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Abstract 

Introduction. The dynamics pertaining to work-family interface such as conflict, 

enrichment, etc. has received considerable scholarly attention in social sciences. 

However, the daily processes that are involved have been examined to a lesser extent, 

least of all including the role played by emotions. Objective. This study aimed at 

examining, consistently with the Affective Events Theory, if positive and negative 

affect experienced during the working day played a mediational role in the associations 

between daily levels of work-family conflict and work-family enrichment on one side, 

and work-family balance on the other. Moreover, the moderating cross-level role of trait 

emotional stability was examined. Method. The study included a convenience sample 

of 104 Italian employees who completed a diary-book over five consecutive working 

days. Results. Multilevel-modelling results highlighted, controlling for emotional 

stability, a mediational role of only daily positive affect in the relationships between 

both work-family conflict and enrichment on the one side and work-family balance on 

the other side. Conclusion. This study contributed to the literature emphasizing the role 
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of positive affective states experienced at the workplace and their connections with the 

private life. Limitations and implications for research and practice are described.  

 

Keywords: work-family balance; work-family conflict; work-family enrichment; 

affective states; affective events theory; diary-study. 

 

 

“Don’t worry, be happy”! Affects positifs au travail, meilleur équilibre à la 

maison. Une étude journalière sur la conciliation travail-famille 

 
Resume 

Introduction. Les dynamiques liées à l'interface travail-famille telles que les conflits, 

l'enrichissement, etc. ont reçu une attention considérable de la part des chercheurs en 

sciences sociales. Cependant, les processus quotidiens impliqués ont été examinés dans 

une moindre mesure, notamment le rôle joué par les émotions. Objectif. Cette étude 

visait à étudier, conformément à la théorie des événements affectifs, si les affects 

positifs et négatifs ressentis pendant la journée de travail jouaient un rôle médiateur 

dans les relations entre les niveaux quotidiens du conflit travail-famille et 

d'enrichissement travail-famille d'une part, et l’équilibre travail-famille d’autre part. Par 

ailleurs, le rôle transversal du modérateur relatif à la stabilité émotionnelle a été 

examiné. Méthode. L'étude a porté sur un échantillon de convenance de 104 employés 

italiens qui ont rempli un journal pendant cinq jours de travail consécutifs. Résultats. 

Les résultats de l’analyse multiniveaux ont mis en évidence, en contrôlant la stabilité 

émotionnelle, l’unique rôle médiateur de l’affect positif quotidien dans les relations 

entre le conflit travail-famille et l’enrichissement d'un côté et équilibre travail-famille 
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de l'autre. Conclusion. Cette étude a contribué à la littérature en mettant l'accent sur le 

rôle des états affectifs positifs vécus sur le lieu de travail et leurs liens avec la vie 

privée. Les limites, les implications pour les recherches et la pratique ont été décrites. 

 

mot-clés: équilibre travail-famille ; conflit travail-famille ; enrichissement travail-

famille ; états affectifs; théorie des événements affectifs ; étude de journal. 
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Don’t worry, be happy! Positive affect at work, greater balance at home. A daily 

diary study on work-family balance 

 

Work and family represent two of the most critical fields among the range of different 

roles occupied by adults. Several scholars have examined the interface between these 

two domains (Wayne et al., 2017; Wong et al., 2014), their permeability of boundaries, 

as well as the relative causes and consequences for both workers and organizations 

(Casper et al., 2018). This interface is undergoing constant evolution. The causes are 

linked to different, important phenomena: changes in family models, the increasing 

number of couples earning a double income, sudden technological changes and job-

intensification, and greater involvement of men not only in carrying out housework, but 

also in childcare and family chores and errands (Law, 2011). The only constant in the 

current and changed labour market seem to be uncertainty, lack of predictability and 

higher flexibility. 

According to EUROSTAT (2019), around one third of EU residents have caring 

responsibilities. This equates to approximately 100 million people caring for children 

under the age of 15 and/or incapacitated relatives (sick, disabled, elderly) aged 15 and 

over. In 2018, 24.1% of the employed population suffered an interruption from work 

due to caring responsibilities and the rate was always higher for the female compared 

with male population. In Italy, almost 40% of 18-64 year-old workers have to modulate 

the time to devote to work and family, since they are engaged in a working activity and 

at the same time have to take care of children or relatives who are not self -sufficient. 

The balancing of working times with those of family life is difficult for more than 1/3 of 

the employed (35.1%) with responsibility for looking after children (ISTAT, 2018). 

Similar to other countries in the southern part of the European Union, Italy is 
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characterized by a culture centred on a traditional family paradigm and scarce family-

friendly welfare and policies (Saraceno, 2013). In this kind of context, it remains an 

open issue to find a balance between work and family. 

In the literature, work-family balance (WFB), conflict (WFC) and enrichment 

(WFE) dimensions are particularly significant and critical, not only for workers but also 

for organizations and families (Lo Presti & Mauno, 2016). In fact, they are constantly 

related to some important variables: life, job and family satisfaction, emotional 

exhaustion, bad physical and psychological health, absenteeism, delay and turnover 

intentions (Amstad et al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2018). 

Traditionally, the work-family interface has been studied as the negative 

processes connecting work and family, i.e. WFC, defined as “a form of inter-role 

conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually 

incompatible in some respect” (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985: 77). Recently, however, the 

focus has shifted both to WFE, “the extent to which experiences in one role improve the 

quality of life in the other” (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006: 73), and WFB, defined by 

Greenhaus and Allen (2011: 174) as “an overall appraisal of the extent to which 

individuals’ effectiveness and satisfaction in work and family roles are consistent with 

their life values at a given point in time”.  Several studies showed that WFB is the result 

of both WFC and WFE (Carlson et al., 2009; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007).  

In this study, we tested relationships between these variables through a diaristic 

method. In fact, up to now, the dynamics underlying the work-family interface have 

been mostly analysed through cross-sectional studies and a "level" approach between 

subjects (Maertz & Boyar, 2011), therefore providing a "static" understanding of the 

involved processes. The present study adopts a different perspective, with the aim of 

analysing the work-family relationship from a "dynamic" point of view. In particular, 
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we aimed at examining daily variations of WFC (in the direction from work to family), 

WFE (in the direction from work to family), and WFB, recurring to a within-person 

daily approach that defines events (e.g. conflict) as an incident or occurrence (Maertz & 

Boyar, 2011; Maertz et al., 2019). This methodological approach has been used to a 

lesser extent than the cross-sectional one in work-family interface studies (Butler et al., 

2005), however it is the most recommended to analyse daily short-term intra-individual 

fluctuations (Ohly et al., 2010).  

Additionally, an important aspect impacting on the daily work-family interface 

dynamics concerns the affective states that are generated in the workplace. In fact, 

although traditionally the work context has been dominated by principles based on 

rationality, organization, punctuality and control of personal experiences, progressively, 

an increasing number of scholars underlined the role of emotions in the workplace 

(Grandey et al., 2002) and later some others called for heightened scholarly effort for 

verifying their intervening role, especially in the light of multilevel and longitudinal 

research designs advances (Xanthopoulou et al., 2012). Weiss (2002) originally defined 

work as a place where certain events can have an emotional impact on workers. In 

particular, Dimotakis and Koopman (2011) highlighted the importance of the subjective 

and fluctuating experience of emotions also in the job context. Few studies have been 

dedicated to the association between transient affective states and the work-family 

domain (Judge et al., 2006). In fact, the aspect that is of paramount importance to 

highlight in this study is the role of the daily affective reactions generated in the 

workplace. More specifically, it is essential to examine the role that either positive and 

negative affect plays in relation to WFB, WFC and WFE, controlling for a more stable 

dispositional variable, namely emotional stability.  

In general, several authors have suggested giving greater consideration to 
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personality to understand how an individual sees and experiences multiple roles in life 

and how personality can affect how individuals feel and react to the work-family 

interface (Baltes et al., 2011). As regards the significance of the dispositional effects, 

the role of personality variables in experiences of conflict and enrichment between work 

and family has only recently begun to be explored (Baltes et al., 2011). The examination 

of this aspect would provide a further contribution to the limited research on the 

importance of individual differences in the field of the association between work and 

family (Blanch & Aluja, 2009). 

Thus, this study intended to examine, on a daily level, the dynamic relationship 

between WFC, WFE and WFB by highlighting the mediating role of affective states 

generated in the workplace, also by analysing the role of the cross-level effects of a 

specific dispositional trait (emotional stability).  

Work-family interface and affective states 

Both conflict and enrichment can be conceptualized as bidirectional constructs (from 

work to family and from family to work; Butler et al., 2005). Moreover, some authors 

stated that the family domain is more permeable than the working one (Allen, Cho, & 

Meier, 2014), and this is true especially in a country like Italy, where a familiaristic 

society coexists with a working culture that rewards the presence, the high number of 

working hours, the constant availability at the expense of the family domain. Therefore, 

the direction from work to family has a stronger impact and salience than the opposite 

direction (Amstad et al., 2011). WFC and WFE have often been examined as predictors 

of WFB; in fact, several studies have shown that WFB is the result of both WFC and 

WFE (Carlson et al., 2009; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007). The interaction of 

effectiveness and satisfaction in the family and work roles predicts the feelings of such 

balance (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011); WFC and WFE have an indirect effect on WFB, 



AFFECT AT WORK & WORK-FAMILY BALANCE 

8 
 

since they can respectively decrease or improve satisfaction and performance 

(Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Landolfi et al., 2020; Pattusamy & Jacob, 2017). Moreover, 

other few studies analyzed the effect of the work-family interface on some specific 

emotions (Livingston & Judge, 2008).  

The dynamic relationship between the daily events (conflict or enrichment) that 

occur at work, the consequent experienced affective states, and the level of WFB, can 

be explained recurring to the Affective Events Theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 

1996). In short, according to the AET, positive or negative affective events are 

influenced by the characteristics and experiences of the work context. 

As for work-family interface studies, most of the episodic research dealt with the 

interferences (positive and/or negative) that from one domain (e.g., work) spill over into 

the other one (e.g., family), generating consequences related, among other things, to 

mood or satisfaction (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). Most of these studies were based on the 

emotional consequences generated by the episodes; for example, some researchers 

showed that negative work episodes (e.g. conflicts, time pressure) were associated with 

negative daily mood. Similarly, negative experiences at work during the day were 

related to worst interactions within the family during the evening (Maertz & Boyar, 

2011). 

Consequently, since affective states play a crucial role in the workplace, they are 

considered an important factor for organizational attitudes and behaviour (Dimotakis et 

al., 2011; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Many authors found that both positive and 

negative daily bidirectional mood spillover effects were of paramount importance (Song 

et al., 2008). According to Elliot and Thrash (2002) and Lyubomirsky (2001), positive 

emotions and moods lead people to feel, think and act accordingly, promoting both the 

construction of resources and greater involvement in the achievement of goals. 
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According to the AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), affective states play a determining 

role in the links between affective traits, work context and consequent work attitudes 

and behaviours. Emotions and judgment play an important role in the relationship 

between the experiences of a person and his/her behaviour; the affective response to 

workplace events also modulates the formation of work attitudes. 

Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) stated that affection refers to employees’ mood 

and emotions, while attitude is based on a cognitive and evaluative judgment about 

affect. It is believed that this model is particularly useful for the theoretical and 

empirical understanding of workplace dynamics. The application of the AET model to 

the work-family domain suggests that an accumulation of daily enrichment and/or 

conflict events will either improve or worsen daily WFB through a mediated process by 

positive and negative affect. When an employee enjoys daily working experiences that 

enrich or improve his/her experience, it is likely that the employee will feel some 

positive affects (Carlson et al., 2011; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Conversely, other 

perspectives, focusing on the negative side of the work-family interface, have suggested 

a relationship between conflict, mood and affect (Judge et al., 2006). For this, it can be 

assumed that:  

Hypothesis 1: The negative relationship between daily WFC and daily WFB will 

be mediated by daily positive (H1a) and daily negative (H1b) affect. 

Hypothesis 2: The positive relationship between daily WFE and daily WFB will 

be mediated by daily positive (H2a) and daily negative (H2b) affect. 

Furthermore, beyond the transient affective states, more stable dispositional 

variables can come into play. In this study, we considered the moderating role of 

emotional stability. According to Barrick and Mount (1991), low emotional stability 

scores refer to insecurity, depression, anger, anxiety, defence, tension and concern. 
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Overall, personality traits influence behavioural patterns and the way in which people 

interpret events and situations in different life domains, including the working domain 

(Rantanen et al., 2005). According to Friede and Ryan (2004), it is fundamental to 

consider personality aspects to understand the work-family interface unwinding. In fact, 

it has been shown that individual differences can influence intraindividual processing 

patterns (Mischel & Shoda 1998). In addition, neuroticism (or low emotional stability) 

may moderate the work-family related dynamics (Bhargava & Baral, 2009; Shockley & 

Allen, 2015; Wayne et al., 2004). In fact, people interpret and react to situations guided 

by own personal characteristics. Therefore, these characteristics would also make it 

possible to pro-actively model the situation (Watanabe et al., 1998). 

Neuroticism can lead individuals to experience a great deal of job (and family) 

stress that, in turn, would increase the degree of experienced conflict (Stoeva et al. 

2002). People with this trait are generally worried or tend to focus on negative affect, 

thus, they may have less time to engage in their daily activities (work and family). A 

positive relationship has also been found between neuroticism and WFC, which implies 

that individuals with lower emotional stability (or higher neuroticism) experience more 

WFC than those with higher emotional stability (lower neuroticism; Hlatywayo et al., 

2014). Lower levels of emotional stability also suggest an inability to cope with the 

balance between work and family (Hlatywayo et al., 2014). Hence, emotional stability 

(or neuroticism) has often been linked to the work-family interface (Allen et al., 2012).  

Therefore, the influence of dispositional traits with respect to the daily affect 

generated by work experiences is discussed; in fact, it can be assumed that daily affect 

(positive and negative), although dynamic, can be determined by the level of the 

emotional stability trait. In conclusion, we assumed that:  

Hypothesis 3: emotional stability trait has a positive association (cross-level 
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effect) with daily positive affect (H3a) and a negative one with daily negative 

affect (H3b). 

Figure 1 shows the empirical model. 

--- Figure 1 around here --- 

Materials and methods 

Participants and procedure 

The study involved a sample of 132 Italian employees who were working in various 

public and private organizations; they filled in a self-report questionnaire. Before 

starting with the diary, participants completed a baseline version of the questionnaire. 

The baseline version included demographic information (gender, age, marital status, 

having children, educational level, occupational sector, profession, job contract, job and 

organizational level) and data on the general level of the variables of interest (described 

below in “Measures”). 

Among the participants, those who agreed and were willing to continue our 

research, received a diary booklet or received a daily link to connect to in order to 

complete the daily questionnaire for five consecutive working days, before dinner and 

in any case after work. Compared to the initial 132 participants, 104 usable diaries were 

filled in and returned. The questionnaire’s cover sheet emphasized that participation 

was voluntary and that anonymity and confidentiality were respected. According to the 

General Data Protection Regulation, participants’ informed consent has been obtained. 

Moreover, the study followed the Helsinki Declaration (World Medical Association, 

2013). 

As for participants’ sex, 56 were men (53.8%) and 48  women (46.2%). Mean 

age was 43.8 years (SD = 10.11). Participants had, in average, 1.6 children (SD = 1.02). 

While the mean working hours per week was 38.8 (SD = 9.8). All participants were 
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married or cohabiting. As for the educational level, it was elementary or junior high 

school degree for the 4.8% of participants, high school degree for 30.8%, and university 

degree for 64.4%. In regards to the occupational sector, it was primary sector (2.9%), 

secondary sector (9.6%), and tertiary sector (87.5%). In relation to their professions, 23 

were self-employed (22.1), eight were blue collars (7.7%), 61 were administrative 

workers (58.7%), eight were middle managers (7.7%), and four were top managers 

(3.8%). The majority of respondents had a full-time job (66.3%), while 9.6% had a 

fixed term one. General tenure was, in average, 20.9 years (SD = 10.6), while the mean 

tenure in the current organization was approximately 15.7 years (SD = 9.6). We tested 

the differences on demographic variables between respondents who were excluded and 

those who participated in our study. There was no significant difference in any of the 

demographic variables of the study between these two groups of participants.  

Measures 

General measure 

General Trait of emotional stability was detected using the short version of the Big 

Five Inventory (BFI-10, Rammstedt & John, 2007; Italian version by Guido et al., 

2015). It included two items, one of which was reversed, that respectively measured 

how much a person “gets nervous easily” and is able “to relax and handle stress well”. 

Each item was evaluated on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 = completely disagree to 

5 = completely agree. Cronbach’s alpha in this study was .84. 

Daily measures 

The diary survey assessed day-level measures at the end of the day for five consecutive 

working days. All the used measures have been widely used in the literature; however, 

appropriate changes were made to make them able to detect the daily-levels of 

constructs. 
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Daily WFB was measured through 6 items (Carlson et al., 2009; Italian version by 

Landolfi & Lo Presti, 2020) with a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = completely disagree to 

5 = completely agree. An example item is “Today, I have been able to accomplish the 

expectations that my supervisors and my family have for me”. Cronbach’s alphas in this 

study for the different days ranged from .91 to .96. 

Daily WFC included 5 items (Netemeyer et al., 1996; Italian version by Colombo & 

Ghislieri, 2008) which measured work-to-family conflict with a 7-point Likert scale 

from 1 = completely disagree to 7 = completely agree. An example item is “Today, the 

demands of my work have interfered with my home and family life”. Cronbach’s alphas 

in this study for the different days ranged from .92 to .97. 

Daily WFE included 3 items (Carlson et al., 2006; Italian short version by Ghislieri et 

al., 2011) which measured work-to-family enrichment with a 5-point Likert scale from 

1 = completely disagree to 5 = completely agree. An example item is “Today, at work I 

have felt a sense of accomplishment and this has helped me to be a better family 

member”. Cronbach’s alphas in this study ranged from .90 to .96. 

Daily Positive and Negative Affect. We measured participants’ daily affect by using the 

10-item Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988; Italian 

version by Terracciano et al., 2003). Participants were asked to indicate how much they 

felt a certain positive (e.g., enthusiastic, excited) or negative (e.g., nervous, scared) 

affect in the current day using a 5-point scale from 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely. 

Cronbach’s alphas in this study for the different days ranged from .85 to .88 for positive 

affect and from .83 to .90 for negative affect. 

Data analysis 

Initially we assessed Measurement Invariance (MI), to assess if the measurement model 

is stable along the five days. MI analyses tested if the covariance structure is similar 
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across the five days. In particular we checked for (1) configural invariance, where we 

allowed all the parameters to be freely estimated; (2) metric invariance, where we fixed 

factor loadings to be equal over the five days; and (3) scalar invariance, where the 

intercepts are required to be equal. We compared the models on the basis of differences 

in the Chi-squared values, Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root-Mean-Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA) (Chen, 2007). 

Because diary data can be manage as multilevel data, we decided to use 

multilevel analysis to assess our hypotheses. We ran a multilevel path analysis model, 

using the two-level random analysis in Mplus syntax (Preacher et al., 2010). The sample 

size of our study (N = 104) assured a good power to conduct robust estimations of the 

parameters in our multilevel mediational model (Mathieu et al., 2012). WFC, WFE, 

positive and negative affect and WFB were our variables at day-level, while at the 

person-level we used general trait emotional stability. 

Following Mathieu and Taylor (2007) recommendations, we centred the 

predictors variables at daily and person level using grand mean centring techniques to 

not cancel all between-person variance from daily level predictors and test properly 

cross level effects. We considered the role of time in our multilevel mediational model 

to capture the dynamic mediated and indirect effect between predictors, mediators and 

outcome (Bliese & Ployhart, 2002). Time was coded as Day1 = -2, Day2 = -1, Day3 = 

0, Day4 = 1 and Day5 = 2. 

We used Jamovi version 1.1.9 for the preliminary analyses and Mplus version 

7.0 for all the other analyses. To evaluate the model, we used as fit indices (Kline, 

2015): Chi-squared, CFI, the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), RMSEA and the standardized 

root mean residual (SRMR); CFI and TLI ≥ .90, RMSEA ≤ .08, and SRMR ≤ .06 as cut 

off. 
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Results 

Descriptive statistics and measurement invariance 

At first, we verified that skewness and kurtosis values for each item of each construct 

and each day did not exceed 3 and 10 respectively (Kline, 2015), supporting normality 

assumptions. In Table 1 we reported means, standard deviations, and bivariate 

correlations among variables. 

--- Table 1 around here --- 

When we ran MI analyses to check for the stability of the measures across time, 

models’ goodness of fit indexes was acceptable for all the constructs. After constraining 

to be equal (metric invariance), again the invariance of the models were confirmed for 

all the constructs (except for WFC where we introduced a covariation between Item 1 

and Item 2 to achieve metric invariance). Constraining the intercepts to be equal over 

time (scalar invariance), the models were confirmed invariant. For each construct, the 

chi-squared difference between the two nested models (M2 vs M1 and M3 vs M2) were 

not statistically significant. Moreover, according to Chen (2007), the change in CFI was 

higher than −.01 (except for the scalar model of negative affect) and the change in 

RMSEA was less than .015 (except for WFE). To sum up, MI confirmed the stability of 

the measure of all the constructs over time. In Table 2 fit indices of the models to test 

measurement invariance are reported. 

--- Table 2 around here --- 

Multilevel modelling 

Before ML-SEM analysis, some preliminary operations were conducted. Initially, we 

assessed the between-person and within-person variability for all the day-level 

variables, by computing the intraclass correlation (ICC) for each variable of our 

hypothesized model. The ICC, that is the percentage of whole variance of the day-level 
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variables which is caused by differences between subjects, was significant for all day-

level variables: for WFC, ICC = .41 and the percentage of variance due to within person 

fluctuation across days was 59%; for WFE, ICC = .42 and the percentage of variance 

was 58%; for positive affect, ICC = .49 and the percentage of variance was 51%; for 

negative affect, ICC = .57 and the percentage of variance was 43%; for WFB, ICC = .47 

and the percentage of variance was 53%. These results highlighted the importance of 

between-person and within-person variance for all the day-level variables and therefore 

supported the choice of multilevel modelling. In the hypothesized multilevel 

mediational model, to capture the dynamic mediated and indirect effect between 

predictors mediators and outcome we also included time as a fixed component. 

Test of the hypotheses 

We ran a multilevel path analysis model, using the two-level random analysis with 

random slopes (see Figure 2). Our first hypotheses, according to which the relationships 

between daily WFC and daily WFB would be mediated by positive (H1a) and negative 

(H1b) affect were partially confirmed. In particular, we found a direct effect of WFC on 

WFB (β = -.17, p < .001) and a partial mediation by positive affect (indirect effect β = -

.03, p = .002), partially confirming H1a. Including positive affect as a mediator 

contributed to increase WFB variance to 14%. We did not find a mediating role of 

negative affect (H1b), since the association between negative affect and WFB was not 

statistically significant (β = -.03, p = .748); thus, H1b was not confirmed. However, we 

found a positive association between WFC and negative affect (β = .17, p < .001).  

As for the second hypothesis, the mediating role of positive affect (H2a) was 

partial since results showed a statistically significant direct effect from WFE to WFB (β 

= .17, p < .001). The indirect effect of positive affect was .05 (p = .001) and the 
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variance explained by the mediation was 22%. The mediation of negative affect (H2b) 

was not confirmed.  

Our last hypotheses about the cross-level effects of emotional stability on 

positive (H3a) and negative (H3b) affect were confirmed. Emotional stability  showed a 

positive association with daily positive affect (β = .11, p = .017) and a negative one with 

daily negative affect (β = -.10, p = .018). 

--- Figure 2 around here --- 

Discussion 

This study contributed to the literature by examining how daily variations of WFC and 

WFE (for both, in the direction from work to family) are associated with WFB and how 

these relationships are mediated by positive and negative affect generated by work 

experiences. Moreover, the influence of a dispositional trait with respect to the daily 

affect was analysed. The study also intended to respond to the call to carry out further 

longitudinal studies in the work-family domain (Nohe & Sonntag, 2014). In order to 

capture the dynamic nature of job and family roles, participants were examined at the 

end of the day for five consecutive working days. 

For all variables of the study, significant daily variations were found, 

attributable to within-person variations. In particular, consistently with available 

evidence concerning WFE and WFC (Butler et al., 2005) the percentage of variance due 

to within-person fluctuations between days was rather high and significant. These 

findings confirm our initial hypotheses and endorse the dynamic, evolving nature of 

psychosocial variables related to the work-family interface.  

Furthermore, WFB was found to be positively predicted by WFE and negatively 

predicted by WFC; these associations are consistent with previous studies (Aryee et al., 

2005; Carlson et al., 2009) and confirm that adequate levels of WFB perception depend 
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on a lower perception of “conflict” and a stronger perception of “enrichment”. Both 

relationships were mediated by daily positive affect, confirming the importance of 

experiencing positive affect during the day, particularly in the workplace, in the wake of 

other studies (Grandey et al., 2002; Weiss, 2002; Xanthopoulou et al, 2012). Therefore, 

beyond the direct effect, the relationship between WCF, WFE and WFB also depends 

on perceiving positive affect. These results are also consistent with the AET model 

(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) and confirm that daily events of WFC and WFE generate 

affective reactions which in turn impact on the attitude regarding the balance between 

work and family. 

By contrast, contrary to our hypotheses, negative affect did not show a 

significant mediating role. Therefore, daily negative affect, which represents the 

negative emotions that workers experience during the working day, did not mediate the 

relationships between WFC and WFE on one side, and WFB on the other. We can 

hypothesize that the mediating effect of daily negative affect ("Scared", "Troubled", 

"Nervous", "Distressed") has a lower incidence on WFB construct, compared to the 

mediating role of daily positive affect; as if the effects of daily negative affect tend to 

reside in the originating domain (work). This consideration is also in line with previous 

studies, in fact the positive aspects related to the workplace, when compared with the 

negative aspects, have a greater significance on the feeling of balance (Lo Presti et al., 

2020). 

This evidence should be further examined in order to understand if it depends on 

some methodological bias of our study, for instance semantic aspects of the 

questionnaire’s items used to capture these emotions, or on the type of emotion itself. 

Moreover, we controlled for the emotional stability trait and found a significant 

association with both positive and negative daily affect. Indeed, confirming hypothesis 
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3, emotional stability had a significant effect on daily affect, therefore it positively 

predicts positive affect and negatively predicts negative affect. 

Limitations and future research 

A first limitation concerns the use of self-report questionnaires. In fact, it is possible 

that the results regarding the relationships between the variables examined may be 

altered by common method variance bias. Another limitation regards the convenience 

sampling procedure; using this procedure could preclude the generalisability of the 

results, although it would seem adequate when aiming for greater heterogeneity 

(Landers & Behrend, 2015). A further limitation of the present study regards the role 

played by negative affect. It is believed that the scale used, albeit widely used in 

literature, does not adequately capture, at least from the semantic point of view, the 

negative affect connected to the interaction between the family and work context while 

it seems to be adequately associated with other dimensions such as the dispositional one 

(emotional stability). Future research should use indicators that are more appropriate in 

the context of work-family interface dynamics. Moreover, the use of a two-item 

measure to detect the general trait of emotional stability can also be mentioned as a 

study limitation. Finally, only the work-to family direction was taken into account. In 

future research the family-to-work direction should also be considered, in order to 

understand how daily family dynamics and consequent emotional reactions can have an 

impact on the working context. Given the prevalence of the dynamic component over 

the static component in the work-family interface (Butler et al., 2005), this study 

suggests to analyse, in the future, other within-person variables similar to the work-

family balance, such as family and job satisfaction, or in any case to investigate other 

sources of intrapersonal variability related to the work-family interface. Furthermore, 

especially in Italy, where the traditional family paradigm contributes to generating 
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different role expectations for men and women, future studies should also consider 

gender differences. 

Conclusion and practical implications 

Events related to the linkage between work and family domains, both in terms of 

conflict and enrichment, were found having an impact on the emotional experiences of 

individuals (especially on the positive ones) and on feelings relating to the work-family 

balance. Thus, with the aim to decrease the expression of negative emotions and 

increase positive emotions, organizations should reduce events/episodes related to the 

perception of WFC and, at the same time, increase what is related to the enrichment 

between work and family domains. 

Following research on emotional contagion (Hatfield et al., 2011), affect can 

also be transmitted to one's colleagues or, within the family context, to one's relatives. It 

has been widely demonstrated that when a worker experiences positive affect, he/she 

becomes a precious resource for the company, is positively evaluated by supervisors, 

has greater prosocial behaviours, shows better performances and greater productivity 

(Lyubomirsky et al., 2005) and, according to this study’s findings, a higher level of 

WFB. Thus, a main goal of human resources policies should concern the increase of 

positive affect. Organizations must strive to meet the needs of the company as well as 

those of the workers.  

Considering how important family is in Italy, a country where the traditional 

family paradigm persists, organizations should be able to develop and maintain a 

supportive work-family culture. With this aim, several tools, programmes and policies 

can be used and implemented: parental leave, vouchers for childcare, smart working, 

incentives for experimenting flexibility in work organization, wellness programs. These 

interventions should be promoted and available for both men and women: although the 



AFFECT AT WORK & WORK-FAMILY BALANCE 

21 
 

cultural paradigm recognizes women as the main responsible for the house and the 

family (Saraceno, 2013), organizations should contribute to build a more gender-neutral 

culture for the future. 

Furthermore, organizations should pro-actively act in order to reduce or avoid 

situations where employees have to cope with negative events, which give them a sense 

of "déjà vu” since they have already generated negative affective  reactions. Finally, 

given that emotional stability has an impact on daily affect, a further aspect that could 

be managed by organizations is the choice, throughout the talent acquisition phase, of 

adequate tools aimed at capturing this dispositive personality trait. 

We should ask ourselves if emotional experience is a limit or a resource in the 

business context. Generally, there is the belief that rational aspects are more productive 

and that affect, on the other hand, is an obstacle for job performance and success. 

Instead, as demonstrated by our results, affect detects surprisingly positive aspects also 

in the work domain. If properly managed, it represents a real resource for the worker, 

for the family and for organizations. Thus, it seems essential to f oster the development 

of a real emotional culture in the workplace. In a nutshell, organizations should enhance 

the listening and understanding skills of employees and colleagues. In terms of WFE, 

this competence, in turn, can be transferred to the family context, improving the 

emotional experience also in this domain. 
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Table 1 

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among studied variables.  

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. General emotional 
stability 

3.48 1.17 -      

2. Day-level WFB 4.11 .80 .37** -     

3. Day-level WFC 3.10 1.75 -.32** -.52** -    

4. Day-level WFE 3.29 1.09 .23** .45** -.26** -   

5. Day-level positive 
affect 

3.44 .84 .31** .62** -.40** .46** -  

6. Day-level 
negative affect 

1.62 .73 -.34** -.41** .48** -.34** -.42** - 

 

Note: ** p < .01, * p < .05.  
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Table 2 

Summary of Fit indices of measurement invariance tests. 

 
χ2 

(df) 
p CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

Δ χ2 

(Δ df) 

Δ  

CFI 

Δ 

RMSEA 

Work-family balance  

M1 
113.18 

(45) 
< .001 

.96

1 
.935 .121 .029    

M2 
140.10 

(69) 
< .001 

.95
9 

.956 .100 .133 
26.92 
(24) 

−.00

2 
−.021 

M3 
176.35 

(93) 
< .001 

.95
2 

.961 .093 .141 
36.26 
(24) 

−.00

7 
−.007 

Work-to-family conflict  

M1 
81.74 

(25) 
< .001 

.93

9 
.878 .148 .026    

M2 
114.86 

(45) 
< .001 

.92
5 

.917 .122 .060 
33.13* 

(20) 

−.01

4 
−.026 

M1 
36.46 
(20) 

.014 
.98
2 

.956 .089 .017    

M2 
60.45 

(40) 
.020 

.97

8 
.973 .070 .057 

24.00 

(20) 

−.00

4 
−.019 

M3 
84.76 
(60) 

.019 
.97
3 

.978 .063 .074 
24.31 
(20) 

−.00

5 
−.007 

Work-to-family enrichment 

M1 
.000 
(0) 

< .001 
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Note: * p < .05.  
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Figure 1. Empirical model. 

  



AFFECT AT WORK & WORK-FAMILY BALANCE 

36 
 

 

 

Note: *** p < .001, * p < .05. 

Figure 2. Multilevel path analysis model (standardized coefficients). 

 


