
The increase in dual-career couples and single- 
parent households means that balancing 

work and home responsibilities has become 
more and more difficult (Luk & Shaffer, 2005). 
When people do not manage to balance the 

ψ



demands of work and family, negative inter-
ference between the professional and private 
spheres may appear, impacting a variety of 
work-related outcomes such as intention 
to leave (e.g., Greenhaus, Collins, Singh, & 
Parasuraman, 1997), job strain (e.g., Judge & 
Colquit, 2004) and job satisfaction (e.g., Rich, 
Lepine, & Crawford, 2010).

Among the many factors that may facili-
tate the balance between work and family 
responsibilities, a few studies have focused 
on organizational justice (OJ) (Heponiemi, 
Elovainio, Pekkarinen, Sinervo, & Kouvonen, 
2008; Judge & Colquitt, 2004; Lambert, 
Hogan, & Cheeseman, 2013). There are sev-
eral distinct but related justice dimensions, 
namely distributive (referring to decision out-
comes), procedural (referring to the process 
by which outcomes are reached), interper-
sonal and informational justice (concern-
ing respectively the quality of interpersonal 
treatment received, and the information 
provided during decision making) (Colquitt, 
2001). Employee perceptions about the fair-
ness of organizational actions and decisions 
play a significant role in the development of 
negative work-home interference (NegWHI) 
(e.g., Grandey, 2001). Indeed, studies inves-
tigating the relationship between OJ and 
NegWHI highlight that justice at work allows 
employees to better manage the work-family 
interface (Heponiemi et al., 2008; Judge & 
Colquitt, 2004; Lambert et al., 2013).

However, while the effect of OJ on NegWHI 
has been demonstrated, the theoretical 
mechanisms underlying this relationship are 
less clear. If employees perceive fairness at 
work, why should that reduce their percep-
tions of NegWHI?

Relationships between OJ and its out-
comes are often understood in terms of social 
exchange. Among theories applying social 
exchange mechanisms to the employee-
organization relationship, the Organizational 
Support Theory (Eisenberger, Huntington, 
Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) considers employ-
ees’ favorable reactions to their positive 
valuations by the organization. According 
to this theory, perceived organizational  

support (POS), defined as workers’ percep-
tions that the organization values their 
contributions and cares about their well-
being (Eisenberger et al., 1986), influences 
employees’ psychological well-being, the 
favorableness of their orientation toward 
the organization and their work, and behav-
ioral outcomes helpful to the organization. 
POS creates a sense of obligation towards 
the organization, generates an expectation 
of reward for increased effort, meets employ-
ees’ socio-emotional needs, and produces an 
expectation that help will be available when 
needed (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011).

Considering this framework, fairness in the 
workplace increases employees’ POS (e.g., 
Roch & Shanock, 2006). Indeed, fairness at 
work indicates that employers care about 
their employees’ well-being (Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002). By indicating that help 
is available when needed and by enhancing 
perceived competences, the feeling of POS 
increases employees’ capacities to manage 
work and family demands and therefore 
reduces their perceptions of NegWHI (e.g., 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Wadsworth & 
Owens, 2007).

However, to the best of our knowledge, 
we are not aware of any study investigating 
social exchange mechanisms in the relation-
ship between OJ and NegWHI. Therefore, 
the first aim of this study is to examine 
the OJ-NegWHI relationship from a social 
exchange perspective by considering POS as 
one possible mediator. 

The effects of POS on a broad range of 
attitudinal and behavioral outcomes have 
been largely demonstrated (Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002). Researchers have 
attempted to identify the mechanisms 
underlying these relationships. Research sug-
gests that the effect of POS on intention to 
quit is mediated through affective (Rhoades, 
Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001) and normative 
commitment (Maertz, Griffeth, Campbell, & 
Allen, 2007). Self-determined work motiva-
tion has been found to partially mediate the 
POS-job engagement relationship (Gillet, 
Huart, Colombat, & Fouquereau, 2013).  



However, to the best of our knowledge, no 
study has considered NegWHI in the POS-
outcomes relationship. Reasoning that feel-
ing supported enhances employees’ ability to 
manage personal and professional demands, 
our second objective is to test the mediating 
role of NegWHI in the relationships between 
POS and four outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction, 
job engagement, job strain and intention 
to quit). 

The multiple roles in which people have to 
perform are likely to provoke contradictory 
demands. In such cases, people experience 
difficulties in fulfilling the requirements of 
these multiple roles and perceive interfer-
ences among them (Duxbury & Higgins, 
1991). The first type of interference, called 
work-home interference, appears when 
work demands affect home responsibili-
ties. Conversely, the second type, home-
work interference, appears when private 
life affects work demands (Kossek & Ozeki, 
1998). These types of interference constitute 
work–family conflicts. Considering that the 
work-to-family direction is more likely to be 
influenced by an organization’s practices and 
policies (Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000), in 
this study, we only focus on negative work-
home interference (NegWHI). 

NegWHI refers to a form of inter-role con-
flict in which role pressures from work and 
home domains are mutually incompatible in 
some respect. Participation in one role makes 
simultaneous participation in the other diffi-
cult (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). An impor-
tant antecedent of NegWHI is organizational 
responsiveness to the work-family domain 
(e.g., Grandey, 2001). Employees’ percep-
tions of whether their organization is fam-
ily-supportive negatively predict NegWHI 
(Allen, 2001). Organizations can take certain 
actions and apply certain policies to reduce 
NegWHI, such as flexible schedules or home-
working (e.g., Thomas & Ganster, 1995). One 
way that organizations can be responsive 

to work–family concerns is by promoting 
justice in the workplace notably through 
work-families policies. According to Grandey 
(2001), organizations with fair policies and 
practices are likely to have employees with 
lower levels of NegWHI. Almost all employ-
ees desire fairness and justice in the work-
place (Greenberg & Folger, 1983).

The construct of organizational justice 
(OJ) generally refers to four specific compo-
nents (Colquitt, 2001). Distributive justice 
refers to employees’ perception that fairness 
exists in the allocation of rewards (Folger & 
Cropanzano, 1998). According to equity 
theory (Adams, 1965), workers evaluate the 
fairness of organizational outputs by exam-
ining the ratio between received outcomes 
and their contributions to the organization. 
Workers also consider rewards distributions 
to be fair when they perceive equitable dis-
tribution of resources in the organization 
to peers or other employees whose jobs 
are comparable to theirs (Leventhal, 1976). 
Procedural justice refers to employees’ per-
ception of the fairness of decision-making 
procedures concerning any item of value 
that the organization provides. Procedures 
are considered fair if they allow employees 
to give their own opinions for decision mak-
ing (Thibaut & Walker, 1975), eliminate bias, 
allocate resources consistently, use accurate 
information, can be corrected if decisions 
made turn out to be poor, represent the con-
cerns of all those affected by decisions, and 
reflect prevailing norms of moral and ethical 
standards (Leventhal, 1980). Interpersonal 
justice refers to employees’ perception con-
cerning the fairness of treatment received 
from the organization and managers (i.e., 
proper and respectful treatment, Greenberg, 
1993). Informational justice defines the 
extent to which explanations given are com-
patible with the decisions reached (e.g., why 
certain outcomes have been distributed in a 
certain way). Employees also judge whether 
they receive adequate explanations in a 
timely manner (Greenberg, 1993).

The few studies focusing on OJ and NegWHI 
have pointed out a negative association 



between these concepts. Adapting justice 
items to work-family policies, decisions 
and procedures, Judge and Colquitt (2004) 
found that procedural justice was nega-
tively related to NegWHI. By considering 
employees’ opinions and establishing con-
sistent, unbiased, accurate and ethical work– 
family procedures, organizations show that 
they are concerned about work–family bal-
ance (Leventhal, 1980), thereby decreasing 
employees’ perceptions of NegWHI.

These authors also found a negative rela-
tionship between interpersonal justice and 
NegWHI. More recently, Heponiemi et al. 
(2008) found that interactional justice (i.e., 
a combination of interpersonal and infor-
mational justice, Bies & Moag, 1986) was 
negatively related to NegWHI. Being under-
stood and treated with dignity and respect 
by authorities reduces employees’ percep-
tions of NegWHI. When working in a work-
place applying fair work-family policies, 
employees know that their employer will 
be understanding and offer fair treatment 
and support if for some reason, family issues 
need more attention, thus decreasing their 
perception of NegWHI.

Using data from two different correctional 
facilities (i.e., 272 employees from public prison 
staff; 160 employees from private prison staff), 
Lambert et al. (2013) found that low distribu-
tive justice generates NegWHI. When organiza-
tional outcomes are perceived as being unjust, 
the person-environment fit decreases. This 
misfit generates negative feelings which can 
spill over into home life, increasing the percep-
tion of NegWHI (Lambert, 2003).

While a few studies have thus shown that 
justice dimensions are related to NegWHI, 
the theoretical mechanisms underlying 
those effects are less clear. For some schol-
ars, fair treatment increases employees’ self-
esteem (Tyler & Blader, 2000) and the trust 
that employees have towards their organiza-
tion (e.g., Lind & Van den Bos, 2002), lead-
ing them to better cope with difficult or 
uncertain situations. According to the instru-
mental model (Thibaut & Walker, 1975), the 
uncertainty management theory (Lind & 

Van den Bos, 2002) or the fairness heuristic 
theory (Van den Bos, Lind, & Wilke, 2001), 
justice has the ability to reduce employees’ 
feelings of lack of control and uncertainty. By 
reducing those feelings, fairness enhances 
employees’ abilities to juggle the role 
demands of their personal and professional 
lives (Judge & Colquitt, 2004).

Others have argued that individuals work-
ing in a fair workplace perceive less NegWHI 
because fair organizations are more respon-
sive to work–family issues (Grandey, 2001) 
and more supportive towards their employ-
ees (Allen, 2001). The perceived support is 
thus supposed to have an important role 
in this relationship. However, we are not 
aware of any study investigating the role 
of support in the OJ-NegWHI relationship. 
Considering the Organizational Support 
Theory (Eisenberger et al., 1986), we think 
it is relevant to consider perceived organiza-
tional support (POS) as one possible media-
tor. POS has been defined in terms of the 
quality of the relationship between employ-
ees and their organization. Specifically, it 
refers to “employees’ global beliefs concern-
ing the extent to which their organization 
values their contributions and cares about 
their well-being” (Eisenberger, Huntington, 
Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986, p. 501).

According to Rhoades and Eisenberger 
(2002), OJ is one of the strongest antecedents 
of POS because employees view fair organi-
zational treatment as an indication that 
their organization cares about them. Fasolo 
(1995) claimed that allowing employees to 
have a voice in decision-making procedures 
indicates that the organization is concerned 
about and cares for its employees. Fair pro-
cedures also imply that the organization 
respects employees’ rights, and this contrib-
utes positively to POS (Moideenkutty, Blau, 
Kumar, & Nalakath, 2001). To determine 
whether their organization values them, 
employees also pay attention to the fairness 
of outcomes received from the organiza-
tion. Fasolo (1995) and Loi, Hang-yue and 
Foley (2006) found that both fair procedures 
(i.e., procedural justice) and fair pay (i.e., 



distributive justice) were strongly related to 
POS. Distributive justice leads employees to 
make inferences regarding the willingness of 
their organization to reward or help them. 
Such inferences result in perceptions that 
their organization values their contributions. 
In her study, Cheung (2013) found that inter-
personal and informational justices were also 
positively related to POS. Being treated with 
dignity and respect in the administration of 
outcomes and receiving adequate informa-
tion about these both create a strong feeling 
that the organization values one’s contribu-
tion and cares about one’s well-being.

Regarding the consequences of POS, the 
Organizational Support Theory (Eisenberger 
et al., 1986) suggests two possible ways in 
which POS could affect NegWHI. Firstly, 
POS indicates that emotional and material 
resources or help are available when needed 
to allow employees to carry out their job 
more effectively (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 
2002). The more employees feel supported, 
the more they know that help is available 
and the less they perceive NegWHI. Secondly, 
POS may decrease employees’ perception of 
NegWHI by enhancing perceived competence 
(i.e., self-efficacy) (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 
2002). Support enhances a sense of being 
able to cope effectively with the demands 
of various roles which, in turn, reduces the 
experience of NegWHI. Many studies have 
examined the influence of POS on work-
family conflict. Based on a sample of 341 
public organization employees, Wadsworth 
and Owens (2007) found that POS reduced 
the level of NegWHI. Meta-analyses have 
shown that work support (including organi-
zational support) is related to work-home 
interference (e.g., Byron, 2005; Michel, 
Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011).

Considering that fairness contributes to 
employees’ assessment of organizational 
support and that perceiving support reduces 
the perception of NegWHI, our first hypoth-
esis predicts that:

Hypothesis 1: POS will mediate the nega-
tive relationship between the four OJ dimen-
sions and NegWHI.

Work-family conflict has become a major 
attribute of human life today and is associ-
ated with many health, well-being, and organ-
izational outcomes. In their meta-analysis, 
Allen, Herst, Bruck, and Sutton (2000) iden-
tified three categories of outcomes: stress-
related, work-related and non-work-related 
outcomes. More recently, the meta-analysis 
of Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, and Semmer 
(2011) also identified three categories: work-
related, family-related and domain-unspecific 
outcomes.

Work stress is the strongest outcome 
related to NegWHI among stress-related 
(Allen et al., 2000) and work-related out-
comes (Amstad et al., 2011). In their cross-
sectional study of 422 firemen in Taiwan, 
Wong, Lin, Liu, and Wan (2014) found that 
NegWHI was positively related to job strain. 
This result may be explained by the Scarcity 
Hypothesis (Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974) 
which states that people have finite personal 
resources (i.e., time, energy, and attention). 
As these resources are scarce, they have to 
be allocated effectively among the different 
roles an individual occupies. However, in line 
with the Resource Drain Theory (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000), individuals inevitably expe-
rience substantial resource drain that com-
promises their effectiveness in their multiple 
roles. Indeed, using resources to fulfill role 
obligations in one domain reduces available 
resources that could be used to fulfill role 
obligations in the other domain. Therefore, 
individuals engaged in numerous roles may 
reduce the resources available to fulfill all 
their role demands, thereby causing role con-
flict between work and family (Goode, 1960) 
which may contribute to the experience of 
stress or strain (Casper, Martin, Buffardi, & 
Erdwins, 2002). Thus, enacting multiple roles 
can drain individuals’ resources, impacting 
role enactment negatively and causing stress 
(Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005).

Intention to quit displays the strongest rela-
tionship with NegWHI among work-related 



outcomes (Allen et al., 2000). Results of 
Amstad et al. (2011) also showed that turn-
over intention is significantly related to 
NegWHI. According to the Conservation of 
Resources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), people are 
motivated to acquire, preserve, protect and 
expand their resources in order to deal with 
the demands of work and family. When peo-
ple perceive a (threat of) loss of resources and 
when no action is taken, a loss spiral appears 
in which more and more resources are lost. 
When resources are lost or threatened, peo-
ple perceive work-family conflict. In order 
to preserve and protect their resources, 
people perceiving that their work interferes 
negatively with their family want to flee this 
situation (Hobfoll, 1989) and therefore have 
greater intention to quit the organization 
(e.g., Greenhaus et al., 1997).

Job satisfaction appears to be the work-
related outcome that has attracted the 
most research attention (Allen et al., 2000; 
Amstad et al., 2011). When work causes dif-
ficulties in fulfilling family responsibilities, 
the individual gets lower satisfaction from 
work (e.g., Höge, 2009). Indeed, NegWHI 
has been associated with diminished value 
attainment, which itself has been associated 
with low levels of job satisfaction (Perrewe, 
Hochwarter, & Kiewitz, 1999).

Empirical research has shown that the 
work-family conflict that employees have to 
deal with can impact their work engagement 
(e.g., Fiksenbaum, 2014; Wilczek-Ruzyczka, 
Basinska, & Dåderman, 2012). Based on a 
sample of 98 nurses from southern Poland, 
Wilczek-Ruzyczka et al. (2012) found that a 
group of nurses with higher NegWHI was 
characterized by less vigor and less dedica-
tion than the group with lower NegWHI. 
Perceiving that work interferes strongly and 
negatively with family drains individuals’ 
resources, leading them to engage them-
selves less in their work in order to protect 
their remaining resources (Hobfoll, 1989). 
Fiksenbaum (2014) found that, in a sup-
portive culture, the more NegWHI decreases, 
the more individuals are likely to have the 
energy to invest in their work. To reciprocate 

their feelings of support and demonstrate 
their dedication toward the organization, 
employees may want to engage more in work 
activities.

If NegWHI is related to the well-being out-
comes included in the present study, POS 
also appears to be related to these. According 
to the Organizational Support Theory 
(Eisenberger et al., 1986), POS should meet 
workers’ expectations that the organization 
will provide sympathetic understanding and 
material aid to deal with stressful situations 
and will consequently meet employees’ need 
for emotional support. Therefore, the more 
workers feel supported, the more they expect 
that emotional and tangible resources will 
be available if needed and the more they feel 
high job satisfaction and reduced job strain 
(e.g., Gillet, Colombat, Michinov, Pronost, & 
Fouquereau, 2013).

POS serves as an important component in 
the social exchange relationship between 
employees and the organization by eliciting 
a sense of obligation to return the favorable 
treatment one has received (Eisenberger & 
Stinglhamber, 2011). The norm of reciproc-
ity (Gouldner, 1960) dictates the return of 
(un)favorable treatment to the donor. Well-
treated workers feel obliged to return the 
favorable treatment received by helping 
their organization to fulfill its objectives. 
The more workers feel supported, the more 
they are motivated to be positively oriented 
toward their organization and to express 
stronger feelings of affiliation and loyalty 
to their organization. Therefore, when per-
ceiving support, employees have less inten-
tion to quit their organization (e.g., Dawley, 
Houghton, & Bucklew, 2010).

POS also increases intrinsic task interest 
(Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011) lead-
ing workers to be more engaged in their 
work (Gillet, Huart, et al., 2013). Indeed, the 
expectation that resources will be provided 
when needed and that high performance 
will be rewarded increase intrinsic task 
interest. Receiving positive feedback also 
meets employees’ needs for approval and 
self-esteem, leading to increased intrinsic 



interest. In the same vein, the self-efficacy 
resulting from POS, makes work more inter-
esting (Caesens & Stinglhamber, 2014).

There is thus good evidence to assume that 
both NegWHI and POS are related to the four 
outcomes included in the present study. By 
enhancing perceived competence and know-
ing that help is available when needed, POS 
also decreases the perception of NegWHI 
(e.g., McManus, Korabik, Rosin, & Kelloway, 
2002). Based on these elements, our second 
hypothesis posits that NegWHI mediates the 
relationship between POS and the four work-
related outcomes (i.e., job strain, intention to 
quit, job satisfaction and job engagement).

Hypothesis 2: NegWHI will mediate the 
effects of POS on (a) job strain, (b) intention  
to quit, (c) job satisfaction and (d) job 
engagement.

Figure 1 depicts the hypothesized theo-
retical model. As shown in this figure, POS 
is assumed to mediate the relationship 
between the four dimensions of OJ and 
NegWHI. In addition, NegWHI is assumed 
to mediate the link between POS and work-
related outcomes. 

In order to test our hypotheses, a self-reported 
questionnaire was administered to employ-
ees in the “Care Center” of a Belgian hospital. 
This organization has implemented several 
work-family policies including the possibil-
ity to organize working time (the most used) 
(e.g., flexible schedule, early-retirement 
arrangements), various types of days off (e.g., 
for palliative care), or other kinds of support 
(e.g., assistance with payment of medical 
fees, company nursery). After informative 
meetings with management, the personnel 
department and head nurses, employees 
received a paper and pencil questionnaire in 
the workplace. A letter explaining the goal 
of the study was attached to the question-
naire. One thousand seven hundred ninety-
eight people were invited to participate in 
this research. People were given two months 
to complete the questionnaires which were 

anonymous and confidential. They were col-
lected using sealed ballot boxes. We received 
509 questionnaires in return, corresponding 
to a response rate of about 28%.

Most of the participants were female 
(85%) and employed full-time (59%). About 
73% worked in a care job (e.g., nurse, child 
care worker), 13% worked in a technical job 
(e.g., logistics assistant, medical laboratory 
technician), 9% worked as paramedical staff 
(e.g., social worker, psychologist) and 5% 
worked as administrative personnel (e.g., 
medical secretary, executive secretary). Sixty-
five percent of the participants had children 
(22% had one child, 31% had two and 12% 
had three or more). Nineteen percent of 
them had preschool children (0–5 years old), 
fifteen percent had elementary school chil-
dren (6–12 years old), fourteen percent had 
children from 13 to 18 years old and finally 
16% had children of 19 years old or more. 
Seventy-four percent of the respondents 
were either married or living with a partner. 
Among participants, 63% had a spouse work-
ing full-time. About 34% of respondents 
were between 25 and 35 years old. They had 
been employed by their company on aver-
age for 12.90 years (SD = 9.19) and had been 
working within their department on average 
for 9.52 years (SD = 8.34). Forty-five percent 
of the participants worked overtime.

Using the full partial covariate effects 
(Little, 2013), seven socio-demographic vari-
ables (age, organizational and departmental 
tenure, overtime, number of children, pres-
ence of children of 6–12 years old and rhythm 
of work) were significantly related with the 
constructs of our model. Consequently, we 
included these seven socio-demographic var-
iables as covariates to control for their effects 
in our analyses.

Organizational Justice (OJ) was measured 
using the scale developed by Judge and 
Colquitt (2004). These authors adapted the 
four-dimensional measure created and vali-
dated by Colquitt (2001) to work-family bal-
ance, with items referring to work-family 
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policies, decisions and procedures. Procedural 
justice was measured with seven items (e.g., 
“I had some influence on the final result of 
work-family policies”); distributive justice 
with four items (e.g., “The availability of 
work-family assistance is appropriate for the 
work I have completed”); interpersonal jus-
tice with four items referring to the person 
carrying out or applying work-family poli-
cies (e.g., “He or she treats me politely”); and 
informational justice with five items (e.g., 
“He or she explains work-family policies and 
issues thoroughly”). People responded on a 
5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly disagree 
to 5: strongly agree).

Perceived Organizational Support (POS) was 
measured using Eisenberger, Cummings, 
Armeli and Lynch’s (1997) short version 
of the Survey of Perceived Organizational 
Support (Eisenberger et al., 1986). This 
short version included eight items (e.g., “My 
organization really cares about my well-
being”). People responded on a 5-point 
Likert-type scale (1: strongly disagree to 5: 
strongly agree).

Negative Work-Home Interference (NegWHI) 
was measured using the appropriate SWING 
subscale (Geurts et al., 2005). This nine-item 
subscale evaluates the negative impact of 
the professional situation on family life (e.g., 
“I’m irritable at home because my work is 
demanding”). People responded on a 4-point 
Likert-type scale (0: never to 3: always).

Job strain was measured with the Negative 
Occupational State Inventory subscale devel-
oped by Barbier, Peters and Hansez (2009) 
which has been used in diverse occupational 
fields (e.g., Hansez & Chmiel, 2010). This 
scale comprises nine items (e.g., “My work 
stresses me”). People responded on a 4-point 
Likert-type scale (1: never to 4: always).

Job engagement was measured with the 
Positive Occupational State Inventory sub-
scale developed by Barbier et al. (2009) 
which has also been used in diverse fields 
(e.g., Hansez & Chmiel, 2010). This scale 
included eight items (e.g., “When I’m work-
ing I forget my tiredness”). People responded 

on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1: never to 4: 
always).

Job satisfaction was measured with the 
scale used by Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, 
and Lynch (1997). This scale comprised four 
items (e.g., “All in all, I am very satisfied with 
my current job”). People responded on a 
5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly disagree 
to 5: strongly agree).

Intention to quit was estimated using Hom 
and Griffeth’s (1991) scale which comprises 
three items (e.g., “I often think about quit-
ting my organization”). People responded on 
a 5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly dis-
agree to 5: strongly agree).

Structural equation modeling analyses were 
performed using Lisrel 8.80 (Jöreskog & 
Sörbom, 2006). Data were analyzed following 
a two-stage process suggested by Anderson 
and Gerbing (1988). First, we assessed the 
measurement model through a series of 
confirmatory factor analyses to evaluate the 
independence of constructs examined in our 
study. Second, we proceeded with the assess-
ment of the hypothesized structural relation-
ships among latent variables. For this second 
stage, in order to limit the number of para-
meters to be estimated, we reduced the num-
ber of items per factor by combining them 
to create a limited number of indicators 
per construct (Landis, Beal, & Tesluk, 2000). 
Using the balancing technique, we gener-
ated aggregate indicators by averaging items 
with high and low loadings. We thus reduced 
the number of items to three for each of our 
constructs. This parceling strategy preserves 
common construct variance while minimiz-
ing unrelated specific variance (e.g., Little, 
Cunningham, Shahar & Widaman, 2002).

We tested the distinctiveness between the 
variables included in our study by compar-
ing several nested models (Bentler & Bonett, 
1980). First, we examined the fit of our 



hypothesized ten-factor model (i.e., proce-
dural, distributive, interpersonal and infor-
mational justice, POS, NegWHI, job strain, job 
engagement, job satisfaction and intention 
to quit). The results indicate that this hypoth-
esized measurement model fitted the data 
reasonably well ( 2(450) = 1736.50, p < .001, 
RMSEA = .08, NNFI = .94, CFI = .95). However, 
the loadings of three procedural justice items 
were under .50, which is the recommended 
cutoff score for factor loadings (Kline, 2011). 
We also tested 3 nine-factor models and 
2 eight-factor models obtained by combining 
several dimensions of OJ. However, these five 
more constrained measurement models did 
not fit the data well.

In their study, Jepsen and Rodwell (2009) 
investigated the dimensionality of the 
Colquitt justice measures (Colquitt, 2001) 
across a wide range of service occupations. 
Using confirmatory factor analyses, they 
found an additional fifth factor included 
in the initial procedural justice dimension. 
Among the seven items evaluating proce-
dural justice, the authors allowed three to 
load on this new latent variable. This fifth 
factor, named “procedural voice” by the 
authors, assesses employees’ possibility to 
take an active part in the decision-making 
process by expressing their views and feel-
ings about organizational procedures and by 
influencing them. The remaining four items 
loaded on the factor named “procedural” by 
the authors. These items evaluate employees’ 
perception concerning the fairness of deci-
sion-making procedures by referring to the 
intrinsic quality of those procedures (i.e., pro-
cedures without bias, applied consistently, 
based on accurate information and respect-
ing ethical and moral criteria). This factor has 
its origins in the characteristics determining 
fair procedures (Leventhal, 1976, 1980). The 
authors showed that the five-factor model 
(i.e., procedural voice, procedural, distribu-
tive, informational and interpersonal jus-
tice) displayed a significantly better fit than 
Colquitt’s four-factor model of justice.

Therefore, we tested an eleven-factor 
model by integrating Jepsen and Rodwell’s 

results. To clarify the distinction between 
the sub-dimensions of procedural justice, 
we changed their names. We renamed 
“procedural voice” as “active form of pro-
cedural justice”, and renamed the second 
sub-dimension (simply named “procedural” 
by Jepsen and Rodwell) “passive form of 
procedural justice”. Our items’ distribu-
tion between these two sub-dimensions of 
procedural justice was the same as that of 
Jepsen and Rodwell. Three items loaded on 
the active form (i.e., item 1 “I had some influ-
ence on the final result of work-family poli-
cies”; item 2 “I have been able to express my 
views and feelings during the implementa-
tion of work-family policies”; and item 3 “I 
had the possibility to contest the final result 
of work-family policies”). The other four 
items loaded on the passive form (i.e., item 4 
“Work–family policies have been based on 
accurate information”; item 5 “Work-family 
policies are applied consistently”; item 6 
“Work-family policies have been free of bias”; 
and item 7 “Work-family policies respect 
ethical and moral standards”). This eleven-
factor model fitted the data well ( 2(440) = 
1071.14, p < .001, RMSEA = .05, NNFI = .97) 
and was signi ficantly superior to the hypoth-
esized ten-factor model ( ²(10) = 665.36, 
p < .001). All loadings were higher than .50.

Starting from this eleven-factor model, 
we tested a series of more constrained 
measurement models. Chi-square differ-
ence tests were used to compare the fit 
of these nested models with that of the 
eleven-factor model (Bentler & Bonett, 
1980). Results indicate that the eleven-
factor model was significantly superior to 
all alternative models. Consequently, we 
used this eleven-factor model to test our 
hypotheses. Table 1 displays fit indices for 
some of these alternative models.

Means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s 
alphas and correlations among variables are 
presented in Table 2. Internal consistency 
reliabilities ranged from .78 to .92. On aver-
age, participants perceived a low level of OJ 
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(means ranged from 2.19 to 3.40 with SD 
from .71 to .93, range = 1–5) and a rather low 
POS (M = 2.56, SD = .64, range = 1–5). On 
average, they sometimes perceived NegWHI 
(M = 1.01, SD = .60, range = 0–3). They were 
somewhat satisfied with their job (M = 3.52, 
SD = .90, range = 1–5) and showed low levels 
of intention to leave their organization (M = 
2.16, SD = .98, range = 1–5). They sometimes 
felt strained by their job (M = 1.80, SD = .52, 
range = 1–4) and were engaged in their work 
(M = 2.80, SD = .48, range = 1–4). 

Based on the results of the confirmatory 
factor analyses, we examined the structural 
relationships among latent variables through 
a series of alternative models (Models 2 to 
10). Table 3 presents the fit indices for these 
alternative models. In all models, the dis-
turbance terms of our four outcomes were 
allowed to correlate. Model 1 (i.e., the hypoth-
esized model) fitted the data reasonably well 
( 2(690) = 2427.42, p < .001, RMSEA = .07, 
NNFI = .94, CFI = .95). 

To evaluate whether this model offered 
the best depiction of our data, we succes-
sively added paths from POS to job sat-
isfaction (Model 2), to job engagement 
(Model 3), to intention to quit (Model 4). 
Model 4 presented a fit that was superior 
to preceding models. We added a path from 
POS to job strain (Model 5), but Model 5 
did not have a significantly better fit than 
Model 4 ( ²(1) = 3.64, p > .05).

Starting with Model 4, we successively 
added paths from passive procedural justice 
to NegWHI (Model 6) and from distributive 
justice to NegWHI (Model 7). Model 7 pre-
sented a fit that was superior to Model 4 and 
Model 6. We also added paths from active 
procedural justice (Model 8), interpersonal 
justice (Model 9), and informational justice 
(Model 10) to NegWHI but these three latter 
models did not have a significantly better fit 
than Model 7. 

Standardized parameter estimates for this 
Model 7 are shown in Figure 2. For ease of 
presentation, we show the structural model 
rather than the full measurement model. 
Regarding our first hypothesis, all five 

dimensions of OJ were positively associated 
to POS which, in turn, was significantly and 
negatively associated with NegWHI. Passive 
procedural and distributive justice were also 
found to be directly and negatively related to 
NegWHI. We used the bootstrapping tech-
nique to estimate indirect effects (Preacher & 
Hayes, 2008). As shown in Table 4, the 
indirect effects of OJ on NegWHI through 
POS were all significant. Thus, POS totally 
mediates the effects of active procedural, 
informational and interpersonal justice on 
NegWHI, and partially mediates the effects 
of passive procedural and distributive justice 
on NegWHI. These findings partially support 
Hypothesis 1.

Concerning our second hypothesis, results 
showed that NegWHI is positively related to 
job strain and intention to quit and nega-
tively related to job satisfaction. NegWHI 
has no significant relation with job engage-
ment. POS was directly and positively related 
to job engagement and job satisfaction, and 
negatively related to intention to quit. As 
shown in Table 4, the indirect effects of POS 
on outcomes through NegWHI were signifi-
cant only for job strain, job satisfaction and 
intention to quit. NegWHI totally mediates 
the effect of POS on job strain, and partially 
mediates the effects of POS on job satisfac-
tion and intention to quit. These results par-
tially support Hypothesis 2.

Ancillary analyses were conducted in order 
to investigate whether POS and NegWHI 
sequentially mediate the relationship 
between OJ and the outcomes. As indicated 
in Table 5, the indirect effects of the five 
dimensions of OJ on job strain, job satisfac-
tion and intention to quit through POS and 
NegWHI were statistically different from 
zero. In sum, there is a double mediation in 
sequence but only for three of our outcomes.

Previous studies analyzing the OJ-NegWHI 
relationship have shown that perceiving fair-
ness at work facilitates the balance between 
work and family responsibilities (e.g., 
Lambert et al., 2013). However, these studies 
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Indirect effect: x  m  y Bootstrapping Percentile 95% CI

Effect SE Lower Upper

Active procedural justice  Perceived organizational support  NegWHI .0058

Passive procedural justice  Perceived organizational support  NegWHI .0099

Distributive justice  Perceived organizational support  NegWHI .0097

Interpersonal justice  Perceived organizational support  NegWHI .0095

Informational justice  Perceived organizational support  NegWHI .0121

Perceived organizational support  NegWHI  Job engagement .0093 .0070 .0263

Perceived organizational support  NegWHI  Job strain .0256

Perceived organizational support  NegWHI  Job satisfaction .0858 .0280 .0368 .1477

Perceived organizational support à NegWHI à Intention to quit .0264

Table 4: Indirect pathways using bootstrapping (hypotheses 1 and 2). 
 Note. N = 509. NegWHI = negative work-home interference; 10,000 bootstrap samples.

Indirect effect: x m1  m2  y Bootstrapping Percentile 95% CI

Effect SE Lower Upper

Active procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Job engagement .0008 .0007 .0001 .0027

Active procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Job strain .0069 .0033 .0153 .0019

Active procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Job satisfaction .0069 .0034 .0020 .0162

Active procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Intention to quit .0063 .0032 .0151 .0018

Passive procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Job engagement .0014 .0011 .0001 .0049

Passive procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Job strain .0124 .0056 .0264 .0039

Passive procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Job satisfaction .0125 .0058 .0042 .0276

Passive procedural justice  POS  NegWHI  Intention to quit .0114 .0055 .0269 .0036

Distributive justice  POS  NegWHI  Job engagement .0013 .0011 .0001 .0047

Distributive justice  POS  NegWHI  Job strain .0117 .0056 .0255 .0033

Distributive justice  POS  NegWHI  Job satisfaction .0118 .0058 .0036 .0271

Distributive justice  POS  NegWHI  Intention to quit .0108 .0054 .0248 .0030

Interpersonal justice  POS  NegWHI  Job engagement .0009 .0009 .0001 .0041

Interpersonal justice  POS  NegWHI  Job strain -.0085 .0055 .0225 .0004

Interpersonal justice  POS  NegWHI  Job satisfaction .0086 .0056 .0007 .0236

Interpersonal justice  POS  NegWHI  Intention to quit .0079 .0051 .0217 .0003

Informational justice  POS  NegWHI  Job engagement .0016 .0014 .0001 .0059

Informational justice  POS  NegWHI  Job strain .0145 .0068 .0326 .0045

Informational justice  POS  NegWHI  Job satisfaction .0147 .0070 .0046 .0340

Informational justice  POS  NegWHI  Intention to quit .0134 .0066 .0318 .0042

Table 5: Indirect pathways using bootstrapping (Ancillary analyses: double mediation).  
Note. N = 509. POS = perceived organizational support; NegWHI = negative work-home 
interference; SE = Standard Error; CI=Confidence Interval; 10,000 bootstrap samples.



do not explain why OJ reduces the percep-
tion of NegWHI. In order to understand the 
underlying mechanism, the fist aim of this 
study is to consider the OJ-NegWHI relation-
ship from a social exchange perspective. To 
the best of our knowledge, this study is the 
first to do so. Our first hypothesis postulated 
that POS mediates the negative relationship 
between OJ and NegWHI. The inclusion of 
these variables provides important implica-
tions for expanding our understanding of 
work-life balance in organizations. Based 
on the bootstrapping method, our findings 
demonstrate the indirect effect of perceiv-
ing fairness in work-family conciliation, on 
the perception of NegWHI through POS. 
Therefore, our results provided support for 
our first hypothesis. By perceiving fairness 
in work-family conciliation, workers feel sup-
ported by their organization and this support 
is, in turn, negatively related to their percep-
tion of NegWHI. Our study thus shows the 
importance of both OJ and POS in employ-
ees’ perception of NegWHI. These results are 
consistent both with research studying the 
relationship between OJ and POS on the one 
hand, and the relationship between POS and 
NegWHI on the other hand (e.g., Cheung, 
2013; Wadsworth & Owens, 2007). Fairness 
in the workplace, and notably in work-family 
conciliation policies, is viewed by employ-
ees as evidence that the organization cares 
about their well-being and values their con-
tributions (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). By 
knowing that help is available and by enhanc-
ing perceived competence, employees who 
feel supported by their organization perceive 
themselves to have more resources to man-
age work and family demands (Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002). Distributive and passive 
procedural justices are additionally directly 
associated with NegWHI. These results are 
consistent with previous research. When 
workers perceive that work-family concili-
ation strategies do not match with their 
contributions (i.e., distributive justice), they 
experience a poor fit between themselves 
and their environment (e.g., Kristof, 1996). 
This situation generates negative emotions 

which can spill over and negatively affect 
individuals’ functioning at home (Lambert, 
2003). Likewise, when workers perceive that 
these strategies are based on biased informa-
tion or violate ethical and moral standards 
(i.e., passive procedural justice), they experi-
ence negative feelings that increase the risk 
of feeling conflict at home. Our results show 
that these negative emotions have an influ-
ence on NegWHI. Indeed, in a context of an 
unfair process, individuals perceive higher 
negative emotions than in a context of a fair 
process (e.g., Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000). 
Therefore, our study shows that POS is a par-
tial mediator in the relationship between 
two forms of OJ (i.e., distributive and passive 
procedural justices) and NegWHI; and is a 
total mediator in the relationship between 
the three other forms of OJ and NegWHI.

Previous studies have examined the effect 
of POS on employees’ outcomes by investigat-
ing several mechanisms such as commitment 
(e.g., Maertz et al., 2007) or self-determined 
work motivation (e.g., Gillet, Huart, et al., 
2013). To expand the understanding of this 
relationship, we consider the mediating role 
of NegWHI. Therefore, the second hypothesis 
of our study postulated that NegWHI medi-
ates the effects of POS on four employee 
outcomes (i.e., job strain, intention to quit, 
job satisfaction and job engagement). Based 
on the bootstrapping method, our findings 
demonstrate the indirect effect of perceiv-
ing support from the organization on only 
three of these employee outcomes (i.e., job 
strain, intention to quit and job satisfaction) 
through NegWHI. Consequently, these results 
partially support our second assumption. 
By feeling supported by the organization, 
workers perceive less negative interference 
between their private and professional lives 
and this interference is, in turn, positively 
related to job strain, intention to quit and 
negatively related to job satisfaction. These 
results are consistent with research studying 
the relationship between POS and NegWHI 
as well as with that studying the relationship 
between NegWHI and these three employee 
outcomes. Feeling supported is positively 



related to workers’ sense of being able to 
cope more effectively with their various roles 
(Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), leading them 
to experience less NegWHI. Trying to meet 
all the responsibilities of social roles drains 
individuals’ limited resources (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 2000), negatively impacting role 
enactment and causing job strain (Aryee 
et al., 2005). In order to protect their limited 
resources (Hobfoll, 1989), workers perceiv-
ing NegWHI have greater intention to quit 
their organization (Greenhaus et al., 1997). 
Individuals perceiving difficulties in fulfilling 
family responsibilities are not able to attain 
their values at work and this leads them to 
be less satisfied with their job (Perrewe et al., 
1999). Results also show that POS is addi-
tionally directly associated with job satisfac-
tion and intention to quit. By indicating that 
resources are available when needed, POS 
directly increases job satisfaction (e.g., Gillet, 
Colombat, et al., 2013). Because they feel 
obliged to return the favorable treatment 
they received (Gouldner, 1960), employees 
perceiving support express stronger feel-
ings of affiliation and loyalty toward their 
organization and thus are more inclined to 
stay (e.g., Dawley et al., 2010). Therefore, our 
study shows that NegWHI is a partial media-
tor in the relationship between POS and two 
employee outcomes (i.e., intention to quit 
and job satisfaction); and it is a total media-
tor in the relationship between POS and job 
strain.

While testing our theoretical model, the 
NegWHI-job engagement relationship was 
significantly negative. When individuals per-
ceive NegWHI due to a drain on or a threat 
to resources, they engage less in order to 
protect these resources. Indeed, accord-
ing to the conservation of resources theory 
(Hobfoll, 1989), basic human motivation is 
directed toward the creation, maintenance, 
protection and accumulation of resources. 
However, this link became non-significant in 
our final model when we added a direct path 
from POS to job engagement. It is largely rec-
ognized that the more job resources (such as 
support) are available, the more employees 

feel engaged. Indeed, in line with the motiva-
tional process of the job demands-resources 
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008), job 
resources play an intrinsic and an extrinsic 
motivational role leading to basic needs ful-
filment and to a willingness to invest effort 
in work. The non-significant NegWHI-job 
engagement relationship found in our final 
model might possibly be explained by the 
very low level of NegWHI experienced by the 
respondents of our study (i.e., mean of 1.01,  
range = 0–3). Indeed, Wilczek-Ruzyczka 
et al.’s (2012) found that this negative rela-
tionship occurs when NegWHI is experi-
enced at a higher level. Possibly, within 
a sample perceiving more NegWHI, the 
NegWHI-job engagement relationship would 
have remained significant. This issue should 
be investigated in future studies.

This study is not without limitations and the 
findings reported here should be interpreted 
with caution. The major limitation is that our 
research design is cross-sectional, which pre-
cludes any inference of causality among the 
variables. Therefore, future studies should 
aim at replicating the findings of the present 
study by using longitudinal designs with 
repeated measures to confirm the direction 
of causality in our model. Due to the use of 
self-reported data, common-method vari-
ance may have biased our results (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Nevertheless, 
we performed the Harman single-factor 
test and results indicated that the common 
method bias was not a major threat to our 
results. As our data were collected in the 
health care profession, it is also difficult to 
generalize our results to other professional 
sectors. Therefore, we encourage future stud-
ies to replicate this study with other samples.

Given its influence on a variety of work 
attitudes and behaviors, we focused only 
on the negative side of work-home interfer-
ence. Indeed, we find it important to identify 
the determinants of NegWHI in the inter-
ests of both organizational effectiveness 



and employee well-being. However, in view 
of emerging research concerning the posi-
tive side of work-home interference (refer-
ring to the fact that work provides resource 
gains that enhance one’s performance in the 
family domain; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), 
it would be interesting to investigate both 
positive and negative aspects. Indeed, several 
authors recommended integrating positive 
work-home interference into research on 
work-family balance (e.g., Carlson, Kacmar, 
Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006). According to 
Lourel and St-Onge (2012), if conflict pro-
vides a partial explanation of reality, it is also 
important to study the enriching or facilitat-
ing character of work-family interference.

Studies exploring the concept of over-
all justice have increased (e.g., Ambrose & 
Arnaud, 2005) in recent years. Through their 
study, Nicklin, McNall, Cerasoli, Strahan, 
and Cavanaugh (2014) examined the role of 
overall justice within Colquitt’s (2001) four-
dimensional framework. They found that 
overall justice was best conceptualized as a 
unique independent construct, predicted 
from (but not an average of) the four jus-
tice dimensions. Thus, their results indicate 
that overall justice is not a second-order 
hierarchical construct. These authors recom-
mend continuing to examine the interplay 
between the specific justice dimensions and 
overall justice in order to predict organiza-
tional attitudes and outcomes. Therefore, 
future research could replicate our study by 
integrating the concept of overall justice to 
test, for example, its mediating role between 
specific justice dimensions and POS.

Considering the negative relationships 
between NegWHI and several outcomes, insti-
tutions should pay close attention to NegWHI. 
This study offers organizations some sug-
gestions how NegWHI can be used to fulfill 
employees’ needs.

Organizations could help individuals to 
better manage their work and family lives and 
reduce the impact of NegWHI by enhancing 
employees’ feelings of being supported by 

their organization. To increase these feelings, 
managers could for example, communicate 
the voluntary nature of favorable actions and 
the involuntary nature of unfavorable ones; 
display sincerity through consistency of dis-
course and actions; treat employees fairly, 
respectfully and courteously; provide mean-
ingful training and developmental programs 
promoting personal growth, knowledge and 
career goals and also promote fairness in 
administering policies and allocating rewards 
(Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011). Support 
groups made up of peers could also be pro-
posed to analyze difficult job situations 
together, to express problems and to elimi-
nate isolation (e.g., Balint groups; Johnson, 
Nease, Milberg, & Addison, 2004).

Work-family conciliation policies and strat-
egies have to be fair and well-established, 
notably by taking account of employees’ 
opinions, by being applied appropriately 
based on accurate or unbiased information 
and by matching employees’ contributions. 
Employees have to receive appropriate and 
precise information, and be treated with 
dignity and respect in the administration of 
these policies.

The authors declare that they have no com-
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Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social 
exchange. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 
experimental social psychology. New York, 
NY: Academic Press, Vol. 2, pp. 267–299. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0065- 
2601(08)60108-2

Allen, T. D. (2001). Family-supportive work 
environments: The role of organizational 
perceptions. Journal of Vocational Behav-
ior, 58, 414–435. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1006/jvbe.2000.1774

Allen, T. D., Herst, D. E. L., Bruck, C. S., & 
Sutton, M. (2000). Consequences asso-
ciated with work-to-family conflict: A 
review and agenda for future research. 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology,  



5, 278–308. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.278

Amstad, F. T., Meier, L. L., Fasel, U.,  
Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2011). A 
Meta-Analysis of Work–Family Conflict and 
Various Outcomes With a Special Empha-
sis on Cross-Domain Versus Matching-
Domain Relations. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 16(2), 151–169. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022170

& Gerbing, D. W. (1988). 
Structural equation modeling in practice: 
A review and recommended two-step 
approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 
411–423. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/ 
0033-2909.103.3.411

Aryee, S., Srinivas, E. S., & Tan, H. H. 
(2005). Rhythms of life: Antecedents 
and outcomes of work-family balance 
in employed parents. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 90(1), 132–46. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.132

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2008). 
Towards a model of work engagement. 
Career Development International, 13,  
209–223. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/ 
13620430810870476

Barbier, M., Peters, S., & Hansez, I. (2009). 
Measuring positive and negative occupa-
tional states (PNOSI): Structural confirma-
tion of a new Belgian tool. Psychologica 
Belgica, 49, 227–247. Retrieved from 
http://hdl.handle.net/2268/37820. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/pb-49-4-227

Bentler, P. M., & Bonnett, D. G. (1980). Sig-
nificance tests and goodness of fit in the 
analysis of covariance structure. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 88, 588–606. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588

Bies, R. J., & Moag, J. F. (1986). Interactional 
justice: Communication criteria of fair-
ness. In R. J. Lewicki, B. H. Sheppard & M. 
H. Bazerman (Eds.), Research on negotia-
tions in organizations. Greenwich, CT: JAI, 
Vol. 1, pp. 43–55.

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review 
of work–family conflict and its ante-
cedents. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

67(2), 169–198. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009

Caesens, G., & Stinglhamber, F. (2014). The 
relationship between perceived organiza-
tional support and work engagement: The 
role of self-efficacy and its outcomes. Revue 
Européenne de Psychologie Appliquée/ 
European Review of Applied Psychology, 64, 
259–267. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.erap.2014.08.002

Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, M. K., Wayne, 
J. H., & Grzywacz, J. G. (2006). Measur-
ing the positive side of the work-family 
interface: Development and validation of 
a work-family enrichment scale. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 68(1), 131–164. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005. 
02.002

Cheung, M. F. Y. (2013). The mediating role 
of perceived organizational support in the 
effects of interpersonal and informational 
justice on organizational citizenship behav-
iors. Leadership and Organization Develop-
ment Journal, 34(6), 551–572. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-11-2011-0114

Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality 
of organizational justice: A construct vali-
dation of a measure. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 86, 386–400. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86. 
3.386

Dawley, D., Houghton, J.D., & Bucklew, N.S. 
(2010). Perceived Organizational Support 
and Turnover Intention: The Mediat-
ing Effects of Personal Sacrifice and Job 
Fit. Journal of Social Psychology, 150(3),  
238–257. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/ 
00224540903365463

Duxbury, L. & Higgins, C. (1991). Gender 
Differences in Work-Family Conflict. Jour-
nal of Applied Psychology, 76(1), 60–74. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.76.1.60

Edwards, J. R., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). 
Mechanisms linking work and family:  
Clarifying the relationship between 
work and family constructs. Academy 
of Management Review, 25, 178–199. 



DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMR. 
2000.2791609

Eisenberger, R., Cummings, J., Armeli, S., & 
Lynch, P. (1997). Perceived organizational 
support, discretionary treatment, and job 
satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 82(5), 812–820. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.5.812

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, 
V. (1990). Perceived organizational support 
and employee diligence, commitment, 
and innovation. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 75(1), 51–59. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.1.51

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, 
S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organiza-
tional support. Journal of Applied psychol-
ogy, 71(3), 500–507. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500

Eisenberger, R., & Stinglhamber, F. (2011). 
Perceived organizational support: Foster-
ing enthusiastic and productive employees. 
Washington, DC: American Psychological 
Association Books. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/12318-000

Fasolo, P. M. (1995). Procedural justice 
and perceived organizational support: 
Hypothesized effects on job perfor-
mance. In R. Cropanzano & K. M. Kacmar 
(Eds.), Organizational politics, justice, and 
support: Managing social climate at work. 
Westport, CT: Quorum Press.

Fiksenbaum, L. M. (2014). Supportive 
work–family environments: implications 
for work–family conflict and well-being. 
The International Journal of Human 
Resource Management, 25(5), 653–672, 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09585192. 
2013.796314

Folger, R., & Cropanzano, R. (1998). Organ-
izational Justice and Human Resource 
Management. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
PMCid: PMC107942.

Friedman, S., & Greenhaus, J. (2000). Allies 
or enemies? What happens when business 
professionals confront life choices. New 
York, NY: Oxford University Press. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/ 

9780195112757.001.0001. PMCid: 
PMC1692781.

Geurts, S. A. E., Taris, T. W., Kompier, M. A. J.,  
Dikkers, J. S. E., Van Hoof, M. L. M., &  
Kinnunen, U. M. (2005). Work-home 
interaction from a work psychological per-
spective: Development and validation of a 
new questionnaire, the SWING. Work and 
Stress, 19(4), 319–339. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1080/02678370500410208

Gillet, N., Colombat, P., Michinov, E.,  
Pronost, A. M., & Fouquereau, E. (2013). 
Procedural justice, supervisor autonomy 
support, work satisfaction, organizational 
identification and job performance: The 
mediating role of need satisfaction and 
perceived organizational support. Journal  
of Advanced Nursing, 69(11), 2560–2571. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jan.12144

Gillet, N., Huart, I., Colombat, P., & 
Fouquereau, E. (2013). Perceived organi-
zational support, motivation, and engage-
ment among police officers. Professional 
Psychology: Research and Practice, 44(1), 
46–55. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
a0030066

Goode, W. (1960). Theory of Role Strain. Amer-
ican Sociological Review, 25, 483–496. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2092933

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reci-
procity. American Sociological Review, 25(2), 
161–178. Retrieved from http://www.
jstor.org/stable/2092623. DOI: http:// 
dx.doi.org/10.2307/2092623

Grandey, A. A. (2001). Family friendly poli-
cies: Organizational justice perceptions of 
need-based allocations. In R. Cropanzano 
(Ed.), Justice in the workplace: From theory 
to practice. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Greenberg, J. (1987). Reactions to proce-
dural injustice in payment distributions: 
Do the means justify the ends? Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 72(1), 55–61. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010. 
72.1.55

Greenberg, J. (1993). Justice in the Work-
place: Approaching Fairness in Human 
Resource Management. In R. Cropanzano 



(Ed.), The Social Side of Fairness: Interper-
sonal and Informational Classes of Organi-
zational Justice. Hillsdale, MI: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.

Greenberg, J., & Folger, R. (1983). Procedural 
justice, participation and the fair pro-
cess effect in groups and organizations.  
In P. B. Paulus (Ed.), Basic Group Pro-
cesses. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag, 
pp. 235–256. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1007/978-1-4612-5578-9_10

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources 
of conflict between work and family roles. 
Academy of Management Review, 10(1), 
76–88. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.
org/stable/258214. DOI: http://dx.doi. 
org/10.2307/258214; http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.5465/AMR.1985.4277352

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). 
When work and family are allies: A the-
ory of work-family enrichment. Academy 
of Management Review, 31(1), 72–92. 
Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/ 
stable/20159186. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.5465/AMR.2006.19379625

Greenhaus, J., Collins, K. M., Singh, R., & 
Parasuraman, S. (1997). Work and fam-
ily influences on departure from public 
accounting. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
50, 249–270. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1006/jvbe.1996.1578

Hansez, I., & Chmiel, N. (2010). Safety 
Behavior: Job Demands, Job Resources, 
and Perceived Management Commit-
ment to Safety. Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 15(3), 267–278. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019528

Heponiemi, T., Elovainio, M., Pekkarinen, L.,  
Sinervo, T., & Kouvonen, A. (2008). The 
effects of job demands and low job con-
trol on work–family conflict: The role of 
fairness in decision making and manage-
ment. Journal of Community Psychology,  
36(3), 387–398. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1002/jcop.20200

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of 
resources: A new attempt at concep-
tualizing stress. American Psychologist, 

44(3), 513–524. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513

& Griffeth, R. W. (1991). 
Structural equations modeling test of 
a turnover theory: Cross-sectional and  
longitudinal analyses. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 76(3), 350–366. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010. 
76.3.350

Höge, T. (2009). When work strain transcends 
psychological boundaries: An inquiry into 
the relationship between time pressure, irri-
tation, work-family conflict and psychoso-
matic complaints. Stress and Health, 25(1), 
41–51. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ 
smi.1226

Jepsen, D., & Rodwell, J. (2009). A new 
dimension of organizational justice: 
Procedural voice. Psychological Reports, 
105(2), 411–426. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.2466/PR0.105.2.411-426

Johnson, A., Nease, D., Milberg, L., &  
Addison, R. (2004). Essential Characteristics 
of Effective Balint Group Leadership. Family 
Medicine, 36(4), 253–259. Retrieved from 
https://www.stfm.org/fmhub/fm2004/ 
April/Alan253.pdf. PMid: 15057615.

Judge, T. A., & Colquitt, J. A. (2004). Organi-
zational justice and stress: The mediating 
role of work-family conflict. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 89(3), 395–404. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010. 
89.3.395

Jöreskog, K. G., & Sörbom, D. (2006). LISREL 
8.80 for Windows [Computer Software]. 
Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software Inter-
national, Inc.

Kline, R. (2011). Principles and practice of 
structural equation modeling (3th ed). 
New York: Guilford Press.

Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Work-
family conflict, policies, and the job-life 
satisfaction relationship: A review and 
directions for organizational behavior-
human resources research. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 83(2), 139–149. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010. 
83.2.139



Krehbiel, P. J., & Cropanzano, R. (2000). 
Procedural Justice, Outcome Favorability  
and Emotion. Social Justice Research, 13(4),  
339–360. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/ 
A:1007670909889

Kristof, A. (1996). Person-organization fit: An 
integrative review of its conceptualization, 
measurement, and implications. Person-
nel Psychology, 49(1), 1–49. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1996.
tb01790.x

Lambert, E. G. (2003). The impact of organi-
zational justice on correctional staff. Jour-
nal of Criminal Justice, 31(2), 155–168. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0047-
2352(02)00222-2

Lambert, E. G., Hogan, N. L., &  
Cheeseman, K. (2013). Strain-Based 
Work-Family Conflict and its Relation-
ship with Perceptions of Distributive and 
Procedural Justice among Correctional 
Staff. Journal of Police and Criminal Psy-
chology, 28(1), 35–47. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1007/s11896-012-9111-9

Landis, R. S., Beal, D. J., & Tesluk, P. E. 
(2000). A comparison of approaches 
to forming composite measures in 
structural equation models. Organi-
zational Research Methods, 3(2), 186–
207. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/ 
109442810032003

Leventhal, G. S. (1976). The distribution 
of rewards and resources in groups 
and organizations. Advances in Experi-
mental Social Psychology, 9, 91–131. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60059-3

Leventhal, G. S. (1980). What should be done 
with equity theory? New approaches to 
the study of fairness in social relationship. 
In K. J. Gergen, M. S. Greenberg & R. H. 
Willis (Eds.), Social exchange: Advances 
in theory and research. New York:  
Plenum, pp. 27–55. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-4613-3087-5_2

Lind, E. A., & Van den Bos, K. (2002). When 
fairness works: Toward a general theory of 
uncertainty management. In B. M. Staw & 

R. M. Kramer (Eds.), Research in organi-
zational behavior. Boston, MA: JAI Press, 
Vol. 24, pp. 181–222. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/s0191-3085(02)24006-x

Lind, E., & Tyler, T. (1988). The social psy-
chology of procedural justice. New 
York, NY: Plenum Press. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2115-4

Little, T. D. (2013). Longitudinal Structural 
Equation Modeling. New York: Guilford 
press. 

Little, T. D., Cunningham, W. A., Shahar, G., & 
Widaman, K. F. (2002). To Parcel or Not 
to Parcel: Exploring the Question, Weigh-
ing the Merits. Structural Equation Mod-
deling, 9(2), 151–173. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_1

Loi, R., Hang-yue, N., & Foley, S. (2006). 
Linking employees’ justice perceptions 
to organizational commitment and inten-
tion to leave: The mediating role of per-
ceived organizational support. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, 79(1), 101–120. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1348/096317905X39657

Lourel, M., & St-Onge, S. (2012). Du conflit 
à l’enrichissement travail-hors travail: 
Résultats et perspectives de recherche. 
Psychologie du Travail et des Organisa-
tions, 18(2), 100–101. Retrieved from 
http://revue-pto.com/articles%20pdf/
Juin%202012/Edito%20ML.pdf

Luk, D. M., & Shaffer, M. A. (2005). Work 
and family domain stressors and sup-
port: Within and cross-domain influ-
ences on work-family conflict. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychol-
ogy, 78(4), 489–508. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1348/096317905X26741

Maertz, C. P., Griffeth, R. W., Campbell,  
N. S., & Allen, D. G. (2007). The effects  
of perceived organizational support and 
perceived supervisor support on employee 
turnover. Journal of Organizational  
Behavior, 28, 1059–1075. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.472

McManus, K., Korabik, K., Rosin, H. M., & 
Kelloway, E. K. (2002). Employed mothers  



and the work-family interface: Does fam-
ily structure matter? Human Relations, 
55(11), 1295–1324. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0018726702055011919

Michel, J. S., Kotrba, L. M., Mitchelson, J. K.,  
Clark, M. A., & Baltes, B. B. (2011). Ante-
cedents of work–family conflict: A meta-
analytic review. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 32, 689–725. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/job.695

Moideenkutty, U., Blau, G., Kumar, R., & 
Nalakath, A. (2001). Perceived organiza-
tional support as a mediator of the rela-
tionship of perceived situational factors 
to affective organizational commitment. 
Applied Psychology: An International 
Review, 50(4), 615–634. DOI http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/1464-0597.00076

Montgomery, A. J., Peeters, M. C. W., 
Schaufeli, W. B., & Den Ouden, M. 
(2003). Work-home interference among 
newspaper managers: Its relationship  
with burnout and engagement. 
Anxiety, Stress, and Coping, 16(2),  
195–211. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/ 
1061580021000030535

Nicklin, J. M., McNall, L. A., Cerasoli, C. 
P., Strahan, S. R., & Cavanaugh, J. A. 
(2014). The Role of Overall Organizational 
Justice Perceptions Within the Four-
Dimensional Framework. Social Justice 
Research, 27(2), 243–270. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11211-014-0208-4

Perrewe, P. L., Hochwarter, W. A., &  
Kiewitz, C. (1999). Value attainment: An 
explanation for the negative effects of 
work-family conflict on job and life sat-
isfaction. Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 4, 318–326. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.4.4.318

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., &  
Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of 
method bias in social science research and 
recommendations on how to control it. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 65, 539–569. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
psych-120710-100452

Preacher, K., & Hayes, A. (2008). Asymp-
totic and resampling strategies for assess-
ing and comparing indirect effects in mul-
tiple mediator models. Behavior Research 
Methods, 40(3), 879–891. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879

Rhoades, L., Eisenberger, R., & Armeli, S.  
(2001). Affective commitment in the 
organization: The contribution of per-
ceived organizational support. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 86, 825–836. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010. 
86.5.825

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Per-
ceived organizational support: A review 
of the literature. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 87(4), 698–714. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698

Rich, B. L., Lepine, J. A., & Crawford., E. R.  
(2010). Job engagement: Antecedents and 
effects on job performance. Academy of 
Management Journal, 53(3), 617–635. DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AMJ.2010. 
51468988

Roch, S. G., & Shanock, L. R. (2006). Organi-
zational Justice in an Exchange Frame-
work: Clarifying Organizational Justice 
Distinctions. Journal of Management, 
32(2), 299–322. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/ 
10.1177/0149206305280115

Thibaut, J. W., & Walker, L. (1975). Proce-
dural justice: A psychological analysis. 
Hillsdale (NJ): Erlbaum.

Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). 
Impact of family-supportive work vari-
ables on work–family conflict and strain: 
A control perspective. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 80(1), 6–15. DOI: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.80.1.6

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2000). Coopera-
tion in groups: Procedural justice, social 
identity, and behavioral engagement. Phila-
delphia, PA: Psychology press.

Van den Bos, K., & Lind, E. A. (2002). Uncer-
tainty management by means of fairness 
judgments. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in 
experimental social psychology. San Diego,  



CA: Academic Press, Vol. 34, pp. 1–60. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0065- 
2601(02)80003-x

Wadsworth, L. L., & Owens, B. P. (2007). The 
effects of social support on work-family 
enhancement and work-family conflict in 
the public sector. Public Administration 
Review, 67(1), 75–86. DOI: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00698.x

Wilczek-Ruzyczka, E., Basinska, B. A., & 
Dåderman, A. (April, 2012). How I man-
age home and work together: occupational 
demands, engagement, and work-family 

 among nurses. Paper presented 
at the Book of Proceedings: Proceedings 
of the 10th European Academy of Occu-
pational Health Psychology Conference, 
Zürich, Switzerland.

Wong, J. Y., Lin, J. H., Liu, S. H., & Wan, T. H. 
(2014). Fireman’s job stress: Integrating 
work/non-work conflict with job demand-
control-support model. Revue Europée-
nne de Psychologie Appliquée/European 
Review of Applied Psychology, 64(2), 
83–91. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.erap.2013.12.002


