences
predicted BMS in the W-to-F direction (B = .14, p <.05), but not in the F-to-W direction
(B=-.08, p > .05). In other words, stronger preferences for W-to-F integration were
associated with more W-to-F smartphone use. However, preferences for F-to-W

integration did not relate to F-to-W smartphone use.
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Hypothesis 2, which predicted that identity centrality would predict the direction
of one’s BMS, was supported. Specifically, work centrality predicted W-to-F BMS (B
=.26, p <.05) and family centrality predicted F-to-W BMS ( = .21, p <.05). Overall,
regardless of identity centrality, individuals reported more F-to-W than W-to-F
smartphone use. However, individuals with high work centrality tended to engage in
significantly more W-to-F smartphone use (M = 3.22) than did those with high family
centrality (M = 2.48). Similarly, individuals with high family centrality tended to engage
in significantly more F-to-W smartphone use (M = 4.10) than did those with high work
centrality (M = 3.22).

Hypothesis 3, that work and family norms would predict BMS, was also
supported. That is, W-to-F integration was predicted by work norms for W-to-F
integration ( = .28, p <.05) and family norms for W-to-F integration (f = .27, p <.05).
That is, individuals whose family and work norms were for higher levels of W-to-F
integration reported higher W-to-F smartphone use. Additionally, F-to-W integration was
predicted by work norms for F-to-W integration ( = .15, p <.05) and family norms for
F-to-W integration (f = .31, p <.05). That is, individuals whose family and work norms
were for higher levels of F-to-W integration reported higher F-to-W smartphone use.

8.3 BMS and Outcomes

Hypothesis 4 predicted that BMS for CT use would be positively related to WFC
and WFE (see Figure 3). Overall, this hypothesis was supported. Overall BMS for CT use
was positively related to both WFC (= .29, p <.01) and WFE (r = .26, p <.01; Table 8).
Refer to Table 5 for descriptive statistics and Table 10 for relationships between

outcomes.
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Hypothesis 4a was fully supported: W-to-F BMS predicted both W-to-F conflict
(B=.20, p <.05) and W-to-F enrichment (f = .11, p <.05). That is, individuals who
engaged in more W-to-F smartphone use tended to experience more W-to-F conflict and
enrichment. However, Hypothesis 4b was only partially supported. Specifically, F-to-W
BMS did not predict F-to-W conflict (B = .03, p > .05). However, F-to-W BMS did
significantly predict F-to-W enrichment ( = .11, p <.05). That is, individuals who
engaged in more F-to-W smartphone use were able to bypass a negative outcome of
integration (i.e., conflict), but still benefit from a positive outcome (i.e., enrichment).

8.4 Perceived Control

Hypotheses 5 and 6 describe how perceptions of control are formed and how those
perceptions can influence work and family outcomes. As discussed in the proposal, these
hypotheses were examined using correlational analyses (Tables 6 and 7).

Hypothesis 5, which predicted that outside pressures and perceived control over
CT use would be negatively related, was partially supported (see Table 6). Consistent
with Hypothesis 5a, a significant negative correlation was found between work pressures
to segment and perceived control ( = - .10, p <.05); additionally, a significant negative
correlation was found between work pressures to integrate and perceived control (r = -.20,
p <.01). That is, work pressures lessen individuals’ perceptions of control over how they
navigate the boundaries between work and family, regardless of whether those pressures
are to integrate or segment the two roles. For Hypothesis 5b, a significant negative
correlation was found between family pressures to segment and perceived control (7 = -
.13, p <.01); however, a significant negative correlation was not found between family

pressures to integrate and perceived control (» = -.07, p > .05). In other words, family
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pressures to segment work and family roles tend to lessen individuals’ perceptions of
control over BMS. However, family pressures to integrate roles do not seem to influence
individuals’ perceptions of control.

Hypothesis 6, which predicted that perceived control would be related to key
outcomes, was fully supported (see Table 6). Specifically, Hypothesis 6a was fully
supported by significant negative correlations between perceived control and both W-to-F
conflict (» = -.24, p < .01) and F-to-W conflict (» =-.21, p <.01). That is, as perceived
control increases, both W-to-F and F-to-W conflict decrease. Hypothesis 6b was also
fully supported by significant positive correlations between perceived control and both
W-to-F enrichment ( = .13, p <.01) and F-to-W enrichment (» = .27, p <.01). That is, as
perceived control increases, both W-to-F and F-to-W enrichment increase. Relationships
between perceived control and additional outcomes are reported in Table 7.

8.5 Moderation

Hierarchical regression was used to examine Hypothesis 7, which predicted that
perceived control would moderate the relationship between BMS and key outcomes.
Specifically, for each outcome BMS was entered in the first step of each regression, and
perceived control was entered in the second step. The third step included the centered
interaction term of BMS x perceived control. Thus, a significant AR* for the third step
indicated support for the moderated relationship (Aiken & West, 1991).

Overall, Hypothesis 7 was partially supported (see Tables 11-13). Hypothesis 7a
predicted that perceived control would ameliorate the negative effects of integration (i.e.,
WEFC), and was only supported in the W-to-F direction. Specifically, perceived control

moderated the influence of W-to-F BMS on W-to-F conflict (§ = -.08, 4R> = .01, p < .05).
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That is, as W-to-F integration increased, individuals with low perceived control
experienced more of an increase in W-to-F conflict than did individuals with high
perceived control (see Figure 4).

For the F-to-W direction, however, perceived control moderated the influence of
F-to-W BMS on F-to-W conflict in an unexpected way (p = .14, AR = .02, p <.01).
Specifically, as F-to-W integration decreased, individuals with low perceived control
experienced an increase in F-to-W conflict, whereas individuals with high perceived
control experienced a decrease in F-to-W conflict (see Figure 5). This unexpected
relationship will be examined in more detail in the discussion section.

Hypothesis 7b predicted that perceived control would heighten the positive effects
of integration (i.e., WFE), and was not supported in either direction (see Table 11).
Specifically, although perceived control had a main effect on W-to-F enrichment (B =.16,
AR = .02, p < .01), there was no interaction (f = .02, p >.05). Similarly, perceived
control had a main effect on F-to-W enrichment (§ = .23, AR = .05, p <.01), but there
was no interaction (B = -.04, p > .05).

8.6 Exploratory Analyses

To further explore the impact of perceived control (i.e., Hypothesis 6), additional
outcomes were examined. Consistent with past research (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012),
exploratory analyses indicated that perceived control is also negatively related with
turnover intentions (r = -.14, p <.01) and psychological distress ( = -.15, p <.01; see
Tables 12 and 13). In other words, individuals who perceive that they are in control of
their work and family boundaries are more psychologically healthy and less likely to

change jobs.
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Additionally, exploratory analyses indicated that perceived control was also
positively related with family performance (» = .32, p <.01), work performance (r = .29,
p <.01), family satisfaction (» = .31, p <.01), job satisfaction (» = .17, p <.01), and life
satisfaction (r = .25, p <.01; see Tables 12 and 13). In other words, individuals who
perceive that they are in control of their work and family boundaries tend to perform
better in both their work and family roles. These individuals are also more satisfied with
their jobs, families, and lives.

To further explore the interaction between BMS and perceived control (i.e.,
Hypothesis 7), additional outcomes were examined. Interestingly, as shown in Figures 6
and 7, exploratory analyses demonstrated that high perceived control also ameliorates the
negative effects of W-to-F BMS on work satisfaction (B = .09, 4R° = .01, p < .05) and
turnover intentions (B = -.09, AR = .01, p <.05). That is, as W-to-F integration increased,
individuals with low perceived control experienced a decrease in work satisfaction,
whereas individuals with high perceived control experienced an increase in work
satisfaction. Additionally, as W-to-F integration increased, individuals with low
perceived control reported an increase in turnover intentions, whereas individuals with

high perceived control reported a decrease in turnover intentions.
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CHAPTER 9. DISCUSSION

Although researchers have made some progress in explaining general trends and
preferences for boundary permeations, research on boundary management is still in its
infancy. Thus, the present study provides evidence of boundary theory’s direct
application to specific CT behaviors, testing and extending the current theoretical model
of BMS. By exploring tangible boundary management behaviors, the present study offers
interesting implications that could ultimately assist organizations in developing policies
regarding CT use both at home and at work. In this section the findings of the present
study will be reviewed in more depth with a focus on discussing their theoretical and
practical implications. Additionally, limitations of the present study and suggestions for
future research will be presented.

9.1 Summary of Findings

For the most part, the present study supports the existing model of boundary
management styles (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). Overall the results supported boundary
crossing preferences, identity centrality, and work/family norms as predictors of BMS,
and BMS as a predictor of BMS outcomes. However, one key component of the Kossek
and Lautsch (2012) model was not supported, and that is that perceived control did not
moderate the relationship between BMS and outcomes. Each of these findings will now

be discussed in greater detail.
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9.1.1 Predictors of BMS for CT Use

The first goal of the present study was to explore predictors of the BMS individuals
use with respect to CT. Overall, the first goal was achieved by providing support for the
existing theoretical framework of boundary management. Specifically, boundary crossing
preferences, identity centrality, and work/family norms were found to predict BMS for
CT use.

With respect to boundary crossing preferences, preference for integration was only
partially supported as a predictor of BMS (in the W-to-F direction), indicating that
although individuals who prefer to integrate work into their family lives may be able to
accomplish that goal, individuals who prefer to have F-to-W integration might not be able
to make their preference a reality. This is likely because individuals have less control
over their work environment than they do over their home environment, making it
difficult to allow desired F-to-W permeations. This finding is not surprising, as boundary
theory suggests that work boundaries tend to be less permeable than are family
boundaries (Frone et al., 1992).

With respect to identity centrality, it was found that individuals with high work
centrality tend to have higher levels of W-to-F integration, whereas individuals with high
family centrality experience more F-to-W integration. This finding supports existing
boundary theory, which posits that a role with which one highly identifies has a less
flexible and permeable boundary than that of a role with less centrality (Ashforth et al.,
2000). Although intuitive, this finding has interesting implications for selection
procedures. For instance, if an organization tends to recruit and hire more family-centric

candidates, the organization must be prepared for—perhaps even encourage—F-to-W CT
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permeations. Similarly, organizations preferring employees who are available by CT after
hours (i.e., W-to-F integrators) should consider using realistic job previews to ensure that
candidates are aware of expectations.

With respect to work and family norms, the present study found that norms
influence the actual BMS that individuals employ. This finding aligns well with the
existing literature on organizational norms, which indicates that employees are strongly
influenced by unwritten codes of behavior that are embedded in the organizational culture
(Park et al., 2011). Thus, it is important that candidates are aware of these cultural norms,
even if no formal CT policy exists, in order to ensure person-organization fit.
Additionally, organizations should ensure that CT policies are congruent with cultural
norms. This could mean adapting an existing CT policy to be more consistent with
employees’ preferences, or actively changing the cultural norm to match the existing CT
policy. This suggestion echoes previous boundary research, which shows that employees
are strongly influenced by organizational norms, and that employers should be sensitive
to how these norms influence employees’ BMS (Frone et al., 1992).

9.1.2 Direct Influence of BMS for CT Use

The second goal of the present study was to examine outcomes in the work and
family domains that could result from varying boundary management styles. As expected
in the W-to-F direction, as individuals experience more smartphone permeations at home
from coworkers, they report more conflict and enrichment. This finding is in line with
boundary theory, which shows that as integration between domains increases, both
conflict and enrichment increase (e.g., Ashforth et al,, 2000; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

Interestingly, F-to-W integration only predicted F-to-W enrichment, but not F-to-W
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conflict, meaning that F-to-W CT permeations might not negatively influence individuals
as much as W-to-F permeations do. Instead, these findings suggest that F-to-W CT use
positively influences recipients by transferring resources from family to work (Greenhaus
& Powell, 2006).

Additionally, F-to-W integration was more strongly related to all forms of
enrichment than was W-to-F integration (see Table 8), suggesting that the directionality
of the CT permeation could influence whether the outcome is positive or negative. In
other words, answering a phone call from a spouse while at work could be more
beneficial than replying to an email from a co-worker while at home. This is consistent
with previous WFE research, which shows a general trend of F-to-W enrichment being
higher than W-to-F enrichment (see Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, for a summary of means).

To further explore the idea that F-to-W permeations may have better overall
outcomes than do W-to-F permeations, additional positive and negative outcomes were
examined. Interestingly, when compared with W-to-F CT use, F-to-W CT use was more
strongly related to higher levels of overall performance and satisfaction (see Table 9).
Furthermore, W-to-F CT use was related to psychological distress, whereas F-to-W CT
use was not. All together, these findings indicate that F-to-W integration could be
beneficial for employees. On the other hand, although W-to-F integration is still
associated with WFE, individuals who allow permeations from W-to-F are more
vulnerable to WFC. Although much of the work-family interface literature suggests that
employees should segment roles to reduce WFC (e.g., Park et al., 2011; Ashforth et al.,

2000), these data provide an interesting argument for increasing F-to-W CT use (e.g.,
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encouraging contact with family members while employees are at work) as a way to
improve employees’ productivity and well-being.
9.1.3 Perceived Control as a Moderator

Although perceived control moderated the relationship between BMS and WFC,
it did not moderate the relationship between BMS and WFE. This could indicate that
control does not necessarily moderate the relationship, but rather acts simply as a
predictor of WFE. Interestingly, however, in exploratory analyses examining more distal
outcomes (i.e., performance, satisfaction, turnover intention), control was found to be a
significant moderator in the W-to-F direction (Figures 6 and 7). Thus, as the literature
suggests, ensuring that employees perceive control over the frequency and nature of W-
to-F CT permeations (e.g., answering work phone calls while at home) can reduce the
negative influence of such permeations on important work outcomes (Kossek et al., 2006;
Table 12).

In the F-to-W direction, the moderating role of perceived control was the opposite
of what was expected. That is, individuals with low perceived control experienced a
decrease in F-to-W conflict as F-to-W integration increased. However, it appears that the
unexpected relationship could be a result of a measurement issue. Specifically, as can be
seen in Figure 4, the F-to-W conflict values for this moderation all fall below the neutral
value (i.e., 3 = neither agree nor disagree). In other words, it appears that individuals are
either not experiencing F-to-W conflict, or the present study’s measure did not
adequately detect variance in the construct. Thus, it is difficult to discern the true

meaning of the relationship without a stronger measure of F-to-W conflict.
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However, despite the limitations of this particular outcome measure, perceived
control did moderate the relationship between F-to-W BMS and other outcomes as
expected. Specifically, perceived control moderated the relationship between F-to-W
BMS and work performance, family performance, and family satisfaction. This finding is
consistent with boundary theory, which posits that individuals who feel capable of
controlling how frequently they allow F-to-W permeations do not experience some of the
negative outcomes generally associated with increased integration (Kossek et al., 2006;
Tables 12 and 13).

9.1.4 Direct Influence of Perceived Control

In addition to moderating the relationship between BMS and outcomes, perceived
control was also found to influence outcomes directly, regardless of the BMS employed.
Specifically, exploratory analyses indicate that increased control is associated with
reduced turnover intentions and lower levels of psychological distress. Additionally,
increased perceptions of control can increase overall performance and satisfaction (see
Table 9). Thus, to increase employees’ WFE and decrease their WFC, organizations
should allow employees to make autonomous decisions regarding how roles are
integrated and segmented through CT use. In sum, the present study overwhelmingly
supports previous findings that empowering employees with control over how they use
CT to permeate boundaries yields more positive outcomes (e.g., Kossek et al., 2006;

2011).
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9.1.4.1 Exploration of Outside Pressures

One particularly interesting contribution of the present study is the addition of
outside pressures to Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model. Although outside pressures
have been suggested as a potential influence on perceptions of boundary control (Kossek
& Lautsch, 2012), this is the first empirical investigation of the construct within the BMS
model. According to the present study’s findings, work pressures to integrate and family
pressures to segment influence individuals’ perceived control over boundaries. This
provides further support that one’s perception of boundary control—an important
predictor of key outcomes—is influenced by environmental factors (Park et al., 2011;

Valcour, 2007).

9.1.4.2 Implications for CT Policy

Because perceived control clearly plays a large role in the outcomes of boundary
management, it is important to understand how individuals’ perceptions of control are
formed. The present study’s exploration of outside pressures indicates that pressures from
home (e.g., family demands) and work (e.g., CT policies) can strongly influence
individuals’ perceptions of control. Specifically, strictly standardized policies regarding
CT use across boundaries seem to reduce perceived control, which is associated in turn
with negative outcomes. Thus, organizations should carefully consider the extent to
which implementing CT policies is worth taking crucial autonomy away from employees.

That is, although there might be a need within the organization to develop some
form of CT policy in order to prevent cyberloafing and subsequent decreases in

productivity, it is clear that some degree of freedom is necessary for employees to
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achieve positive outcomes in both the work and home domains. Thus, a clear tension
exists between the organization’s need to restrict employees’ CT use and the employees’
need to control their own CT use according to individual preferences. As the present
study suggests, organizations must navigate this tension with caution.

The most problematic situations would likely occur when employees face
conflicting pressures from work and family. For instance, if an employee’s organization
expects her to respond to work emails after hours (i.e., W-to-F integration), whereas her
family expects her full attention when she is at home (i.e., W-to-F segmentation), she
cannot possibly appease both domains. As the present study’s findings would suggest,
this conflict would ultimately lead to lowered performance and well-being by reducing
the employee’s perceptions of control. In order to avoid such conflicts, organizations
should be careful to not create pressure (whether through policy or culture) that conflicts
with familial pressures.

Rather, CT policies should be clear and fair. For instance, the expectation that
employees segment while at work (i.e., not answer F-to-W CT permeations) but integrate
while at home (i.e., be responsive to W-to-F permeations) is likely to not be well received.
However, setting a standard of complete segmentation or complete integration provides
employees and their families a stable expectation and signals fairness to all involved.

9.2 Limitations and Future Research

Although the present study offers theoretical and practical implications, the project
is not without limitations. The following section explores the limitations of the present

study and offers suggestions for future research on boundary theory as it relates to CT use.
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9.2.1 Third Party Outcomes

Specifically, the method of data collection used made it impossible to measure
outcomes of co-workers and family members as they related to participants” CT use. As a
surrogate for this measure, we asked participants to rate their own performance at work
and at home based on how they believed their managers and spouses/ partners perceive
them. Although self-report measures of performance have been found to be similar to
other performance measures (Williams & Anderson, 1991), individuals are not always
aware of, or willing to admit to, their true performance. Thus, future research should
examine how individuals’ BMS with regard to CT use influences those around them.
Such research could draw on the cell phone etiquette and smartphone addiction literature,
and could have implications for both home and work domains.

9.2.2 Common Method Variance

Because the present study used cross-sectional data, the results might be
influenced by common method variance. This type of variance, which can be attributed to
the measurement method rather then to actual variance on the constructs of interest, could
introduce bias in the results. Although opinions vary regarding the severity of common
method variance, it is likely to have at least some impact on the results of this study
(Spector, 2006). Thus, in order to draw stronger conclusions in future research,
longitudinal data regarding BMS for CT use should be collected.

9.2.3 Socioeconomic Status of Participants

In order to participate in the present study, individuals were required to own a

smartphone that they frequently use. Although smartphones are increasingly prevalent

and affordable (Google, 2012), they are still a luxury item that is unavailable to many
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individuals. Thus, the focus of the present study inherently limited the population of
interest as one with relatively high socioeconomic status. However, the current sample’s
demographics appear to be fairly representative of a broader income bracket, with 83.3%
of participants earning a yearly salary of $25,000-$99,999. This indicates that
socioeconomic status might not necessarily limit the generalizability of the present
study’s results.
9.2.4 MTurk Limitations

Although the subject pool of MTurk is very diverse, the MTurk community is still
limited to a small subset of the general population (Mason & Suri, 2011). It is likely that
the participants in the present study, although diverse in many ways (see Tables 2 and 3),
could have a stronger affinity for technology than other individuals. Although we have no
reason to believe that MTurkers’ CT use would differ from that of other individuals,
future research should replicate this study with a non-MTurk sample to ensure that the
CT behaviors are generalizable outside of the MTurk community.

9.2.5 CT Ownership

Future research should continue to include measures of outside pressures, such as
organizational policies for CT use, which seem to be influential in determining
individuals’ experiences of conflict and enrichment. Besides CT policies, other
organizational factors likely influence employees’ perceptions of boundary control
regarding CT use. For instance, whether the CT device is purchased by the organization
or by the employee could determine the employee’s expectations regarding W-to-F and

F-to-W permeations. Although this was considered, the scope of the present study did not
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allow for a deeper exploration of this population. Thus, future research should more fully
explore the influence of organizational ownership of smartphones.
9.2.6 Model Fit

The present study’s results for the structural equation model yielded a CFI value
of .92, which meets Hu and Bentler’s (1999) cutoff criteria (CFI > .90) for acceptable fit.
However, recent trends in the literature show increasingly stringent criteria for model fit
indices. Specifically, recent cutoff criteria have suggested that CFI values should fall at
or above .95 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Thus, the present study’s results

should be replicated in order to draw stronger conclusions regarding model fit.
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CHAPTER 10. CONCLUSION

In summary, the present study focused on the role of technology in managing
boundaries between work and family domains. In so doing, work-family interface theory
was briefly explained, as well as the antecedents and outcomes of WFC and WFE.
Because it has been suggested that WFC and WFE are influenced by individuals’
boundary management styles (Ashforth et al., 2000), boundary theory was enlisted to
explain how boundaries between work and family are created, managed and permeated.
By exploring the role of technology in managing boundaries, the present study tested and
extended the current theoretical model of boundary management styles. Results were
largely supportive of the current model of boundary management. Practical applications
were offered to assist organizations in developing policies regarding CT use both at home

and at work.
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Table 1. Examples of Perceived Control and BMS Combinations

Integration
BMS
Integrates
school and
paternal roles

Segmentation
BMS
Separates
school role
from paternal
role

Low Perceived Control

High Perceived Control

Despite John’s protests, the principal
at his school placed John’s son in his
classroom. His son often comes into
his classroom when he is on a lunch
break or grading papers between
classes, even though John would
rather be alone at those times. At
home, John’s son will ask him for
extra help on homework, even when
John is trying to rest or spend time
with his wife.

There is no school-wide policy regarding
how often he is allowed to interact with
his son, but John enjoys seeing his son
often while he is at work. His son also
enjoys seeing John at school, and often
drops by his father’s office between
classes or during lunch. At home, John
will sometime ask his son for advice on
activities to do for lessons, because he is
roughly the same age as the rest of
John’s students.

Despite John’s desire to see his son
more often at work, there is a school-
wide policy to prevent parents from
showing favoritism to their children.
Thus, John is only allowed to briefly
talk to his son between classes.
However, John’s son is embarrassed
to talk to his father at school, so he
purposefully does not walk past his
classroom throughout the day. At
home, if John tries discussing school
with his son, his son changes the
subject or ignores him.

There is no school-wide policy regarding
how often he is allowed to interact with
his son, but John tends to keep his work
and family domains separate. His son
knows that “dad” becomes “teacher”
when he is at school, and never
interrupts John while he is working. At
home, John’s family has an
understanding that whatever happens at
school stays at school, and that their
home life is completely unrelated.

Note: Consider John, a schoolteacher who works at the school that his son attends. The

above table describes what different combinations of BMS and perceived control might

look like for him.




Table 2. General Demographics

N Percent
Sex
Female 234 46.2
Male 271 53.5
Prefer not to say 2 4
Age
18-25 51 10.1
26-30 134 26.4
31-35 144 28.4
36-40 75 14.8
41-45 56 11.0
46-50 25 4.9
51-55 13 2.6
56-60 6 1.2
61-65 3 .6
Race
EuroAmerican/ White 374 73.8
African American/ Black 43 8.5
Hispanic/ Latino 38 7.5
Asian/ Asian American 27 53
Indian/South Asian 7 1.4
Pacific Islander 4 .8
Native American 4 .8

Prefer not to say 10 2.0




Table 3. Professional Demographics

N Percent
Education
Completed some high school 2 4
High school diploma 119 23.5
College degree 299 59.0
Master's degree 68 13.4
Doctorate 15 3.0
Prefer not to say 4 .8
Income
Less than 325,000 45 8.9
325,000 - 49,999 201 39.6
350,000 - 74,999 159 314
875,000 - 99,999 54 10.7
3100,000 - 124,999 26 5.1
8125,000 - 149,999 4 8
3150,000 - 174,999 2 4
8175,000 - 199,999 3 .6
$200,000 or more 3 .6
Prefer not to say 10 2.0
Occupation
Computer and Mathematical 66 13.0
Office and Administrative Support 66 13.0
Business and Financial Operations 54 10.7
Education, Training, and Library 46 9.1
Sales and Related 43 8.5
Management 42 83
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 28 5.5
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 23 4.5
Healthcare Support 20 3.9
Construction and Extraction 18 3.6
Architecture and Engineering 16 3.2
Community and Social Services 16 3.2
Military Specific 14 2.8
Life, Physical, and Social Science 12 2.4
Legal Occupations 9 1.8
Food preparation and Serving Related 7 1.4
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 6 1.2

Other 21 4.2




Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Predictors

Min Max M SD Skew Kurtosis
Predictors of BMS
Preference for Integration
W-to-F 1.00 5.00 1.80 75 1.10 1.76
F-to-W 1.00 5.00 2.97 91 29 -30
Overall 1.00 425 2.38 .60 40 17
Identity Centrality
Work Centrality 1.00 5.00 3.26 .69 .10 27
Family Centrality 1.75 5.00 423 62 -78 93
Work Norms
W-to-F Integration 1.00 5.00 3.07 67 -.06 -21
F-to-W Integration 2.00 5.00 3.53 62 -.08 -30
Overall Integration 2.06 4.88 3.30 48 .08 -.09
Family Norms
W-to-F Integration 1.00 5.00 3.01 .70 17 -24
F-to-W Integration 1.75 5.00 3.36 61 .06 01
Overall Integration 1.94 4.69 3.19 52 14 -24
Work Pressures
to Segment 1.00 5.00 2.19 91 .64 -.16
to Integrate 1.00 5.00 2.69 98 .05 -.69
Family Pressures
to Segment 1.00 5.00 2.12 75 78 94
to Integrate 1.00 5.00 2.93 .82 .02 -13
BMS
W-to-F Integration 1.00 5.00 2.89 .90 -.13 -.55
F-to-W Integration 1.25 5.00 3.81 70 -.87 1.48
Overall Integration 1.13 5.00 3.35 .59 -20 46
Moderator

Perceived Control 1.00 5.00 3.98 .66 =72 1.63




Outcomes
Conflict
W-to-F
F-to-W
Overall
Enrichment
W-to-F
F-to-W
Overall
Performance
Work
Family
Satisfaction
Work
Family
Life
Turnover Intention

Psychological Distress

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Outcomes

Min Max M SD Skew Kurtosis
1.00 5.00 2.73 1.00 22 =71
1.00 5.00 2.23 .83 .57 -.07
1.00 5.00 2.48 .76 18 -34
1.00 5.00 4.07 72 -1.11 2.81
1.00 5.00 4.14 .67 -.83 2.07
1.00 5.00 4.10 .60 -.83 2.19
2.43 5.00 4.35 .52 -45 -29
1.43 5.00 4.08 .66 =71 .87
1.00 5.00 3.36 92 -47 -21
1.00 5.00 4.16 .69 -97 1.58
1.00 5.00 3.69 .82 -.61 37
1.00 5.00 2.53 1.16 34 -.86
1.00 5.00 1.91 77 .89 47
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Predictors of BMS
Preference for Integration
1. W-to-F
2. F-to-W
3. Overall
Identity Centrality
4. Work Centrality
5. Family Centrality
Work Norms
6. W-to-F Integration
7. F-to-W Integration
Family Norms
8. W-to-F Integration
9. F-to-W Integration
Work Pressures
10. to Segment
11. to Integrate
Family Pressures
12. to Segment
13. to Integrate
BMS
14. W-to-F Integration
15. F-to-W Integration
16. Overall Integration
Moderator
17. Perceived Control

Table 6. Correlations between Predictors

1 2 3 4 5
1.00
.05 1.00
.65%* T9HE 1.00
14%* -30%* - 14%* 1.00
- 19%* 25%* .07 - 15%* 1.00
19 -.02 .10* 10%* -.03
- 11 30%* 16%* - 15%* A7
A7H* .03 3% .07 -11*
-.09* S2x* 344 -.23%* 23%*
-.08 -.18%* - 19%** .09* - 15%*
13 - 14%* -.03 22%% -.09%
.04 - 16%* -.10%* 10% -28%*
-.07 .02 -.03 .05 -.01
28%* - 15%* .06 32 - 14%*
- 12%* 8% .06 - 15%* 29%*
4% -.01 .08 Jdo** .06
-11* -.04 -.10* .09* 28%*
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Table 6 continued.

0)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1.00
3% 1.00
S3H* 8% 1.00
A5%* A9** 25%* 1.00
-.10* - 17 .00 - 2% 1.00
A3 - 13%* 32k -.06 2% 1.00
-.10* =21 -11* =22 4% Q4% 1.00
19%* .10* 20%* 20%* -.01 30%* 23%* 1.00
ATHE -11* Ao** -.04 -.08 S9x* .01 9% 1.00
3% 32%k* 2% 39%* -30%* -.03 - 20%* 24%* .06 1.00
A4xx A1 A% 20%* -20%* A4xx - 16%** 29%* 80** .64%* 1.00
- 16%* 3% - 19%* .03 -.10%* -20%* - 13%* -.07 - 17 A8%* -.02

Note. The above table reports Pearson's r correlation coefficients.
0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the

99
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Table 7. Correlations between Predictors and Key Outcomes

Conflict Enrichment
W-to-F F-to-W  Overall W-to-F F-to-W  Overall
Predictors of BMS
Preference for Integration
W-to-F .04 J2%* .09 -.10% - 17%* - 15%*
F-to-w -.07 -.05 -.07 - 12%* -.10* - 13%*
Overall -.03 .03 -.00 - 15%* - 18%* - 19%*
Identity Centrality
Work Centrality J5%* .09 14%* J5%* A7H* 18%*
Family Centrality -.19%* -.28%* - 28%* 19%* 28%* 27**
Work Norms
W-to-F Integration 40%* A3%* J33%* .06 .07 .07
F-to-W Integration -.02 -.06 -.04 J2%* A3%* 5%*
Family Norms
W-to-F Integration 39%* 20%* 37H* .05 -.01 .03
F-to-W Integration .04 -.02 .02 .07 10%* .10%*
Work Pressures
to Segment 26%* 21%* 29%* - 12%* -.06 -.10%*
to Integrate S52%* 22%% A46%* .05 .04 .05
Family Pressures
to Segment .09* 32%* 24%%* - 12%* -.14%* - 15%*
to Integrate 209%* 26%* J33%* .05 .02 .04
BMS
W-to-F Integration 42%* 26%* A42%* J15%* .06 J2%*
F-to-W Integration -.03 -.06 -.05 24%% 25%* 28%*
Overall Integration 30%* d6%* 29%* 24%* 19%* 26%*
Moderator
Perceived Control -.24%* - 21%* - 27** A3%* 27%* 23%*

Note. The above table reports Pearson's r correlation coefficients. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
(2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).



Table 8. Correlations between Predictors and Additional Outcomes

Performance Satisfaction Turnover Psych.
Work Family Work Family Life Intention Distress
Predictors of BMS
Preference for Integration
W-to-F - 15%* - 15%* A7 - 11%* -.01 - 18%* -.04
F-to-w .06 J2%* -.03 21%* 16%* -.02 - 13%*
Overall -.05 -.01 .08 .09* A1* - 13%* - 12%*
Identity Centrality
Work Centrality .05 -.04 23%* .01 .07 - 18%* .05
Family Centrality 39%* S50%* .08 A49%* 37%* -.08 -.16%*
Work Norms
W-to-F Integration .00 - 15%* - 13%* .00 -.08 A7%* 21%*
F-to-W Integration 21%* .04 - 11 .09* -.05 .08 .08
Family Norms
W-to-F Integration -.02 -.16%* - 13%* - 15%* - 17%* J2%* 23%*
F-to-W Integration A7H* 4% -.03 14%% .04 -.02 .04
Work Pressures
to Segment -.24%* - 18%* - 25%%* -20%* -.20%* 23%* JA3%*
to Integrate -.10%* -25%%* - 12%* -.08 -.09* 14%* J15%*
Family Pressures
to Segment -.35%* -27** -.07 -23%* - 12%* A3%* A1*
to Integrate -.02 -.19%* -.02 - 13%* -.08 .09%* 18%*
BMS
W-to-F Integration -.08 -.19%* .05 -.04 -.05 .03 A3%*
F-to-W Integration 34%% 19%* .09%* 23%* 2%* .00 -.00
Overall Integration 14%* -.03 .09%* 10%* .04 .02 10%*
Moderator
Perceived Control 29%* J32%* A7 J1** 25%* - 14%* - 15%*

Note. The above table reports Pearson's r correlation coefficients. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Table 9. Multiple Regression Predicting BMS

B SE B B t p
Overall BMS
(constant) .70 27 2.61 .01
Preference for Integration -.02 .04 -.02 -.44 .66
Work Centrality 17 .03 20%* 4.98 .00
Family Centrality .05 .03 .06 1.42 .16
Work Norms for Integration 24 .06 20%* 4.16 .00
Family Norms for Integration .35 .06 31F* 6.33 .00
W-to-F BMS
(constant) =71 22 -3.32 .00
Preference for W-to-F Integration 17 .04 14%* 3.96 .00
Work Centrality .34 .05 26%* 7.20 .00
Work Norms for W-to-F Integration .37 .06 28%* 6.59 .00
Family Norms for W-to-F Integration 35 .05 27%* 6.47 .00
F-to-W BMS
(constant) 1.17 24 4.95 .00
Preference for F-to-W Integration -.06 .04 -.08 -1.74 .08
Family Centrality 24 .05 21%* 5.17 .00
Work Norms for F-to-W Integration 17 .05 J5%* 3.38 .00
Family Norms for F-to-W Integration .36 .06 31F* 6.15 .00

Note. For the regression predicting overall BMS, F (5,501) = 30.70, p <.001. For W-to-F BMS, F
(4,502) =76.17, p <.001. For F-to-W BMS, F (4, 502) = 35.13, p <.001. ** f value is significant
at the .01 level.
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Conflict

1. W-to-F

2. F-to-W

3. Overall
Enrichment

4. W-to-F

5. F-to-w

6. Overall
Performance

7. Work

8. Family
Satisfaction

9. Work

10. Family

11. Life
12. Turnover Intention
13. Psych. Distress

Table 10. Correlations between Outcomes

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1.00
37 1.00
8o** Wl 1.00
-.02 -.07 -.05 1.00
.02 - 11%* -.05 A48** 1.00
.00 -11* -.06 ST7H* 5% 1.00
- 2% -35%* -27xE 24%% 32w 33w 1.00
- 38%* -34%* - 43%* 16%* 19%* 20%* A40** 1.00
- 31%* -.07 -24%* 8% A5%* 19%* 2% 23%* 1.00
.24 -26%* -3 21%* 23%* 25%* 33w S8x* 2% 1.00
- 31%* - 18%* -30%* 14%* 3% 5% 19%** A43%* STH* .68** 1.00
33 4% 30%* -.10* -.09* -11* - 12%* =23 - 74%* - 19%* =37 1.00
35%* 20%* 34%* .03 .03 .04 - 18%* =33k -20%* 34k - 4TH* 32

Note. The above table reports Pearson's r correlation coefficients. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-

tailed).
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Table 11. Hierarchical Regression: Moderation Predicting Key Outcomes

Conflict Enrichment
1 2 3 1 2 3
Overall
Step 1: Overall BMS 29%F g 28 26%% 2727
Step 2: Perceived Control _26** _27 D3k 24
Step 3: Overall BMS x Perceived Control .02 -.05
R sq. 08 15 15 07 12 12
AR 5. 07 .00 05 .00
F 4574 4499 30.06 3768 3531 23.95
Significant AF 00 00 57 00 00 27
Work-to-Family
Step 1: W-to-F BMS 42%F 0 39%r 40% A5%E1gEx 17
Step 2: Perceived Control _ 17k _16* 16%** 15
Step 3: W-to-F BMS x Perceived Control -.08* 02
R sq. 17 20 20 02 05 05
AR 5. 17 03 01 02 02 .00
r 105.77 63.65 43.98 11.62 12.10 8.14
Significant AF .00 00 05 00 00 607
Family-to-Work
Step 1: F-to-W BMS -06 _Q3%* _Q3%* D5k D] 21
Step 2: Perceived Control _D0%* _ D3k 3% 24
Step 3: F-to-W BMS x Perceived Control J4xn 04
R sq. .00 04 .06 06 11 12
AR 5. 04 02 05 .00
F 2.10 11.31 11.04 34.20 32.56 21.97
Significant AF 15 000 .00 00 00 37

Note. The above table reports standardized Beta (B) values. ** AF is significant at the .01 level. * AF is
significant at the .05 level.



Table 12. Hierarchical Regression: Moderation Predicting Work Outcomes

Work Performance Work Satisfaction Turnover Intention
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Overall BMS

Step 1: Overall BMS Jd4%% A5%* Jd6%* .09* J10** .09 .02 02%* .03
Step 2: Perceived Control 29%* 34%* A7%* 15 - 14%* -.13
Step 3: Overall BMS x Perceived Control -.23%* .09 -.08
R sq. .02 A1 .16 .01 .04 .05 .00 .02 .03
AR sq. .09 .05 .03 .01 .02 .01
F 10.39 29.53 31.16 4.26 9.88 7.90 29 5.41 4.78
Significant AF .00 .00 .00 .04 .00 .05 .59 .00 .06

Work-to-Family BMS

Step 1: W-to-F BMS -.08 -.03%* -.02% .05 .08** 07* .03 01%* .02%
Step 2: Perceived Control 28%* .30% 18%* A7* - 14%* - 13*
Step 3: W-to-F BMS x Perceived Control -.10%* .09* -.09*
R sq. .01 .08 .09 .00 .03 .04 .00 .02 .03
AR sq. .08 .01 .03 .01 .02 .01
F 3.04 23.04 17.35 1.22 9.08 7.52 44 5.30 4.86
Significant AF .08 .00 .02 27 .00 .04 Sl .00 .05

Family-to-Work BMS

Step 1: F-to-W BMS 34%% 30%* J31E* .09* 06%* .06 .00 .03 %% .03
Step 2: Perceived Control 24%* 28%* Jd6%* A5 -.15%* -.15
Step 3: F-to-W BMS x Perceived Control -.24%* .02 -.02
R sq. 12 17 22 .01 .03 .03 .00 .02 .02
AR sq. .05 .05 .02 .00 .02 .00
F 65.55 51.02 47.92 4.15 8.44 5.69 .00 5.50 3.75
Significant AF .00 .00 .00 .04 .00 .63 .96 .00 .61

Note. The above table reports standardized Beta () values. ** AF is significant at the .01 level. * AF is significant at the .05 level.
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Overall BMS
Step 1: Overall BMS
Step 2: Perceived Control
Step 3: Overall BMS x
Perceived Control
R sq.
AR sq.
F
Significant AF

Work-to-Family BMS
Step 1: W-to-F BMS
Step 2: Perceived Control
Step 3: W-to-F BMS x
Perceived Control
R sq.
AR sq.
F
Significant AF

Family-to-Work BMS
Step 1: F-to-W BMS
Step 2: Perceived Control
Step 3: F-to-W BMS x
Perceived Control
R sq.
AR sq.
F
Significant AF

Table 13. Hierarchical Regression: Moderation Predicting Family and Life Outcomes

Family Performance

Family Satisfaction

Life Satisfaction

Psychological Distress

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
-.03 -.03** -.02 .10* 1 2% .04 04+ .04 .10* .09#* .10
32 33 31 4% 25%* .26 - 15%* -.14
-.08 - 13 -.04 -.05

.00 .10 A1 .01 11 A2 .00 .07 .07 .01 .03 .03
.10 .01 .10 .02 .06 .00 .02 .00
.53 28.35 19.98 5.45 30.17 23.24 .64 17.45 11.83 4.64 8.10 5.83
A7 .00 .08 .02 .00 .00 43 .00 43 .03 .00 .26
- 19%* -.14%* -.14 -0.04  0.01** 0.02 -.05 -.00** -.00 3% 10%* 11
29%* 29 0.31%* 0.32 25%* .25 - 13 -.13
-.00 -0.08 -.00 -.04

.04 12 12 .00 .10 .10 .00 .06 .06 .02 .03 .04
.08 .00 .09 .01 .06 .00 .02 .00
19.13 34.43 2291 1.00 26.40 18.74 1.06 16.97 11.30 8.15 8.64 6.01
.00 .00 92 32 .00 .04 .30 .00 .93 .00 .00 .38
19%** 14%* 14* 23%x 18%* 18%* 2% 08** .08 -.03 .027%* .03
29%* 31* 28%* 29% 24%* 25 - 16%* -.15
-.10%* -.10% -.05 -.04

.04 12 13 .05 12 13 .01 .07 .07 .00 .02 .03
.08 .01 .07 .01 .06 .00 .02 .00
19.58 34.31 24.95 28.55  36.65 26.41 7.26 18.62 12.82 .01 6.00 4.27
.00 .00 .02 .00 .00 .02 .01 .00 27 .95 .00 37

Note. The above table reports standardized Beta (B) values. ** AF is significant at the .01 level. * AF is significant at the .05 level.
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Table 14. Summary of Hypotheses and Support

Hypothesis Analysis Evidence Support
General boundary crossing preferences will be . :
positively relateilyto BMng(I:r CT use such that: SAE UElDIE 25 e Partial
1a Higher work-to family integration preferences A significant positive path coefficient was Yes
will be associated with higher W-to-F CT found between W-to-F integration preferences
integration. and W-to-F integration BMS for CT use ( =
14, p <.05).
1b Higher F-to-W integration preferences will be A significant positive path coefficient was not No
associated with higher F-to-W CT integration. found between F-to-W integration preferences
and F-to-W integration BMS for CT use was
not found (B =-.08, p > .05).
:ﬁzgtlty will be related to BMS for CT use such T-test Tl O s 5 Yes
2a  Work centric individuals will have greater W- A significant t-test indicated that the mean Yes
to-F than F-to-W CT integration. value of W-to-F integration was higher for
individuals with high high work centrality (M =
3.22) than it was for those with high family
centrality (M = 2.48). Additionally, a significant
positive path coefficient was found between
work centrality and W-to-F BMS for CT use (8
=.26,p <.05).
2b Family-centric individuals will have greater F- A significant t-test indicated that the mean Yes

to-W than W-to-F CT integration.

value of F-to-W integration was higher for
individuals with high high family centrality (M
=4.10) than it was for those with high family
centrality (M = 3.22). Additionally, a significant
positive path coefficient was found between
family centrality and F-to-W BMS for CT use
(B=.21,p<.05).
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Table 14 continued.

Hypothesis Analysis Evidence Support
Work and family norms for integration will be .
3 related to BMS i”or CT use suchg'rchat: S LSlte SR Lm0 Yes
3a  Higher work and family norms for W-to-F A significant positive path coefficient was Yes
integration will be associated with higher W-to- found between work norms for W-to-F
F CT integration. integration and W-to-F integration BMS for CT
use (B =.28, p<.05). Additionally, a
significant positive path coefficient was found
between family norms for W-to-F integration
and W-to-F integration BMS for CT use (f =
27,p <.05).
3b  Higher work and family norms for F-to-W A significant positive path coefficient was Yes
integration will be associated with higher F-to- found between work norms for F-to-W
W CT integration. integration and F-to-W integration BMS for CT
use (B = .15, p <.05). Additionally, a significant
positive path coefficient was found between
family norms for F-to-W integration and F-to-W
integration BMS for CT use (B = .31, p <.05).
4 SVI\;,I(S: gfd(ii;};esxllll t‘tl)lzgosmvely D SEM Tables 7 & 9; Figure 3 Partial
4a Higher W-to-F BMS for CT use will be A significant positive path coefficient was Yes
associated with higher W-to-F conflict and W- found between W-to-F BMS for CT use and W-
to-F enrichment. to-F conflict (B = .20, p <.05). Additionally, a
significant positive path coefficient was found
between W-to-F BMS for CT use and W-to-F
enrichment (f = .11, p <.05).
4b  Higher F-to-W BMS for CT use will be A significant positive path coefficient was not Partial

associated with higher F-to-W conflict and F-to-
W enrichment.

found between F-to-W BMS and F-to-W
conflict (B = .03, p > .05). However, a
significant positive path coefficient was found
between F-to-W BMS and F-to-W enrichment
B=.11,p<.05).
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Table 14 continued.

Hypothesis Analysis Evidence Support
Outside pressures and perceived control over . .
2 CT use will be negatively related such that: Comrlkiion Lalis® Partial
5a The stronger the work pressures for integration, A significant negative correlation was found Yes
the lower perceived level of control over CT between work pressures to segment and
use across boundaries. perceived control (r=- .10, p <.05).
Additionally, a significant negative correlation
was found between work pressures to integrate
and perceived control (r =-.20, p <.01).
5b The stronger the family pressures for A significant negative correlation was found Partial
integration, the lower perceived level of control between home pressures to segment and
over CT use across boundaries. perceived control (r =-.13, p <.01). However, a
significant negative correlation was not found
between home pressures to integrate and
perceived control (r =-.07, p > .05).
Perceived control over CT use across
6 boundaries will be related to key outcomes such Correlation Table 7 Yes
that:
6a High perceived control will be associated with A significant negative correlation was found Yes
lower levels of WFC. between perceived control and W-to-F conflict
(r=-.24,p <.01) and F-to-W conflict (r = -
205, p <.01).
6b High perceived control will be associated with A significant positive correlation was found Yes

higher levels of WFE.

between perceived control over CT use across
boundaries and W-to-F enrichment (r =.13, p <
.01) and F-to-W enrichment (r = .27, p <.01).
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Table 14 continued.

Hypothesis Analysis Evidence Support
Perceived control over CT use will moderate Hierarchical
7 the relationship between BMS over CT use and . Table 11; Figures 4, & 5 Partial
Regression
key outcomes such that:
7a  The lower the control, the stronger the Perceived control moderated the influence of Partial
relationship between BMS over CT use and W-to-F BMS on W-to-F conflict (f =-.08, p=
WEFC (i.e., W-to-F conflict, F-to-W conflict) .048) such that as W-to-F integration increased,
individuals with low perceived control
experienced more of an increase in W-to-F
conflict than did individuals with high
perceived control. Perceived control moderated
the influence of F-to-W BMS on F-to-W
conflict (B = .14, p =.002) in the opposite
direction of what was expected. That is, as F-to-
W integration decreased, individuals with low
perceived control experienced an increase in F-
to-W conflict, whereas individuals with high
perceived control experienced a decrease in F-
to-W conflict.
7b  The higher the control, the stronger the No support. No

relationship between BMS over CT use and
WFE (i.e., W-to-F enrichment, F-to-W
enrichment).
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Table 14 continued.

relationship between BMS over CT use
and positive outcomes (i.e., family/
work performance, family/work/life
satisfaction).

that perceived control moderated the influence of overall
BMS on work performance (f =-.23, p <.001) and family
satisfaction (B = -.13, p =.004). Perceived control moderated
the influence of W-to-F BMS on work performance (f = -.10,
p =.019) and work satisfaction ( = .09, p = .039). Perceived
control moderated the influence of F-to-W BMS on family
performance (B = -.10, p = .018), work performance (B =-.24,
p <.001), and family satisfaction (f =-.10, p =.021).

Hypothesis Analysis Evidence Support
Further Analyses

Additional Moderation Outcomes .

(Extension of Hypothesis 6) G LG Yes
High perceived control will be After support was shown for Hypothesis 6a, further analyses Yes
associated with lower levels of revealed negative correlations between perceived control and
turnover intentions and psychological turnover intentions (r = -.14, p <.01) and psychological
distress. distress (r=-.15, p <.01).

High perceived control will be After support was shown for Hypothesis 6b, further analyses Yes
associated with higher levels of revealed positive correlations between perceived control and
performance and satisfaction. family performance (r = .32, p <.01), work performance (r =

.29, p <.01), family satisfaction (r = .31, p <.01), job

satisfaction (r=.17, p <.01), and life satisfaction (r = .25, p

<.01).

Addltlongl BMS Outcomes (Extension of Hlerarch.lcal Tables 12 & 13; Figures 6 & 7 Partial

Hypothesis 7) Regression
The lower the control, the stronger the After partial support was shown for Hypothesis 7a, further Partial
relationship between BMS over CT use analyses revealed that perceived control moderated the
and negative outcomes (i.e., turnover influence of W-to-F BMS on turnover intentions ( =-.09, p =
intentions, psychological distress). .048). However, there was no interaction between control and

BMS on psychological distress.
The higher the control, the stronger the In order to extend Hypothesis 7b, further analyses revealed Partial
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Moderation Predicting Conflict and Enrichment

Consider the example of the schoolteacher mentioned above (Table 1). The amount of
control he perceives may influence the relationship between his BMS and outcomes. The

above figure corresponds to Table 1 in describing the likely outcomes from each
combination of BMS and degree of perceived control.
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Work/ Family Norms

Boundary Crossing
Preferences

Perceived Control
over CT use

Boundary
Management Style
(for CT use)

=0

Identity Centrality

Outcomes
(WFC, WFE,
Satisfaction,
Performance,
Turnover Intention,
Psychological
Distress)

Figure 2. Boundary Management Style Model (adapted from Kossek & Lautsch, 2012)

The above model was used in the present study. Numbers on path coefficients correspond with hypotheses.
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Work-to-Family Work Norms for

Predictors Boundary Management Style Outcomes
W-to-F Integration HD.IQ
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Family Norms for .16 0 onflic
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Family Norms for > F-to-W

F-to-W Integration

F-to-W Conflict
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F-to-W Intepration

F-to-W Enrichment

Family Centrality

Figure 2. Structural Equation Model Results

The above figure presents the results from SEM analysis. Solid lines represent path coefficients significant at the .01 level. Dashed
lines represent nonsignificant path coefficients. RMSEA = 0.084; CFI = 0.92; X*= 194.90, p < .01; df = 43
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Figure 3. Moderation Predicting W-to-F Conflict

This figure displays the moderating influence of perceived control on BMS and conflict in the W-to-F direction. When compared to
individuals who perceive low control over boundaries, individuals who perceive high control experience less W-to-F conflict as W-to-
F integration increases.
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Figure 4. Moderation Predicting F-to-W Conflict

This figure displays the moderating influence of perceived control on BMS and conflict in the F-to-W direction. When compared to
individuals who perceive low control over boundaries, individuals who perceive high control experience less F-to-W conflict as F-to-
W integration decreases.
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Figure 5. Moderation Predicting Work Satisfaction

This figure displays the moderating influence of perceived control on BMS and work satisfaction in the W-to-F direction. When
compared to individuals who perceive low control over boundaries, individuals who perceive high control experience higher work
satisfaction as W-to-F integration increases.
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Figure 6. Moderation Predicting Turnover Intention

This figure displays the moderating influence of perceived control on BMS and turnover intentions in the W-to-F direction. When
compared to individuals who perceive low control over boundaries, individuals who perceive high control report lower turnover
intentions as W-to-F integration increases.
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Appendix A MTurk Interface
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Work - Life Balance 1

Requester: Sarah Chatfield Reward: $0.25 per HIT HITs available: 0 Duration: 30 Minutes

Qualifications Required: Location is US

Work - Life Balance 1: Answer a short survey

‘We are conducting an academic survey about work-life balance. We need to understand how you use smartphones at work and at home. Select the link below to complete
the 5-25 minute survey. You must be a US citizen to complete this survey.

If you have completed a HIT in an earlier batch of this survey, you may not participate.

Please send us a message if you are uncertain about whether you have taken this survey yet. Your HIT will be rejected if we have a record of you completing
this survey.

Atthe end of the survey, you will receive a code to paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.

Survey link: Click here to take survey

Provide the survey code here:

Work - Life Balance 2

Requester: Sarah Chatfield Reward: $1.0 per HIT HITs avallable: 0 Duration: 1 Hours

Qualifications Required: Location is US , HIT Approval Rate (%) for all Requesters’ HITs has been granted

Work - Life Balance 2: Answer a short survey

If you have received an invitation and part

ation code from our first survey, "Work - Life Balance 1", you are eligible to complete this HIT. You will be prompted to
enter the code on the first page of the survey (link provided below). However, if you do not have a code or enter an incorrect code, your HIT will be rejected. Please
send us a message if you are unsure about youreligibility.

‘We are conducting an academic survey about work-life balance. We need to understand how you use smartphones at work and at home. Select the link below to complete
the 15-45 minute survey. You must be a US citizen to complete this survey.

If you have completed this HIT in an earlier batch, you may not participate.

Please send us a message if you are uncertain about whether you have taken this survey yet. Your HIT will be rejected if we have a record of you completing
this survey.

Atthe end of the survey, you will receive a code to paste into the box below to receive credit for taking our survey.

Survey link: Click here to take survey

Provide the survey code here:




Appendix B Survey Consent Form

artphone Survey Part 1

INDIANA UNIVERSITY STUDY INFORMATION SHEET

You are invited to participate in a research study of how individuals use technology to balance work and family roles. You were selected as a
possible subject because you are an MTurk worker. We ask that you read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the
study.

The study is being conducted by The Balance Lab, Department of Psychology, IUPUI.

STUDY PURPOSE

The purpose of this study is to understand the impact of using smartphones both at work and at home. Specifically, we are interested in how
smartphones can be used as a tool to balance responsibilities for work and family life.

PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY:

If you agree to be in the study, pou will do the following things:

You will respond t a survey about your behaviors at home and ahwork. & e survey should t ke you about 20 — 40 minutes to complete, and most
of the items are questions that you might be asked in everyday conversation. When you are finished with the survey, you will be given a code that
you can enter into MTurk to verify that you have participated.

CONFIDENTIALITY

Efforts will be made to keep your personal information confidential. We cannot guarantee absolute confidentiality. Your personal information may
be disclosed if required by law. Your identity will be held in confidence in reports in which the study may be published

Organizations that may inspect and/or copy your research records for quality assurance and data analysis include groups such as the study
investigator and his/her research associates, the Indiana University Institutional Review Board or its designees, the study sponsor, (IUPUI), and (as
allowed by law) state or federal agencies.

PAYMENT

You will receive $1.00 for taking part in this study. Within 48 hours of entering your code into MTurk (to verify that you have participated), your
responses will be reviewed. Once they are approved, you will receive your compensation from MTurk.

CONTACTS FOR QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS
For questions about the study, contact The Balance Lab at 317-274-2961 or balancelabiupui@gmail.com.

For questions about your rights as a research participant or to discuss problems, complaints or concerns about a research study, or to obtain
information, or offer input, contact the IlU Human Subjects Office at (317) 278-3458 or (800) 696-2949.

VOLUNTARY NATURE OF STUDY
Taking part in this study is voluntary. You may choose not to take part or may leave the study at any time. Leaving the study will not result in any
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled. Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will not affect your current or future

relations with IUPUI.

*Please select "Continue" to indicate that you agree to the terms of this study.

C  Continue € Exit
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Appendix C  Survey

Smariphone Survey Part 1

The data from this suney will be used o help researchers understand how Indrviduais manage the boundaries between work and family.

In order b enswre that all participants give accurabe responsas, rellablify Ihams will be Inciuded |n the sunvey, which will ask you to seiect a specific
TESPONES. IN ORder o recaive your rewand for participating In the study, pieass respond accomdngly.

I you are redirected fo a disqualiication page, pieasa retum ihe HIT. Ofharwise, your HIT will not be accepted.

Thank you for your participation!
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ What is your gender?
Male
Female

Prefer not o 53y

*¥ What is your age (in years)?

¥ What is your race/ethnicity?
African American/Black
AslAn'Aslan American
Hispanic/Lating
Pacific lslander
Native American
EursAmencanivhise
IndlaniZouth Aslan

Preder nat bo 53y

Oftreer {picase spectfy)

¥ What is the highest level of education you have completed?
Completed some high schod
High school degres
College degree
Masters megres
Doclorate (PhD, professional dociorate, such as MD or JD, of oiher dociorate degres)

Prefer not to 53y

*¥ What was your personal annual income hefore taxes in 20127

I T

¥ Which of the following categories best describes your current occupation?
I '
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* About how many hours per week do you work?
Less than 10 hours
10 - 15 hours
20 - 29 hours
30 - 35 hours
40 - 29 hours
50 - 59 hours

6 o more hours

¥Ina typical workweek, where do you work?
| primarly work from an office
| work equal amourts In both an ofMce and ancther location [e.g.. coffeashap, home, etc.)

| primarlly work from anotner locaion (2.4, coffesshop, home, eic.)

¥ Please indicate which of the following benefits are available to you in
your job, and whether or not you currently use each benefit.

Avallabie, but | DON'T  Avallable, and | DO
NOT avallable cumenily use this curmently use this:
beneft Denefit

Flaxibhe scheduling

Compressad work week (2.0., 4 x 10 howr
shifts)

Working from home
Part time work

Cn-gite child care center

Money Tor loeal child care

Child care INformaticniTesamal SErvices
Pald matermity leave

Pald patemity leave

Elter care benafis

Comments
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* How often do you use a smartphone?
| da mat own 3 smartphone
once a manth
once a week
Twice 3 week
once a day
Multipie fimes a day

Aimost constantly




101

Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ poes your organization pay your
smartphone bill (i.e., monthly fees)?

Yog No
Other {piease specity)
=1
-
*¥po you pay your smartphone hill (i.e.,
monthly fees) with your own money?
Yog No
Other {piease specity)
<
|
* Do you live with a spouse/partner?
Yos
Ho

* About how many hours per week does your spouse/partner work?
| g ot hawve 3 spousaipartner
My parnerspouse s not employed
Less than 10 hours
10 - 1% hours
20 - 2% hours
30 - 3% hours
40 - 4% hours
50 - 5% hours

More than 60 hours
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* How old are the children living in your home? (select all that apply)
Mot Applicatle
Younger than 2 years
2-5 years old
612 years oid
13-15 years old

16-18 years old
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

*To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

T e
I don't like to have i think about work while I'm at home.

I prefer to keap work [Fe 3t work.

I don't Tike work IssUEs creeping Into my home Iife.

I llke to be able to leave work behind when | go home.

Medther
disagres nor

agree

Agres

Strongly
agres
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
Mg Ther
Sirongly Stongy
a USEDgI‘EE dT Far ﬁ.gI'EE

People sae me as highly focusad on my work.

I Invest 2 large part of mys&lt In my work.

The major satistactions In my IHe come from my jod.

The most iImportant things that happen to me Involve my job.
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* In my WORKPLACE, people...

e theer
Sirongly strongly
Disagree  disagres nor ree
disag agree " :

Forget about work when Mey're at home.
Kiaep work matters at work.

Prevent work Is5Ues from creeping Into thelr home IFe.
Mentally lsave wark behind when they ga home.

Respond tn communications from work (2., emall, texts, phane calls)
whille they are at home.

Take time away from thelr familles to get thedr work done
Talk abowt work with thelr families
et amvice from family on work I5sUes

¥ gelect never for this item?

N Cecaslonally Sometimes Often Alwys
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* In my WORKPLACE, people...

Hedther
srongly Strongly
EH-EEI'E'E ﬂmEE o nee
disagrea sgree A2 agres

Forget about family while they're at work.
Keap family matiers at home.

Pravent family iEsuss from creaping Into their work IIfe.
Mentally leave family behind whan they go o work.

Respond to communications from family (2.g., emals, texis, phone
calis) while they are at work

Take time away from thelr work to g2al with Tamily matiers.
Talk about Tamily with Telr coworkers
Zat amvice from coworkers on Tamily lssues
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

*¥To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

MeTher
Sirongly Strongly
g agreg g
| would SUffer negative consequendcas at work If | used my smarphone io
communicate je.g., text, emall, call) with family members whils 3t work.
My organlzation has a policy prohiblting me from wsing my smartphone
o communi cate with Tamily meamiders whil2 | am at work.
My organization does not pressure me i respond o emall or other
communications oubside work hours.
My organization does nat allow me i send work communications from
my home computer ar my smartphone while | am at home.
* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
Ml ther
Strongly Strongry
g agreg :

| would suffer negative consequences at work If | ignored smariphone
communication {e.g., iext, amall, call) from co-aorkers while 3t home.
My [0l requires me to be accessible by smarphons outside of my
reguiar work hours.

Because of pTEssUes Trom my organization, | fesl ke | have o Invoive
my tamily In my work Ife.

My organization expecis me to deal with family members as neaded
while | am at work.
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

- Nether
- T —
disagres —

| respond fo wonk-relaled smartphone communications (e.g., emalls,
texts, phone calls) during my personal Hme way Trom Work.

| use my smartphone i dowork during my vacations.

| do not allow work o Intermupt me on my smariphone whan | spend
time with mry Tamily or friengs.

| usuaily bring work materals with me on my smartphone when | attend
personal or family activitlies.

Agrese

Strongly
e
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Srorgly

Disagrae
disagres
The demands of my work Intermare with my home and family ife.

The amount of tme my job takes up makes It SFMcut to Rl family
responsioiities.

Things | wani to do at home do not get done bacause of the demands
My Jab pURE Cnme.

My job produces strain that makes it diMcus to futfll family duties.

Due o work-ralated dufiss, | have to make changes to my plans for
family activities.

Melther
disagres nor
agree

Strongly

Agree agres
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Meliner
Srongly Strongly
Disagrae disagres nor reg
disagres sgree A3 agrea

Having a good day at work makes me 3 bether family member whan |
get home.

Having a successful day at work puts me In @ good maood io betiar
handia my family responsibiities.

| faed more confident at home when | fesl that | am being suecesshul at
Wk,
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* My SUPERVISOR would state that...

Nesther

Strongly Strongy
neg d e Nes

dsages o0 Eaag?mag Ag agres

| adequately complete assigned duties.
| fulfll responsIbillties speciiad In the job description.
| parform tasks that are expected of me.

| meet fonmal parformance requirements of the jab.

| engage In acihvities that will directly affect my performancs
eyaluation.

| negiact aspacts of the [ob | am obilgated to perform.
I fall to perform essential duties.
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Sirongly

dsagree  DoodeE
| fraquently think of quitiing my jog.

| am planning to S2areh Tar a new joib during e next 12 months.

I 1 gt another job that pays as wed, | will quit this job.

Medther
disagres nor
agree

Strongly
Agree agres




113

Smartphone Survey Part 1

*¥To what extent do you agree with the following statements about your job?

N ther
Sironghy Strongry
I:hagree HE-H;EE i) reg
disagres aqree Ag agres

In mostways my job s miose o ldeal.
The condltions of my ol are excellent.

| am satisfied with my job.

Sp far | have gotten the Important things | wart In my career.
if | could change my job, | would not change much.
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

degm O
I dont Ike i have o think about my family whil F'm at work.

I prefer to ke=p my family [If2 at home.

I don't Ik family lssuss creeging Into my work IFe.

1 llke 10 b2 able to leave home behind when | go o work.

Melther
disagres nor
agree

Agree

Strongy
agres
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

¥ To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Sirongly
gsagee  oodree

People 582 me as highly Tocused on my famiy.

| Inwest a karge part of mysel In my family (.

The major satistactions In my Iife come from my family.

The mast Important things that happen o me Involve my tamily.

Neither

disagres nor
agres

Agree

Strongly
aSgres
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* In my FAMILY, people...

Nesther
Srongly Strongy
reg [ | R reg
gsagee o0 Eaaz; Ag agree

Forget about work whan they're at home.
Kiaep work matters at woek.
Prevent work I5ues from creeping Into thelr home: IFe.

Mentally leave work behind when they go home.

Respond to communications Trom work (e.g., emall, taxts, phone calls)
while they are at home.

Take time a3y Trom thelr familles to gat their work dong
Talk about work with thelr families
et agvice from family on work Issues

*wil you choose only every once in awhile for this item?
Mewer would | do !is
It Is highly unilkely that | would do this
Only every onca In awhile would | do this

I might occasionaly do this

| would da this very oftan
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ In my FAMILY, people...

Ml ther
Sirongly Strongly
Disagree disagres nor reg
disagres agree A agres

Forget about family whille they e at work.
Keap family matiers at home.

Prevent family is5uSE from creaping IMD thelr work IHfe.
Mentally leave Tamily behind whan they go fo work.

FRespond to communications from family (2.0., emals, texts, phona
calis) while they are at work.

Take fime awary from thelr work to deal with Tamily matiers.
Talk about Tamily with Meir coworkers
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Wil Ther
Sirongly Strongly
disagres agrea
agrag
| would suiTer negative consequences from my family I 1 esed my
smariphione to communicate (2.9., text, emall, call) with eo-workers
while at home.
My Tamily has a policy prohiliting me from using my smariphone io do
work whike | am at home.
My Tamily does not pressure me to respond o emall or other
communications whan | am al work.
My family does not wart me to send Tamily communications from my
WOrk COmpUter o my smartphons while | am at work.
¥ To what extent do you agree with the following statements?
Wil Ther
Sirorgly Strongly
g agrag g

| woukl suffar negative consagquences from my famiy I | ignored
SMartphone communication je.q., text, emall, cail) from family
members while at work.

My tamily raquires me io be accessible by smartphone whili | am at
wark,

Because of pressures from miy famiy, | must imeaive my work In my
home [ife.

My tamily expects me deal with work matters a5 nested whils | am at
hiome,
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Srorgly

P

| take care of personal of Emily Needs using my Smartphone durng
W,

I respond o personal smartphone communications (e.q., emalls, ieds,
phone calls) during work

I da nat use my smartphone for my family, fiends, or parsonal Inkerests
while working 5o | can focus.

| monitor personal-reiated smartphone communications (g.q.. emalls,
texts, phone calls) when | am working.

Wedther
disagres nor
agree

Agres

Strangy
agres
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

¥ To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Sarorgly
B

The demanis of my family interfere with work-Telated activites.

I have to put o doing things 2t work because of demands on my Hme
at home.

Things | want to oo at work don't get done bacause of the demands of
my family of spousaipartnar.

My hame |Ife Interferes with my responsibiities at work such as getting
to work on fime, accompiishing dally tasks, and working overtime.

Family-related strain Interferes with my abillty to perform job-related
dutias.

Melther
disagres nor
agree

Strongly

Agree agres
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Smariphone Survey Part 1

*To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Meither
Srongly Strongly
Disagras disagres nor reg
disagres e A3 agres

Having a good day at home makss me a betier amployes when | get b
Wk

Hawing a successhul day at home puts me In a good mood i better
handle my work resporsibillties.

I el mone confident at work when | feed ihat | am being sicoessha at
home.
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* My SPOUSE/ PARTNER would state that...

Hed ther
Sarongly Strongly
MI'EE ﬂw&! e reg
disagres agree A agres

I contribute enough to the cane of my children,
1wl hikser expectations In our reationship.

| perform tasks ihat ane expacted of me at home.

| do my part to malntain a healthy relationship with himmer.
| provide emotional support for himes.

I put my needs In front of my family's neats.

I neglact some of my family responsibilities.
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ To what extent do you agree with the following statements about your family?

- Nether
Y eagee  dsagesnor  Agree
disagres e

In miost ways my tamily |5 cose to Idsal.
My Tamily dynamics are sxcellent.

| am satisfed with my family.

When It comes to my family, | have gatten the Important things | want.
i | could change my family, | would change aimast nothing.

Strongly
Sges2
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

Frongly

disagres gree

WIen | USe My Smartpnons, | C3n control i what extent | KE2p my work
and parsonal |ife separats.

When | se my smariphone, | control to what extent | have clear
Doundaries bebwesn my work and personal e

When | ise my smartphone, | controd whether | comiine my work and
personal e achvities throughout the day.

Medther
disagres rar
agree

Agree

Strongly
Sres
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Smartphone Survey Part 1

¥ During the last month (30 days), how often did you feel...
Meaviar Raraty Sometimes

S0 degressed that nothing could cheer

¥ou uwp?

Hopaless?

Resiess of dgety?

That evesything was an affori?
Wormiless?

Hervous?

AWEYE




Smariphone Survey Part 1

* To what extent do you agree with the following statements about your life?
Ml ther

Sirongly
o Cisagres dbag:;m Agres

In most ways my e |5 close io ldeal.
The conditions of my Iife are cxcellent.

I am satisNed with my (e,

Sinfar | have gotten the Impartant things | want In Iife.

I | could Iive my Iife over, | woukd changs almest nothing.

Strongly
agres

126




127

Appendix D Proposal

Managing invisible boundaries:
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Communication technologies (CT), such as smartphones and tablet personal
computers, have become increasingly affordable and available in recent years, resulting
in a steep increase in CT product ownership (Google, 2012; Smith, 2012; Muller & Pope,
2011). Moreover, the prevalence of CT ownership and use in society has been influential
in altering the physical, temporal and psychological nature of work and home domains
(Major & Germano, 2006; Valcour & Hunter, 2005). Specifically, the boundaries
between work and home domains have increasingly blurred as a result of CT use and the
ever-changing workplace environment. This blurring of boundaries potentially allows for
more positive spillover between work and life domains. However, blurred boundaries can
also threaten the delicate balance between roles, introducing more possibilities for
interrole conflict. Because of the rapidly changing nature of CT, the degree and nature of
CT’s impact on the work-family interface has not yet been sufficiently explored. As a
result, it is yet unknown under which circumstances CT use results in work-family
conflict (WFC) or work-family enrichment (WFE).

However, individuals’ experiences of interrole conflict and enrichment have been
broadly explored in the boundary theory literature. Therefore, researchers have made
some progress in explaining general trends and preferences that individuals report

regarding their home and work behaviors. Despite these efforts, this area of research is
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still in its infancy. As such, the overall framework of boundary theory offers insight into
how individuals manage roles, but still lacks evidence of direct application to specific
behaviors or communication media.

Therefore, the present study seeks to specifically examine the impact of
technology in permeating the boundaries between individuals’ work and family domains.
The first goal will be to explore predictors of the boundary management styles people use
with respect to CT (i.e., how individuals use CT products to manage the boundaries
between work and home domains). The second goal will be to examine outcomes in the
work and family domains that could result from these varying CT use boundary
management styles. Toward this end, a broad review of the WFC and WFE literatures
will first be provided. Then, boundary theory and boundary management styles will be
described as they relate to WFC and WFE. Following this review, relevant CT trends will
be explored and then related to previous research regarding the work family interface and
boundaries. Finally, an integrative model for CT use and boundary management will be
introduced, as well as a proposed study to test the model.

By exploring the role of technology in managing boundaries, the present study
will test and extend the current theoretical model of boundary management styles.
Whereas previous models have focused specifically on antecedents (e.g., segmentation/
integration preferences) or consequences (e.g., WFC, psychological distress, job
performance) of permeation behaviors, the present study will incorporate both predictors
and outcomes. In order to do so, the present study uses a model from Kossek and
Lautsch’s (2012) recent work on boundary management and flex-styles, which allows for

more specificity in predicting behaviors than do previous models of boundary



130

management. Additionally, the present study will extend the current theoretical
framework by including situational factors (e.g., family expectations) and by measuring
the effects of boundary management on the outcomes of family members and/or work
members. This understanding could ultimately assist organizations in developing policies
regarding CT use both at home and at work (e.g., telecommuting, cyberloafing, and off-

the-clock labor).
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CHAPTER 2. WORK FAMILY INTERFACE

The interface between work and family domains can involve both negative and
positive interactions. The negative interaction between work and family roles is described
as work-family conflict (WFC), and has been thoroughly explored by researchers in the
past 25 years (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Although conflict has typically received
more attention in the literature, interest in the positive side of the work-family interface
has recently increased. Work-family enrichment (WFE) describes the positive effects of
spillover between domains. Both WFC and WFE will be reviewed in this section, as they
have implications both for individuals’ well-being and for work and family performance
outcomes.

2.1  Work-Family Conflict

WEFC describes the interference of one domain (e.g., work) into the other domain
(e.g., family). Specifically, WFC is experienced when an individual is unable to fully
participate in one domain as a result of participating in another domain (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985). Interrole conflict can be categorized as time-based, strain-based, or
behavior-based (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Time-based conflict occurs when the time
commitment of one domain interferes with events in the other domain (e.g., being late to
work because a child is sick, missing a child’s piano recital because of a business trip).

Strain-based conflict results from the strain in one domain imposing on another domain
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(e.g., being argumentative with a spouse because of a stressful situation at work,
disrespecting a subordinate because of a conflict at home). Behavior-based conflict,
which has not been as prominent in recent literature (Dierdorff & Ellington, 2008),
occurs when one is expected to behave differently in the work and home domains (e.g.,
being loving and patient with a child at home, yet assertive and headstrong with a partner
at work).

Although WFC was previously conceptualized as bi-directional, now it is
understood that work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict are distinct, yet
related, forms of interrole conflict (O’Driscoll, Iigen, & Hidreth, 1992). Work-to-family
conflict occurs when the work domain interferes with the family domain. For instance,
conflict in this direction is experienced when a parent is unable to practice baseball with
their child because they have to work on a project over the weekend. Family-to-work
conflict occurs when the family domain interferes with the work domain. An example of
this is when a parent cannot come to work because their child is sick. Work-to-family
conflict has been more popular in the literature (Netemeyer, Boles & McMurrian, 1996),
possibly because of the more visible effects of such conflict. That is, individuals are more
likely to blame the work domain for invading the family domain when making
attributions for WFC (Poposki, 2011) and work-to-family conflict is more strongly
associated with negative consequences (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley,
2005). However, it is important to include both family-to-work conflict and work-to-
family conflict in research, as interference between domains can undoubtedly occur in

both directions (O’Driscoll et al., 1992).
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2.1.1 Antecedents and Outcomes of WFC

Regardless of the nature of individual conflicts, WFC has far-reaching effects for
individuals both in the work and home domains, necessitating a more thorough
understanding of its antecedents and outcomes.

Antecedents to WFC in the work domain include variables such as the number of
hours worked (Keith & Shafer, 1980), work load (Burke, 1988), autonomy in work, and
task challenge (Jones & Butler, 1980). In the home domain, family involvement (Frone,
Russell, & Cooper, 1992) and development stage of family (Keith & Shafer, 1980) are
also antecedents to the experience of WFC. Additionally, individual differences such as
positive coping skills and self-esteem can buffer against the negative effects of WFC
(Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Byron, 2005).

Just as many factors contribute to WFC, the outcomes of WFC are also multi-
dimensional. Particularly of interest to employers, the outcomes of WFC in the work
domain include higher turnover intentions, job stress and absenteeism (Anderson, Coffey,
& Byerly, 2002). Additionally, WFC is related to lower overall job satisfaction (Bedeian,
Burke & Moffett, 1988; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). In the family domain, WFC has been
associated with lower marital satisfaction (Bedeian et al., 1998) and family performance
(Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992). Individually, WFC has been linked to depression and
poor physical health (Frone et al., 1992; Frone, Russell & Barnes, 1996; Frone et al.,
1997). Furthermore, overall life satisfaction is negatively related with WFC (Bedeian et
al., 1988; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998), highlighting the importance of understanding how to

prevent or ameliorate the effects of WFC.
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2.2 Work Family Enrichment

The work and family domains can also interact in a positive way. Work-family
enrichment occurs when participation in one domain enhances one’s ability to perform in
the other domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Unlike conflict, where resources are
drained, enhancement involves an increase in resources that help an individual to perform.
As a psychological construct, WFE is focused on the individual level. That is, WFE
reflects an individual’s personal experience and quality of life rather than organizational
outcomes.

Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) model of WFE lists five types of resources that
can be produced in one role and subsequently influence one’s experience in another role.
These resources include: 1) skills and perspectives, 2) psychological and physical
resources, 3) social-capital resources, 4) flexibility, and 5) material resources. The
presence of these resources in one domain (e.g., work) can promote positive affect and
performance in another domain (e.g., home) via instrumental and affective paths. The
instrumental path describes the direct transfer of a resource from one domain into another
domain. The affective path is utilized when a resource generated in one domain promotes
positive affect within that domain, which also promotes positive affect and high
performance in the other domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

2.2.1 Antecedents and Outcomes of WFE

Compared to WFC, the positive aspects of interrole interactions in general have

not been well explored. However, some antecedents and outcomes of WFE have been

found.
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In the home domain, family cohesion and relationship satisfaction in men
(Stevens, Minotte, Mannon, & Kiger, 2007) have been found to predict WFE.
Additionally, relationship management (Seery, Corrigall, & Harpel, 2008) and emotion-
work satisfaction (Stevens et al., 2007) are both associated with increased WFE.
Resource-rich jobs, autonomy in job, and variety in a job (Grzywacz & Butler, 2005)
have also been found to predict WFE. Also in the work domain, supervisor support is
positively related to WFE (Baral & Bhargava, 2010). Antecedents of WFE in the home
domain include informal or emotional support (Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006).
Finally, at the individual level, the strength of an individual’s identity (Wayne et al., 2006)
is predictive of WFE.

WFE has been linked to outcomes in the work, family, and personal domains. In
the work domain, WFE has a negative relationship with job search behaviors (van
Steenbergen, Ellemers & Mooijaart, 2007), and a positive relationship with job
satisfaction and affective commitment (McNall, Masuda, & Nicklin, 2009; Wayne et al.,
2006). In the family domain, WFE is associated with family satisfaction (McNall et al.,
2009). Individually, WFE is linked to physical and mental health outcomes (McNall et al.,
2009).

Despite the limited amount of research on WFE, it is clear that WFC and WFE
both have strong implications for behavioral outcomes in multiple domains. In order to
more fully understand the interaction of life roles (i.e., WFC, WFE), researchers have
begun examining how individuals distinguish between the work and family domains as

well as how each domain is brought into conflict with the other domain. Boundary theory
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explains this dynamic process in more depth (Ashforth, Kreiner & Fugate, 2000; Clark,

2000).
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CHAPTER 3. BOUNDARY THEORY

Boundary theory (also referred to as “border theory”; Clark, 2000) is a relatively
recent model for understanding the intangible lines that mark the scope of responsibilities
and behaviors for family and work domains (Ashforth et al., 2000; Clark, 2000).
Boundaries between domains can be conceptualized much like borders between countries
on a globe. As such, they demarcate the territories of separate domains, creating limits to
the size of each domain in the overall life-space.

Work-family boundaries may be physical, temporal, or psychological in nature
(Clark, 2000). Physical boundaries refer to physical separations between domains,
providing a special separation of domain-relevant behavior. For example, work may be
performed within the walls of an office whereas family activities may take place within
the home. Temporal boundaries divide one’s time between domains, dictating when (in
terms of clock-time) the individual takes on each role. For example, a telecommuter
might make a strict schedule for work so that the end of a shift allows for a firm transition
into making dinner for his or her family. Lastly, psychological boundaries are rules that
individuals create for themselves to dictate which thought processes and behaviors
belong within each domain. For instance, a correctional officer may display aggressive
conflict management behaviors at work, yet display calm problem solving strategies

when interacting with a significant other.
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Boundaries can also be described by their degree of flexibility and permeability.
Boundary flexibility refers to the degree to which a boundary can contract or expand,
depending on the demands of each domain (Clark, 2000). For instance, a telecommuter
who can work in any location has a flexible physical boundary around the work domain.
Boundary permeability refers to the extent to which elements from other domains can
enter (Clark, 2000). For example, an individual who works with his or her spouse might
experience frequent permeations of family issues into the work domain.

Importantly, boundary theory acknowledges that individuals are proactive in
establishing and maintaining the borders between the two domains, rather than simply
reacting to their context (Clark, 2000). That is, although contextual factors (e.g.,
organizational norms, family expectations) do have some influence in how individuals
create and maintain boundaries, boundary management is also an active process in which
individuals make decisions about the flexibility and permeability of boundaries according
to their own preferences and situations. This autonomy is important to recognize, given
the influence of boundary management on individuals’ experience of WFC (Ashforth et
al., 2000).

3.1 Boundary Management

Because boundaries do not exist as static structures, boundary management must
occur as an ongoing process of intentional and circumstantial adjustment to boundary
flexibility and permeability (Clark, 2000). Kossek & Lautsch’s (2012) work on boundary
management styles offers a nuanced and multi-dimensional perspective on how people
manage boundaries. Drawing from lines of research regarding role identity salience

(Settles, 2004), job control (Karasek, 1979), and boundary management (Kossek Lautsch,
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& Eaton, 2006), Kossek and Lautsch (2012) identify two major elements that influence
outcomes of boundary permeations: boundary management style (BMS) and perceived
boundary control. The present section will first review the antecedents of BMS (i.e.,
boundary crossing preferences, identity centrality, outside pressures), then describe the
important role of perceived boundary control in moderating the relationship between
BMS and outcomes.

3.1.1 Boundary Management Style

The approach an individual adopts to maintain and negotiate boundaries between
two domains is referred to as his or her boundary management style (BMS). The various
styles are most often described as segmentation or integration. The BMS used influences
the nature and frequency of cross-role permeation behaviors, which describe how
individuals allow the responsibilities of one role (e.g., employee) to permeate the
boundary of another role (e.g., parent). For example, a permeation behavior could include
a phone call from a sick child while the parent is at work. The nature of these behaviors
can be described by the directionality (e.g., family to work) and type of permeation (e.g.,
phone call). Additionally, these behaviors can be described by their frequency (e.g., once
or twice a year) and duration (e.g., 30 min).

Individuals who adopt a segmenting BMS typically maintain highly differentiated
roles with inflexible boundaries, resulting in very few boundary permeations (Ashforth et
al., 2000). An example of an individual who strongly segments roles would be an exotic
dancer who chooses not to discuss her profession with her family, or vice versa (Ashforth
et al., 2000). In contrast, domains are highly integrated when the two roles are weakly

differentiated and boundaries are very flexible, resulting in frequent boundary
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permeations (Ashforth et al., 2000). For example, a mother who writes a blog about
motherhood would frequently draw upon her family experience to help in the work
context. Work and family domains are rarely as highly segregated or integrated as the
above examples, but rather they vary in their degree of segmentation and integration.
Kossek and Lautsch (2012) identify three key antecedents that contribute to an
individual’s BMS: boundary crossing preferences, identity centrality, and outside

pressurces.

3.1.1.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences

Individuals’ boundary crossing preferences refer to individual differences
reflecting one’s inclination for the degree of flexibility and permeability of boundaries, as
well as the preferred directionality of permeations. Individuals with high segmentation
preferences typically engage in boundary management practices that allow them to
psychologically detach from work when they are at home (Park, Fritz, & Jex, 2011).
Typically, the preference for a certain BMS is considered an individual characteristic,
which is usually determined by the degrees of flexibility and permeability that an
individual desires between domains. Additionally, some individuals may prefer for
family-to-work permeations to occur more often than work-to-family permeations, or
vice versa. This is referred to asymmetrical boundary-crossing preferences. Others may
prefer symmetrical boundary crossings, such that they experience roughly equal

permeations from family-to-work and from work-to-family.
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3.1.1.2 Identity Centrality

Secondly, an individual’s identity centrality of work and family roles is also an
important antecedent to boundary management styles. Identity centrality refers to how
central a role is to one’s self-concept relative to other roles. The degree to which people
place importance on their respective roles varies among individuals. For instance, a
family-centric individual strongly identifies with a family role (e.g., parent, sibling,
spouse), reflecting the salience of the family domain within his or her life space.
Conversely, a work-centric individual has a highly salient career, thus identifying with
his or her professional position more strongly than with other roles. Identity centrality is
determined by where an individual falls along two separate continua (i.e., work-centrality
continuum, family-central continuum). That is, an individual’s family centrality is
independent from his or her work centrality. Thus, some individuals experience equal
centrality in both the work and home domains (i.e., dual-centrality).

Ashforth et al. (2000) posit that the role with which one highly identifies will
likely have a less flexible and permeable boundary than roles with less centrality.
Additionally, these central roles will take precedence in a situation of conflict or stress,
such that individuals tend to focus available resources on the role with which they most
strongly identify (Thoits, 1991). This evidence supports the idea that identity centrality

plays a role in determining which BMS is adopted by an individual.

3.1.1.3 Work and Family Norms

In addition to boundary crossing preferences and identity centrality, norms for

integration or segmentation within the work and family roles also influence how
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individuals choose to segment or integrate domains. For instance, if an individual
perceives a high segmentation norm in the organization, he or she is more likely to
maintain stronger home boundaries (e.g., not answering work emails while at home; Park
et al., 2011). Besides the implicit pressures of organizational norms, oftentimes
employers invoke organizational policies regarding the degree to which employees are
expected to segment or integrate their work and home domains. For instance, managers
could expect employees to answer emails during their “off” hours (i.e., integration).
Alternatively, managers could have strict rules prohibiting personal phone calls in the
workplace (i.e., segmentation).

Although work norms have been explored to some extent in boundary
management, family norms have only been briefly mentioned in the literature. However,
it is plausible that family norms would function similarly to work norms in their
relationship to boundary management. That is, family members could have preferences
for one’s degree of domain segmentation. For instance, a lawyer’s husband could prefer
that she does not discuss casework in the home domain (i.e., work-to-family
segmentation) or discuss family matters in the work domain (i.e., family-to-work
segmentation). Conversely, family members preferring integration could differ in their
preferences for directionality of permeations. For example, a librarian’s son could call his
parent often while they are at the library, but prefer to not hear stories about the
librarian’s experiences in the workplace (i.e., family-to-work integration). In the same
vein, a doctor’s daughter could enjoy listening to her father’s stories about his
experiences in the hospital, but not prefer to contact him while he is at work (i.e., work-

to-family integration).
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In sum, an individual’s BMS reflects his or her level of integration or
segmentation between domains, and is affected by boundary crossing preferences,
identity centrality, and work and family norms.

3.1.2 Outcomes of BMS

Segmenting or integrating roles is not inherently good or bad, but rather the
degree of segmentation between domains is only one factor among many in determining
WFC and WFE. For instance, the benefit of segmentation is that roles are clearly
demarcated, thus decreasing confusion or ambiguity and clarifying the nature of the
transition. Kossek et al. (2006) found that BMS predicts family-to-work conflict and that
a segmentation BMS is a strong predictor of well-being. Furthermore, creating a sense of
segmentation can help people mentally detach from work and recover from work stress
(Park et al., 2011). However, the cost of segmentation is that transitioning between roles
is more psychologically demanding than it would be with more integrated roles (Ashforth
et al., 2000). On the other hand, the benefit of integration is that it affords simple
transitions with minimal effort when navigating between domains. However, highly
integrated domains can often be confusing and interruptions are common (Ashforth et al.,
2000). Individuals must balance these costs and benefits when segmenting and
integrating work and family domains.

Although BMS influences key outcomes in the work and home domains (Park et
al., 2011; Ashforth et al., 2000), a more complex relationship has recently been detected
(Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). That is, the BMS an individual uses (i.e., segmenting,

integrating) may be less influential than whether he or she feels control over the BMS
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s/he is using (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). The relationship between perceived control and
work/ family outcomes will be explored next.
3.1.3  Perceived Boundary Control

Individuals who believe that they can control the timing, frequency, and direction
of boundary crossings have higher perceived control. In contrast, individuals with lower
perceived control believe that they are not able to control boundary crossings. Unlike the
individual differences described above (i.e., cross-role permeation behaviors, identity
centrality), perceived control of boundaries describes one’s psychological interpretation
of situational and environmental factors. The concept of an individual’s perceived control
of boundaries is a recent addition to the boundary theory literature that offers new insight
into the relationship between BMS and outcomes.

The degree of control one perceives is often a result of the strength of outside
pressures. Organizations with strong policies regarding integration are referred to as
standardized work environments. In comparison, customized work environments allow
employees more autonomy in determining the degree of segmentation or integration
between domains. Typically, customized work environments result in employee
perceptions of organizational and supervisor support (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel,
Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001).

It is important to note that an individual’s perceived control is independent of his
or her BMS. That is, four possible combinations of BMS (i.e., segmentation, integration)
and perceived control (i.e., high, low) exist. For example, consider a school teacher who
is also a father. If he separates his school responsibilities from his paternal

responsibilities (i.e., high segmentation BMS), but only does so because of the strong
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influence of the school principal (i.e., standardized work environment), he could feel
powerless to choose his own BMS (i.e., low perceived boundary control). Similarly,
relationships between BMS, perceived boundary control, and outcomes could be

observed with other combinations (See Table 1 for more examples).

3.1.3.1 Outcomes of perceived boundary control

Aside from the consequences of one’s actual BMS, Kossek et al. (2006) found
that individuals’ perceived control over boundaries predicted decreased negative
outcomes such as work-to-family conflict, turnover intentions, and depression. In fact,
further research revealed that low control in boundary management is related to lower
individual effectiveness outcomes, including: job satisfaction, work engagement, work
schedule fit, time adequacy, psychological distress, WFC, and turnover intentions
(Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011). Furthermore, higher perceived control has
been linked with positive work-family outcomes and lower job stress (Karasek, 1979).
Therefore, although BMS allows us to better understand and predict an individual’s WFC
and WFE (Kossek et al., 2006), whether a person has control over the BMS they enact is
a crucial moderator of such relationships. For instance, consider the example of the
schoolteacher mentioned above. The lack of control he perceives may exacerbate
negative outcomes (e.g., high WFC; for predicted outcomes of other examples, see Table
2). Although Kossek et al.’s (2006; 2011) findings regarding boundary control are
theoretically consistent with previous WFC research (Karasek, 1979), these findings have

not yet been replicated.
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In conclusion, previous research regarding boundary management focused
primarily upon segmentation and integration choices as a central predictor for work and
family outcomes. Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model offers a richer explanation for
outcomes in work and family domains, including antecedents of BMS (i.e., preferences,
identity centrality, outside pressures) and the important influence of perceived control.
Although Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model provides a more sophisticated and
thorough understanding of BMS, boundary management research up to this point has
been primarily abstract and theoretical, rather than behaviorally focused. Therefore, the
use of communication technology products can be explored as one tangible venue

through which boundaries are managed.
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CHAPTER 4. COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES

Although there are many ways in which roles might permeate each other, the
influence of technology in this process is particularly important because it makes the
physical, temporal, and psychological boundaries between domains less rigid and clear
(Valcour & Hunter, 2005; Major & Germano, 2006). Due to the importance of
understanding technology’s role in this process, this section will more thoroughly define
communication technology, examine its prevalence, and specify which forms of
technology are most relevant to WFC.

Communication technologies (CTs; also referred to in the literature as ICTs,
MCTs, and CITs) include any technological device or application used for
communication. Examples of such CT products include smartphones (e.g., iPhone,
Android) and tablet personal computers (e.g., iPad).

As CT becomes more affordable, and thus available, more consumers have
reported owning CT products. Specifically, there was a 13% increase in American
smartphone owners between 2011 and 2012, with almost half of Americans (44%-46%)
reporting smartphone ownership in 2012 (Google, 2012; Smith, 2012). Tablet personal
computers have also become popular in recent years; since 2010, 15 million iPads have

been sold (Muller & Pope, 2011). It is important to note that the growing prevalence of
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these CT products is not a linear trend. For instance, tablet ownership nearly doubled
between December 2011 and January 2012 (Rainie, 2012).

Not only are more consumers choosing to buy CT products, but also the
frequency of CT use is increasing. For instance, many individuals report checking their
email immediately upon waking up in the morning, as well as frequently throughout the
day (e.g., while driving, during meetings; Karlson, Meyers, Jacobs, Johns, & Kane, 2009;
Middleton & Cukier, 2006). Additionally, 66% of smartphone owners report accessing
the internet daily, with 73% of them doing so to check email and 60% of them doing so
to use a social networking site (Google, 2012).

4.1 Smartphones

Smartphones are mobile phones that include software functions (e.g., email,
internet browser). This type of CT is important to consider because of its prevalence; the
use of smartphone technology is rapidly increasing and projected to increase even more
in the near future (Google, 2012). Besides this evidence for its prevalence, the size of the
product and its ease of use make it convenient to use both at home and at work. In fact,
according to Google (2012), 62% of smartphone users have used the product every day in
the past week, and 80% of users will not leave their home without their smartphone.
Particularly of interest, 97% of users reported using their smartphone at home, and 71%
reported using it at work (Google, 2012). Other popular locations for smartphone use
included on the go (83%), in a store (78%), in a restaurant (71%), at a social gathering

(60%), at the doctor’s office (56%), and at a café or coffee shop (50%; Google, 2012).
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CHAPTER 5. MANAGING BOUNDARIES WITH COMMUNICATION
TECHNOLOGIES

Understanding CT use is not only important because of its prevalence, but also
because there is evidence that it is continually changing the nature of work and home
domains (Valcour & Hunter, 2005; Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007). For instance,
individuals often report using CTs at home for work purposes, allowing the home
boundary to be permeated by work responsibilities. Examples of such work-to-family
permeations include checking email and answering phone calls from co-workers or
clients while at home (Diaz, Chiaburu, Zimmerman, & Boswell, 2012; Boswell & Olson-
Buchanan, 2007). Similarly, family-to-work permeations are very common, with reports
of emailing and calling family members being the most frequent home-related activities
done on the job (D’Abate & Eddy, 2007).

These CT boundary permeations have strong implications for the work-family
interface. First, CT use has increasingly blurred the physical, temporal and psychological
boundaries between domains, creating more flexible and permeable boundaries. This
blurring of boundaries can give individuals more autonomy in creating WFE, but can also
create more experiences of WFC. It seems that individuals are aware of this paradox. A

Canadian survey of WFE found that although 25% of respondents believe that technology
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has increased their ability to balance the work and life domains, roughly the same
amount of respondents reported that CT use decreased their experience of work-family
balance (Duxbury, 2004). Recent work by Makinson, Hundley, Feldhaus, and Fernandez
(2012) suggests that employees’ part-time or full-time status might moderate the
influence of CT use on experienced stress. Specifically, when CT usage surpassed one
hour a day, significantly more part-time employees reported increased stress (from 5% to
28%). However, fewer full-time employees reported increased stress when CT usage
surpassed one hour (from 37% to 30%). This could indicate that CT use is more helpful
in balancing work and family roles for full-time employees than it is for part-time
employees. However, it is still difficult to determine in which cases CT use promotes
WEFC and WFB. Assuming that individuals would prefer to experience high levels of
WFE and low levels of WFC, it would be helpful to know what role CT boundary
permeations will play in predicting these two important constructs.

Very little CT research has been done involving other factors associated with
boundary management. Therefore, Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model provides an
excellent theoretical framework for viewing CT use in the context of boundary theory.

5.1 Boundary Management Style

An individual’s BMS, or degree of segmentation between work and family
domains, is likely to be exhibited through his or her CT use. Thus, Kossek and Lautsch’s
(2012) model is applicable in explaining the antecedents and outcomes of using CT to
segment and integrate domains. Not only is this model helpful for interpreting CT use,
but also CT use is an ideal set of behaviors for testing this model. That is, the prevalence

and nature of CT use makes it a key indicator of BMS. As such, boundary crossing
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preferences, identity centrality, and outside pressures regarding CT use will take part in
determining an individual’s BMS.
5.1.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences

The literature suggests that individuals’ segmentation preferences could influence
an individual’s amount of CT use and how that CT use affects their work and family
domains (Diaz et al., 2012). That is, individuals who are more flexible using CT report
engaging in more CT use at home for work (i.e., work-to-family permeation; Olson-
Buchanan & Boswell, 2006; Diaz et al., 2012). Although such permeations overall are
associated with higher WFC (Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007), individuals who are
more flexible (i.e., preference for integration) reported less WFC than those who are not
flexible (i.e., preference for segmentation; Diaz et al., 2012). In the same vein, an
individual with a stronger segmentation preference is likely to create more boundaries
around CT use, which in turn is associated with less frequent experiences of
psychological work-family interference (Park & Jex, 2011). This is consistent with the
idea that boundary crossing preferences could influence BMS and subsequent outcomes
(Kossek, 2012).

5.1.2 Identity Centrality

An individual’s identity centrality, or role salience, is likely to impact their CT
use. Ashforth et al. (2000) argue that the role with which one highly identifies will likely
have a less flexible and permeable boundary than roles with less salience. Thus, a family-
centric person may be more likely to allow CT communications from home to interrupt
work. Conversely, a work-centric person may be more likely to allow CT

communications from work to interrupt home.
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5.1.3  Outside Pressures

Outside pressures also undoubtedly influence CT use. For instance, some jobs
require that employees own smartphones, which will at times be partially or completely
paid for by the organization. Additionally, organizations differ in the policies they have
regarding CT use in the workplace. For instance, some organizations may prohibit
smartphones in the workplace (e.g., service industry), whereas other may even encourage
it (e.g., consulting firm). As was discussed earlier in the boundary theory section,
standardized organizations have strict policies, whereas customized organizations allow
employees autonomy in determining how they use CT to permeate boundaries.

5.2  Perceived Boundary Control

As was previously discussed, an individual’s perceived control over boundary
management plays a critical role in determining how BMS influences key outcomes. One
manner in which organizations can influence employees’ perception of boundary control
could be through CT product ownership. For instance, if an organization pays for the
employee’s smartphone, implicit or explicit expectations could exist regarding who (i.e.,
employer) controls the boundaries between domains. The employee might feel indebted
to the organization, thus engaging in more off-the-clock labor. Also, the employee could
feel as if he or she lacks control, resulting in more negative outcomes (e.g., high WFC,
low WFE). However, if the employee owns the smartphone, he or she might feel more
control over how the device is used to manage boundaries.

5.3 Qutcomes
On a general level, CT use has strong implications for WFC and WFE. Simply put,

the ease of CT use and the prevalence of CT products undoubtedly allows for more
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frequent permeations than would be possible without such technology (Towers, Duxbury,
Higgins, & Thomas, 2006; Park & Jex, 2011). Furthermore, there is evidence that WFC
is more prevalent when the boundaries between domains are permeated more frequently,
as “boundary permeability epitomizes role conflict” (Hall & Richter, 1988: 217).
However, WFE is also a feasible outcome of smartphone use. For instance, brief CT
connections could provide positive spillover between domains, potentially resulting in the
enhancement of performance in one domain due to a positive interaction with the other
domain (Chen & Lim, 2009).

It is clear that boundary theory is directly applicable to CT use in the work and
home domains. However, due to the ever-changing nature of technology, many of the
above questions have gone unanswered in the literature. Therefore, the present study
seeks to apply a model of boundary management specifically to CT use in order to more
thoroughly understand the influence of smartphones on the way individuals navigate

between roles in the work and home domains.
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CHAPTER 6. BOUNDARY MANAGEMENT MODEL AND PREDICTIONS

The present study seeks to further examine how individuals use CT in managing
family and work boundaries, as well as how individuals’ boundary management styles
with respect to CT influence key outcomes in the work and family domains (e.g., work
family conflict, work family balance). In doing so, the present study will expand the
current WFC literature by developing a more thorough understanding of boundary
management practices regarding CT use in the home and workplace.

The present study will test a model of boundary management styles using CT use
behaviors. The model follows Kossek and Lautsch (2012) and draws from the literature
on WFC and WFE to propose that BMS for CT use will predict key outcomes (e.g., WFE,
WFC) and that this relationship is moderated by perceived boundary control.

In order to apply this model (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012) specifically to CT use, the
proposed model will use a narrow focus on CT use for BMS and perceived control.
However, a broad scope will be used for antecedents and outcomes of BMS (e.g., general
integration preferences, overall WFC). By using this combined approach, the present
study will be able to establish that CT use is consistent with general BMS tendencies and

that CT use can be associated with the same outcomes as general BMS.
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6.1 Antecedents
As was previously discussed, BMS refers to the degree of integration between an
individual’s work and family domains. This concept can be understood as a continuum
ranging from segmentation (i.e., no integration) to integration. Following past literature,
it is proposed that three key factors will predict an individual’s BMS with respect to CT:
boundary crossing preferences, identity centrality, and outside pressures.
6.1.1 Boundary Crossing Preferences
As described above, individual preferences for boundary crossing can be
described by the preferred flexibility and permeability of the boundaries (i.e., degree of
integration), as well as the directional symmetry of the permeations (i.e., work-to-family,
family-to-work). The literature has shown that individuals’ general preferences for
segmentation or integration influence the degree of segmentation between work and
family domains (Diaz et al., 2012; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006; Park & Jex, 2011).
For instance, individuals who are more flexible (i.e., integration preference) using CT
report engaging in more CT use at home for work (i.e., work-to-family integration;
Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2006; Diaz et al., 2012).
Hypothesis 1: General boundary crossing preferences will be positively related to
BMS for CT use such that:
a. Higher work-to family integration preferences will be associated with
higher work-to-family CT integration.
b. Higher family-to-work integration preferences will be associated with

higher family-to-work CT integration.
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6.1.2 Identity Centrality
The role with which one most strongly identifies also contributes to an
individual’s BMS. Individuals can be work-centric, family-centric, or dual-centric.
Ashforth et al. (2000) argue that a role with which one highly identifies will have more
rigid and impermeable boundaries compared to those of other roles. Additionally, these
salient roles will take precedence in a situation of conflict or stress, such that individuals
tend to focus available resources on the role with which they most strongly identify
(Thoits, 1991).
Hypothesis 2: Identity will be related to BMS for CT use such that:
a. Dual-centric individuals will have similar work-to-family and family-to-
work CT integration.
b. Work centric individuals will have greater work-to-family than family-
to-work CT integration.
c. Family-centric individuals will have greater family-to-work than work-
to-family CT integration.
6.1.3 Type of Outside Pressure
The final antecedent of BMS is the type of outside pressure (i.e., work and family
pressures for integration). It has been found that if an individual perceives a high
segmentation norm in the organization, he or she is more likely to maintain stronger
home boundaries (e.g., not answering work emails while at home; Park et al., 2011).
Similar to work pressure, family pressure is an additional outside force that may

influence BMS. Although not included in Kossek and Lautsch’s (2012) model, the
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present study has added this variable to the model with the expectation that family
pressure functions similarly to work pressure.
Hypothesis 3: Work and family norms for integration will be related to BMS for
CT use such that:
a. Higher work and family norms for work-to-family integration will be
associated with higher work-to-family CT integration.
b. Higher work and family norms for family-to-work integration will be
associated with higher family-to-work CT integration.
6.2  Outcomes
The present study seeks to examine positive and negative outcomes in the work,
home, and personal domains. WFC will be measured in the home domain (i.e., work-to-
family conflict) and the work domain (i.e., family-to-work conflict). WFE will be
measured in the home domain (i.e., work-to-family enrichment) and the work domain
(i.e., family-to-work enrichment). Performance will be measured in both the home
domain (i.e., family performance) and the work domain (i.e., work performance).
Satisfaction will be measured in multiple domains (i.e., job satisfaction, family
satisfaction, life satisfaction). Additional outcomes include turnover intentions, time
adequacy, and psychological distress.

6.3 Boundary Management Style

Individuals’ boundary management styles have been found to relate to key
outcomes in the work and family domains. For instance, segmentation has been found to
help people mentally detach from work and recover from work stress (Park et al., 2011).

Furthermore, integration is associated with confusion and common interruptions, and has
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been associated with higher family-to-work conflict (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kossek et al.,
2006). However, WFE is also a feasible outcome of integration via smartphone use. For
instance, brief CT connections could provide positive spillover between domains,
potentially resulting in the enhancement of performance in one domain do to a positive
interaction with the other domain (Chen & Lim, 2009).
Hypothesis 4: BMS for CT use will be positively related to key outcomes in work
and home such that higher CT integration will be associated with higher levels of
WEC (i.e., work-to-family conflict, family-to-work conflict) and WFE (i.e., work-
to-family enrichment, and family-to-work enrichment).

6.4 Perceived Boundary Control

As was discussed more thoroughly in above sections, the degree to which an
individual feels control over his or her BMS is a critical factor in determining outcomes
in the work, home, and personal domains. The amount of control one feels over his or her
BMS is largely determined by the strength of outside pressures.

6.4.1 Strength of Outside Pressures

The strength of work pressures for integration can be described using a continuum
from customization (i.e., employees determine their own CT use) to standardization (i.e.,
rigid organizational policy dictating employees’ CT use). The standardization of policies
has been found to relate with perceived control over boundary crossing (Park et al., 2011;
Valcour, 2007; Kossek et al., 2006). The present study will examine the strength of work
pressure to assess whether integration policies influence perceived control over CT use.
Similar to work pressure, family pressure is an additional outside force that could

influence perceived control over CT use. Although not included in Kossek and Lautsch’s
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(2012) model, the present study has added this variable to the model with the expectation
that the strength of family pressure for CT use (i.e., degree of standardization) will
function similarly to the strength of work pressure for CT use.
Hypothesis 5: Outside pressures and perceived control over CT use will be
negatively related such that:
a. The stronger the work pressures for integration, the lower perceived
level of control over CT use across boundaries.
b. The stronger the family pressures for integration, the lower perceived
level of control over CT use across boundaries.
6.4.2 Perceived Boundary Control and Outcomes
Individuals’ perceived control over boundaries has been found to be a strong
predictor of WFC and individual effectiveness (Kossek et al., 2006; Kossek et al., 2011).
Kossek et al. (2006) found that individuals’ perceived control over boundaries predicted
decreased negative outcomes such as work-to-family conflict, turnover intentions, and
depression. In fact, further research revealed that low control in boundary management is
related to lower individual effectiveness outcomes, including: job satisfaction, work
engagement, work schedule fit, time adequacy, psychological distress, WFC, and
turnover intentions (Kossek et al., 2011).
Hypothesis 6: Perceived control over CT use across boundaries will be related to
key outcomes such that:
a. High perceived control will be associated with lower levels of work-to-
family conflict, family-to-work conflict, turnover intentions, and

psychological distress.
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b. High perceived control will be associated with higher levels of work-to-
family enrichment, family-to-work enrichment, family performance, work
performance, family satisfaction, job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and
time adequacy.
Hypothesis 7: Perceived control over CT use will moderate the relationship
between BMS over CT use and key outcomes such that:
a. The lower the control, the stronger the relationship between BMS over
CT use and WFC (i.e., work-to-family conflict, family-to-work conflict)
b. The higher the control, the stronger the relationship between BMS over
CT use and WFE (i.e., work-to-family enrichment, family-to-work

enrichment).
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CHAPTER 7. PROPOSED METHODS

7.1  Participants

The sample for the present study will include approximately 300 individuals of
varying ages and occupations. Efforts will be made to ensure that a relatively equal
amount of men and women are included in the study. In order to be included in the
present study, respondents must be adults (i.e., over the age of 18) who use a smartphone
on a daily basis, are full-time employees (i.e., work 30 or more hours per week), and live
with a spouse/partner and at least one child. Additionally, in order to control for
confounding influences on communication technology use, telecommuters will be
excluded from the present study.

The participants will be recruited using StudyResponse, which is an online project
that facilitates research for the behavioral sciences by sending email requests to adult
research participants (StudyResponse, 2011). Respondents will receive an incentive of
$5.00 for participating in the present study.

7.2  Design

The present study will use a cross-sectional survey research design to investigate
how individuals use communication technologies in balancing their work and family
roles. Participants will be asked to complete an anonymous online survey about their own

experiences and preferences regarding CT use in the work and home domains.
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7.3 Measures

The questionnaire used in the current study will include instructions explaining
that the survey will assess experiences and preferences related to communication
technologies, and all questions should be answered as honestly as possible. Following a
brief demographic section, the survey will include several items assessing different
variables within a broad model of boundary management styles as they relate to
communication technology use.

7.3.1 Demographics

In order to be able to control for demographic variables, the survey will include
questions concerning the participants’ (1) age, (2) gender, (3) income, (4) race/ ethnicity,
(5) education, (6) spouse/partner, (7) children, and (8) occupation. Additional control
variables will include (9) the availability of organizational policies for work-life balance,
and (10) a question assessing the “ownership” of the participant’s smartphone (i.e.,
owned by organization or self).

7.3.2  General Boundary Crossing Preferences

The survey will assess preferences for boundary crossing with an eight-item scale
with two subscales (i.e., work-to-family integration preferences, family-to-work
integration preferences; Adapted from Kreiner, 2006; oo = 0.91). Each item will be
answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree). The two subscales feature identical items, and only differ in the directionality of
integration. For instance, “I don 't like to have to think about [work, family] while I'm at
[home, work] ", will be reverse scored so that higher scores on the scale will indicate

higher integration preferences.
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7.3.3  General Identity Centrality

The survey will assess identity centrality with an eight-item scale with two
subscales (i.e., work centrality, family centrality). The scale was developed by adapting
items from previous identity centrality scales (Kossek, Ruderman, Braddy, & Hannum,
2012; Wayne et al., 2006; a. = 0.75 - 0.85). Each item will be answered with a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores
indicating higher centrality in the domain. The two subscales feature identical items, and
only differ in the domain of centrality. For instance, “People see me as highly focused on
my [work, family]”. Roughly equal scores on work centrality and family centrality scales
will indicate dual centricity. Specifically, if an individual’s scores on work centrality and
family centrality are within 2 points, he or she will be considered to be “dual-centric”.

7.3.4 Norms

The survey will assess work and family norms with a 32-item scale with two
subscales reflecting work norms (i.e., work-to-family integration, family-to-work
integration) and two subscales reflecting family norms (work-to-family integration,
family-to-work integration). The scale was adapted from two existent scales (Kossek,
Colquitt & Noe, 2001; Kreiner, 2006; ; oo = 0.70 - 0.90) in order to reflect behavioral
norms. One item was added to specifically reflect CT norms at work and home. Each
item will be answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher integration norms. The four
subscales feature identical items, and only differ in the domain and direction of
integration. For instance, the two subscales for work norms included the reverse coded

item: “In my workplace, people forget about [work, family] while they re at [home,
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work] ”. Similarly, the two subscales for family norms include the reverse coded item: “In
my family, people forget about [work, family] while they re at [home, work]”.
7.3.5 Outside Pressures
The survey will assess outside pressures with a 16-item scale with two subscales
reflecting work pressure (i.e., standardized segmentation, standardized integration) and
two subscales reflecting family pressure (i.e., standardized segmentation, standardized
integration). Each item will be answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher
standardization. The four subscales feature similar items, and differed in the domain and
direction of integration. For instance, the subscale for work pressure for standardized
segmentation included: “I would suffer negative consequences at work if I used my
smartphone to communicate (e.g., text, email, call) with family members while at work”.
The subscale for family pressure for standardized integration included: “I would suffer
negative consequences from my family if I ignored smartphone communication (e.g., text,
email, call) from family members while at work.”
7.3.6 Boundary Management Style for CT Use
The survey will assess BMS for CT use with an eight-item scale with two
subscales (i.e., work-to-family integration, family-to-work integration). The scale was
developed by adapting items from a previous BMS scale (Kossek et al., 2012; o = 0.66 —
0.72). Each item will be answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly
disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher integration. The two
subscales feature similar items, and differ in the direction of integration. For instance, ““/

respond to [work-related, personal] smartphone communications (e.g., emails, texts,
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phone calls) during [my personal time away from work, work]”. Overall integration will
be computed by averaging the items from both subscales.
7.3.7 Perceived Control over CT Use Across Boundaries

Three items will be used to assess perceived control (Adapted from Kossek et al.,
2012; o= 0.84). Each item will be answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher perceived
control. For instance, “When I use my smartphone, I can control to what extent I keep my
work and personal life separate”.

7.3.8 Conflict

The survey will assess WFC with a ten-item scale with two subscales (i.e., work-
to-family, family-to-work; Netemeyer et al., 1996; o = 0.85 — 0.92). Each item will be
answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher conflict. The two subscales feature similar
items, and differ in the direction of conflict. For instance, “The demands of my [work,
family] interfere with [my home and family life, work-related activities] .

7.3.9 Enrichment

The survey will assess WFE with a six-item scale with two subscales (i.e., work-
to-family, family-to-work; Wayne et al., 2006; oo = 0.71 - 0.82). Each item will be
answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher enrichment. The two subscales feature
similar items, and differ in the direction of enrichment. For instance, “Having a good day

at [work, home] makes me a better [family member, employee] when I get [home, to

work] ”.
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7.3.10 Performance

The survey will assess performance with a 14-item scale with two subscales (i.e.,
work, family; Adapted from Williams & Anderson, 1991; o = 0.85). Each item will be
answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree), with higher scores indicating higher performance. The two subscales feature
similar items, and differ in the domain of performance. For instance the subscale for work
performance includes: “My supervisor would state that I perform tasks that are expected
of me”. Similarly, the subscale for family performance includes: “My spouse/partner
would state that I fulfill his/her expectations in our relationship”.

7.3.11 Turnover Intentions

Three items will be used to assess turnover intentions (Colarelli, 1984; a = 0.75).
Each item will be answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree)
to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher turnover intentions. For
instance, “I/ am planning to search for a new job during the next 12 months”.

7.3.12 Time Adequacy

The survey will assess time adequacy with a nine-item scale with three subscales
(i.e., time for work, time for family, time for self; Adapted from Van Horn, Bellis, &
Snyder, 2001; a = 0.72 — 0.84). Each item will be answered with a Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating
more adequate time. The three subscales feature similar items, and differ in the domain of
interest. For instance the subscale for time for work includes: “I feel that there is enough

time for me to perform my job”. Similarly, the subscale for time for family includes: “My
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family is able to spend enough time together”. Lastly, the subscale for time for self
includes: “I have enough time to be by myself” .
7.3.13 Psychological Distress

The K6 scale for psychological distress (Kessler, Andrews, Colpe, Hiripi,
Mroczek, Normand, Walters, & Zaslavsky, 2002; o = 0.89) will be used in the present
survey. This scale includes six items, each of which will be answered with a Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always), with higher scores indicating higher
psychological distress. Participants will be asked to rate the frequency of negative
feelings they have experienced in the past month. For instance, “During the last month
(30 days), how often did you feel so depressed that nothing could cheer you up?”.

7.3.14 Satisfaction

Three subscales, totaling 15 items, will be used to assess satisfaction (i.e., work,
family, life; adapted from Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; o = 0.87). Each
item will be answered with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher satisfaction. For instance, “/n most
ways my [job, family, life] is close to ideal”.

7.4 Proposed Analyses

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) will first be used to evaluate the
independence and internal consistency of the measures used. Then it will be used to test
the overall fit of the proposed model for the present study. Support for each hypothesis
will be determined according to the following criteria. (Unless indicated otherwise,
scores for each construct are determined by averaging the items for each subscale. Thus,

scores will range from 1 (Weak) to 5 (Strong).)



Hypothesis

Support
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General boundary crossing preferences
will be positively related to BMS for CT
use such that:

Higher work-to family integration
preferences will be associated with
higher work-to-family CT integration.

A significant positive path
coefficient between work-to-
family integration preferences and
work-to-family integration BMS
for CT use.

Higher family-to-work integration
preferences will be associated with
higher family-to-work CT integration.

A significant positive path
coefficient between family-to-
work integration preferences and
family-to-work integration BMS
for CT use.

Identity will be related to BMS for CT
use such that:

Dual-centric individuals will have
similar work-to-family and family-to-
work CT integration.

A non-significant t-test indicating
that there is no difference between
group 1 (work-to-family
integration) and group 2 (family-
to-work integration) for
individuals with dual centricity.

Work centric individuals will have
greater work-to-family than family-to-
work CT integration.

A significant t-test indicating that
group 1 (work-to-family
integration) is higher than group 2
(family-to-work integration) in the
mean value of work centricity.

Family-centric individuals will have
greater family-to-work than work-to-
family CT integration.

A significant t-test indicating that
group 2 (family-to-work
integration) is higher than group 1
(work-to-family integration) in the
mean value of family centricity.

Work and family norms for integration
will be related to BMS for CT use such
that:

Higher work and family norms for
work-to-family integration will be
associated with higher work-to-family
CT integration.

A significant positive correlation
between work pressure for work-
to-family integration and work-to-
family integration BMS for CT
use; A significant positive
correlation between family
pressure for work-to-family
integration and work-to-family
integration BMS for CT use.




Higher work and family norms for
family-to-work integration will be
associated with higher family-to-work
CT integration.

A significant positive correlation
between work pressure for family-
to-work integration and family-to-
work integration BMS for CT use;
A significant positive correlation
between family pressure for
family-to-work integration and
family-to-work integration BMS
for CT use.
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BMS for CT use will be positively
related to key outcomes in work and
home such that higher CT integration
will be associated with higher levels of
WEC (i.e., work-to-family conflict,
family-to-work conflict) and WFE (i.e.,
work-to-family enrichment, and family-
to-work enrichment).

A significant positive correlation
between overall integration BMS
for CT use and: (1) work-to-
family conflict, (2) family-to-
work conflict, (3) work-to-family
enrichment, and (4) family-to-
work enrichment.

Outside pressures and perceived control
over CT use will be negatively related
such that:

The stronger the work pressures for
integration, the lower perceived level of
control over CT use across boundaries.

A significant negative correlation
between standardized
segmentation at work and
perceived control over CT use
across boundaries; a significant
negative correlation between
standardized integration at work
and perceived control over CT use
across boundaries.

The stronger the family pressures for
integration, the lower perceived level of
control over CT use across boundaries.

A significant negative correlation
between standardized
segmentation at home and
perceived control over CT use
across boundaries; a significant
negative correlation between
standardized integration at home
and perceived control over CT use
across boundaries.

Perceived control over CT use across
boundaries will be related to key
outcomes such that:




High perceived control will be
associated with lower levels of work-to-
family conflict, family-to-work conflict,
turnover intentions, and psychological
distress.

A significant negative correlation
between perceived control over
CT use across boundaries and: (1)
work-to-family conflict, (2)
family-to-work conflict, (3)
turnover intentions, and (4)
psychological distress.
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High perceived control will be
associated with higher levels of work-to-
family enrichment, family-to-work
enrichment, family performance, work
performance, family satisfaction, job
satisfaction, life satisfaction, and time
adequacy.

A significant positive correlation
between perceived control over
CT use across boundaries and: (1)
work-to-family enrichment, (2)
family-to-work enrichment, (3)
family performance, (4) work
performance, (5) family
satisfaction, (6) job satisfaction,
(7) life satisfactionm and (8) time
adequacy.

Perceived control over CT use will
moderate the relationship between BMS
over CT use and key outcomes such
that:

The lower the control, the stronger the
relationship between BMS over CT use
and WFC (i.e., work-to-family conflict,
family-to-work conflict)

The higher the control, the stronger the
relationship between BMS over CT use
and WFE (i.e., work-to-family

enrichment, family-to-work enrichment).

Two separate versions of the
present model will be run with
SEM to establish support for this
hypothesis. First, the model will
be run with high perceived control
over CT use, and then the model
will be run with low perceived
control over CT use. Support for
this hypothesis will be provided if
the two versions of the model
show significantly different path
coefficients between BMS and
outcomes.
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CHAPTER 8. CONCLUSION

In summary, the present literature review focused on the role of technology in
managing boundaries between work and family domains. In so doing, work-family
interface theory was briefly explained, as well as the antecedents and outcomes of WFC
and WFE. Because it has been suggested that WFC and WFE are influenced by
individuals’ boundary management (Ashforth et al., 2000), boundary theory was enlisted
to explain how boundaries between work and family are created, managed and permeated.
By exploring the role of technology in managing boundaries, the present study will test
and extend the current theoretical model of boundary management styles. This
understanding could ultimately assist organizations in developing policies regarding CT

use both at home and at work (e.g., telecommuting, cyberloafing, and off-the-clock labor).
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