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Abstract
The two studies reported in this paper aimed to present and discuss both the valida-
tion of the Work-Home Culture (WHC) scale (Dikkers et al., Work & Stress, 21(2), 
155–172, 2007) in the Italian context (Study 1), and a relational model that links the 
WHC to subjective well-being via the mediation of three facets of the work-home 
interface: work-family conflict, work-family enrichment and work-family balance 
(Study 2). Heterogeneous samples of workers from different organisations took part 
in the cross-sectional studies. Substantial support was provided for the robustness 
of the factorial structure of the 18-item WHC scale with five factors (three support 
dimensions and two hindrance dimensions). Individuals’ perceptions of a supportive 
WHC that characterises the organisation they work for – particularly with respect to 
work-family issues and the use of family-friendly benefits – turned out to be posi-
tively associated with work-family enrichment and balance. Only organisational 
time demands, which is a hindrance dimension, was associated with work-family 
conflict. Moreover, our findings suggest that WHC is significantly associated with 
subjective well-being and that this association is largely indirect – through the facets 
of work-family interface – rather than direct. The results of the two studies repre-
sent a relevant achievement from the perspective of conducting future research using 
this measure in different socio-cultural environments and ad hoc interventions in the 
fields of organisational psychology and occupational health.
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Introduction

In the recent decades, Western countries have experienced several significant 
demographic, cultural and social changes that affected the relation between the 
domains of work and family. Particularly, the Italian society – which constitutes 
the background of the research described in this paper – has been characterised 
by an increase in women’s participation in the labour market (ISTAT, 2020a) and 
in the number of dual–income and single-parent families. All this, along with an 
increase in life expectancy, has led to a growing number of families that experi-
ence the concurrent demand of childcare and eldercare responsibilities (ISTAT, 
2020b, c). These changes have highlighted the difficulty related to fulfilling work, 
family and household responsibilities simultaneously. In Italy, the externalisation 
of care is limited, and the public investment in care services intended to create a 
balance between work and family is scarce. Despite some recent updates in fam-
ily policies (e.g., the possibility of parental leave for men and the expanded use of 
flexible working hours), the family is expected to handle the welfare of relatives 
(Naldini & Saraceno, 2011), similarly to other countries of Mediterranean Europe 
(Beham et al., 2014; Kovacheva et al., 2011).

A large portion of the literature revealed the negative effects of the interfer-
ence between work and family on individual and organisational outcomes, such 
as reduced job and life satisfaction, augmented physical and psychological strain 
(De Simone et  al., 2014), and turnover intentions (Frone, 2003). Other studies 
demonstrated that workplace social support (especially organisation- and supervi-
sor-specific work-family support) had positive effects on the relationship between 
work and family (Kossek et al., 2011) and on individual and organisational out-
comes, such as job satisfaction, organisational commitment, and negative effects 
on turnover intentions (Allen, 2001; Lyness et al., 1999; Thompson et al., 1999).

Workplace social support has also been conceptualised as a definite form of 
organisational culture: for example, family-friendly culture or work-family cul-
ture. These concepts refer to the degree to which an organisation’s culture sup-
ports its employees’ efforts to simultaneously manage work and personal com-
mitments. Despite the acknowledgement of the importance of workplace culture, 
there is still a need to examine how the perceived workplace culture can contrib-
ute to employees’ well-being. With the intent of offering a contribution to the 
ongoing scientific debate on these relevant issues by providing results from the 
Italian context, we present two studies in this paper. The first one aimed to vali-
date the 18-item Work-Home Culture (WHC) scale proposed by Dikkers et  al. 
(2007); in the second study, we tested some models in which the three aspects 
of the work-family interface (i.e., conflict, enrichment and balance) mediated 
the relationships between WHC and employees’ subjective well-being (Fig.  1). 
Subjective well-being, which encompasses diverse aspects of people’s evaluation 
of their lives, is one of the constructs that have been proposed to operational-
ise the concept of workers’ well-being. Considering the changes currently occur-
ring in the conditions and nature of work, workers’ well-being should become a  
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priority for many organisations. A significant number of studies, in fact, proved 
that workers’ well-being might be a predictor of organisational ethics, perfor-
mance, absenteeism and voluntary turnover (Wijngaards et al., 2021).

We argue that the studies presented in this paper can make several contributions 
to the current literature. First, a valid and reliable measure of the WHC for differ-
ent cultural contexts is needed. Different countries can be characterized by differ-
ent welfare systems with varying levels of statutory policies. Moreover, different 
contexts may influence both the type and the degree of work-family support and 
resources provided by the organizations, and thus shape workers’ perception of the 
organizational culture (Beham et al., 2014). The availability of a valid measure of 
WHC for different cultural contexts can be important for both scholars and practi-
tioners – for instance, in the fields of social, work and organisational psychology and 
health and occupational medicine – to assess the construct with confidence. Further, 
it can also be important for using the scores generated from the administration of 
the scale in organisational projects that aim to implement policies and strategies that 
can help employees balance demands from multiple domains. Second, while a con-
siderable amount of empirical evidence regarding the consequences of work-family 
conflict and enrichment exists, inquiries into the consequences of work-family bal-
ance are still scarce, as the research on the effects of the organisational WHC on the 
subjective well-being of employees.

Study 1. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Work‑Home Culture

In response to the changes in the composition of the workforce, many organisations 
have implemented programs or policies through which employees can better bal-
ance demands from multiple domains. These programs, usually referred to as “fam-
ily-friendly benefits”, include several options: for example, flextime, compressed 

Fig. 1   The hypothesized model of relations for Study 2



	 A. Bobbio et al.

1 3

workweek, job sharing, part-time work, parental leave, childcare facilities and smart 
working. However, sometimes, the implementation of these initiatives does not have 
the intended effect, especially when employees do not recognize a modification in 
the organisational norms and values, which usually discourages them from using 
these benefits (Allen, 2001). In fact, employees may fear the potential negative con-
sequences associated with the advantages offered by the family-friendly benefits, 
such as negative judgments regarding their commitment to the organisation or wor-
ries that the use of these benefits will eventually jeopardise their career. Thus, for-
mal policies and programs designed to help employees balance their work and fam-
ily responsibilities may not achieve their purpose if the organisational culture does 
not legitimate and encourage their effective uptake (Thompson et al., 1999).

In the literature, different definitions and operationalisations of the concept 
of family-friendly culture can be found. However, one of the most used is that of 
Thompson et al. (1999), who stated that work-family culture is “the shared assump-
tions, beliefs, and values regarding the extent to which an organization supports 
and values the integration of employee’s work and family lives” (p. 394). Thomp-
son et al. (1999) distinguished three components of work-family culture: manage-
rial support (i.e., the extent to which managers are supportive and show sensitiv-
ity towards employees’ family responsibilities); negative career consequences (i.e., 
the perception that the use of family-friendly benefits may put future wage increase 
or promotions at risk), and organisational time demands (i.e., the expectation that 
employees should prioritise their work over their family and spend more time vis-
ibly at work). Thompson et al. (1999) also developed a 20-item scale that measured 
these three components of work-family culture. An organisational culture that is 
supportive of work–family issues can influence several work-related outcomes. Posi-
tive perceptions regarding work-family support increased organisational commit-
ment (Lyness et al., 1999), decreased turnover intentions (Thompson et al., 1999), 
increased organisational citizenship behaviours (Bragger et  al., 2005) and, finally, 
were positively associated with the use of family-friendly benefits (Thompson et al., 
1999). Lo Presti et al. (2017), in a study that aimed to validate the scale proposed by 
Thompson et al. (1999) in the Italian context, found that a supportive work-family 
culture was positively correlated to job and family satisfaction.

Allen (2001) argued that it is important to disentangle the perceptions regard-
ing organisational support from those regarding managerial support and proposed 
a fourth dimension: supervisor’s support. He defined a family-supportive supervi-
sor as one who “is sympathetic to the employee’s desire to seek balance between 
work and family and who engages in efforts to help the employee accommodate his 
or her work and family responsibilities” (p. 417). Dikkers et al. (2004) argued also 
that support from colleagues should be considered and proposed a fifth component, 
called colleagues’ support, with regard to the use of work-family arrangements. 
Consequently, they introduced the concept of WHC, conceived as a five-dimen-
sional construct, which included organisation’s support, supervisor’s support, col-
leagues’ support, career consequences and organisational time demands, and devel-
oped an 18-item scale to represent them. Of the 18 items, nine were adapted from 
the questionnaire developed by Thompson et al. (1999), while the other nine were 
newly developed.
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Dikkers et al. (2007), in a study that was conducted in one public organisation 
and two private organisations in the Netherlands, hypothesised that these five com-
ponents could be grouped into two higher-order dimensions: support and hindrance. 
According to Dikkers et al., (2004, p. 327): “Support refers to the extent to which 
the organization, direct supervisor, and colleagues are perceived to be supportive 
of the integration of employees’ work and private lives and the utilization of work-
family arrangements. Hindrance reflects the extent to which organizational norms 
and expectations (i.e., time expectations and related negative career consequences) 
are perceived to impede employees’ work-home balance and the use of work-family 
arrangements. These two dimensions are expected to be negatively associated.” The 
results of the study by Dikkers et al. (2007) showed that the model with two second-
order factors fitted the data well and that the structure of the WHC scale was invari-
ant across organisations, genders and parental status. As expected, the two WHC 
dimensions were negatively related, and workers from public organisations reported 
experiencing higher levels of support and lower levels of hindrance than those from 
private organisations. Further, men and women, workers with and without children 
did not differ in their perceptions regarding WHC. Dikkers et al. (2007) examined 
the associations between the two second-order dimensions and the use of four spe-
cific arrangements (i.e., flextime, working part-time, subsidised childcare and paren-
tal leave): the results indicated that workers who reported experiencing higher levels 
of support were more likely to use the flextime, part-time work and subsidised child-
care facilities. The WHC was not significantly related to the use of parental leave, 
which was most strongly predicted by gender (Dikkers et al., 2007).

To our knowledge, although some subscales or items of the WHC scale have been 
used in studies conducted in the Netherlands (Pas et al., 2011; Straub et al., 2018) 
or in other European countries (Beham et al., 2011, 2014), and in Australia (Timms 
et al., 2015), no one has further validated the factorial structure of the whole 18-item 
WHC scale. Some of these studies deepened the relations between specific dimen-
sions of WHC, organizational variables or selected aspects of the work-home inter-
face. As regards the organizational outcomes, Timms et al. (2015) highlighted the 
importance of a supportive culture (organization’s and supervisor’s support) for 
attenuating employees’ turnover intentions and psychological strain, and for increas-
ing work engagement. Instead, organizational time demands and negative career 
consequences were predictive of turnover intentions; negative career consequences 
predicted also psychological strain. In line with these findings, Straub et al. (2018) 
found that perceptions of a supportive WHC strengthened employees work engage-
ment and diminished their turnover intentions. In contrast, a hindrance organiza-
tion culture resulted in lower employees’ work engagement and higher turnover 
intentions.

Despite the interest towards organisational strategies that enable employees 
to better balance demands from work and family domains, and the perceptions of 
employees regarding the implications of using such strategies, the WHC is a rela-
tively under-researched concept.

Study 1 of this paper aimed to test the factorial structure of the Italian version of 
the WHC scale and evaluate the goodness-of-fit of a series of alternative factor mod-
els, following the original work of Dikkers et  al. (2007). Further, in line with the 
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steps followed by Dikkers et al. (2007), the robustness of the factorial structure of 
the WHC scale and the invariance of the parameter estimates (i.e., factor loadings, 
factor covariance and item error variances) were tested across samples representing 
differences in gender, parental status and public vs private sector organisations. We 
put forward the following hypotheses:

H1: The WHC will be captured by five first-order dimensions (organisation’s 
support, supervisor’s support, colleagues’ support, career consequences and 
organisational time demands) and two second-order dimensions (support and 
hindrance).
H2: The factorial structure will be invariant across all the sub-samples considered 
in the study.

Since previous research has shown that public organisations were more concerned 
with assisting their workers with care-giving responsibilities than companies in the 
private sector (Dikkers et al., 2007; Mauno et al., 2005), we expected the following:

H3: Workers from public organisations will report higher levels of supportive 
WHC and lower levels of hindrance than those from private organisations.
H4: In line with the results of Dikkers et al. (2007), we did not expect gender-
based and parental status-based differences in WHC perceptions.

Study 2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses

Study 2 aimed to analyse the direct and indirect relationships between the five 
dimensions of WHC and subjective well-being via the mediation of the work-family 
interface (Fig.  1). Three different aspects of the work-family interface were con-
sidered: work-family conflict, work-family enrichment and work-family balance. 
Empirical studies examining the antecedents of work-family interface and work-
related outcomes mainly draw upon the job demands-resources model (Demerouti 
et al., 2001), according to which job demands refer to “physical, social, or organ-
izational aspects of a job that require sustained physical or mental effort and are 
therefore associated with certain physiological and psychological costs” (Demerouti 
et al., 2001, p. 501). Job resources refer to the physical, psychological, social and 
organisational aspects that serve to achieve work goals, stimulate personal growth 
and reduce the costs associated with job demands. Resources can be classified as 
external (social and organisational) and internal (cognitive features and action pat-
terns) (Demerouti et al., 2001). Past research has identified certain job demands and 
external social resources that deplete or enhance the ability of employees to rec-
oncile the work and family domains (e.g., Beham et al., 2011). For example, time-
based demands (e.g., long working hours and overtime) are related to higher levels 
of work-home interference and lower satisfaction with work-family balance (Beham 
& Drobnič, 2010; Beham et  al., 2011, 2014; Valcour, 2007). At the same time, 
social resources (e.g., a supportive work-family culture, a supportive supervisor, 
supportive co-workers and work-family policies) were found to be negatively related 
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to work-home interference and positively related to satisfaction with work-family 
balance (Beham & Drobnič, 2010; Beham et al., 2011, 2014; Dikkers et al., 2007; 
Thompson et al., 1999; Valcour, 2007).

Work‑Family Interface: Conflict, Enrichment and Balance

The expression “work-family interface” describes a research field dealing with the 
relationships between the domains of work and family, which can be both positive 
and negative. Nevertheless, the conflict dominated work-family interface research 
for the last two decades of the twentieth century. This view originated from role 
theory (Merton, 1957) and from Goode’s (1960) role strain hypothesis. The work-
family conflict was the core construct of the conflict perspective and it was defined 
as “a form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressure from work and family 
are mutually incompatible in some respect. That is, participation in the work (fam-
ily) role is made more difficult by virtue of participation in the family (work) role” 
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77).

The considerable amount of research on the effects of work-family conflict has 
revealed that this kind of conflict is negatively related to indicators of subjective 
well-being, such as job, family and life satisfaction (e.g., De Simone et al., 2014). 
Moreover, it is positively related to psychological strain, depression and burnout 
(e.g., Allen et al., 2000); it is also negatively associated with organisational commit-
ment (e.g., Allen et al., 2000) and organisational citizenship behaviours (e.g., Brag-
ger et al., 2005), and positively associated with turnover intentions (e.g., Allen et al., 
2000; Frone, 2003).

With regard to the relationship between work-family culture and work-family 
conflict, Thompson et al. (1999) found that more supportive cultures were associ-
ated with less work-family conflict, and that less negative perceptions regarding the 
career consequences of using the benefits and lower organisational time demands 
were associated with less work-family conflict. Dikkers et  al. (2007) analysed the 
relations between the two second-order dimensions of WHC and the four compo-
nents of the work-home interaction – both negative (i.e., negative influence of work 
on home and vice versa) and positive (i.e., positive influence of work on home and 
vice versa) (Geurts et  al., 2005). Employees who perceived higher levels of sup-
port for work-family issues experienced less interference from work on home, a 
more positive influence from work on home, and a more positive influence from 
home on work. The perceived hindrance was only linked to a negative component 
of the work-home interaction, which is the interference from work on home. Similar 
findings are reported by Beham et al. (2011) which found that organizational time 
demands were positively related to interference from work on home, while supervi-
sor’s and colleagues’ support were negatively related to the same outcome.

With regard to the relationships between the dimensions of WHC and the work-
family conflict, our hypotheses were as follows:

H5: The three dimensions of work-home support (i.e., organisation, supervisor 
and colleague support) will be negatively associated with work-family conflict.
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H6: The two dimensions that characterise a hindering WHC (i.e., negative career 
consequences and organisational time demands) will be positively associated 
with work-family conflict.

More recently, scholars have focused their attention on the positive interactions 
between the roles of work and family. Several constructs were proposed, such as 
work-family enrichment, work-family positive spillover and work-family facilita-
tion. Work-family enrichment is defined as “the extent to which experiences in one 
role improve the quality of life, namely performance or affect, in the other role” 
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73). Previous research has confirmed that work-fam-
ily enrichment and work-family conflict are conceptually and empirically distinct, 
the correlation between them being found to be null or weak (e.g., Carlson et al., 
2006; Ghislieri et al. 2011). With respect to the outcomes, work-family enrichment 
has been found to be positively related to an individual’s physical and mental health, 
job and family satisfaction, affective commitment (e.g., Baral & Bhargava, 2010; 
McNall et al., 2010; Wayne et al., 2006), and organisational citizenship behaviour 
(e.g., Bhargava & Baral, 2009). Regarding the relationships with the work-family 
culture, Wayne et al. (2006), using the scale by Thompson et al. (1999), found that 
organisational time demands were negatively related to work-family enrichment. 
Other studies highlighted that supervisors’ and co-workers’ support was linked to 
higher levels of work-family enrichment (e.g., Baral & Bhargava, 2010; Beham 
et al., 2011).

With respect to the relationships between the dimensions of WHC and the work-
family enrichment, our hypotheses were as follows:

H7: The three dimensions of work-home support will show positive associations 
with work-family enrichment.
H8: The two dimensions of a hindering WHC will be negatively associated with 
work-family enrichment.

In the last decade, especially due to the emerging interest in the themes and 
practices that aim to reconcile work and family life, certain authors have focused 
their studies on the concept of work–family balance. Initially, work-family balance 
was equated to the absence of work-family conflict. Subsequently, Frone (2003) 
defined balance as the simultaneous experience of low conflict and high enrich-
ment. More recently, other scholars have argued that balance is a concept that is 
distinct from both conflict and enrichment, and many different definitions have 
been proposed (for a review, see Sirgy & Lee, 2018; Wayne et al., 2017). Among 
them, some considered balance to be a global evaluation of the interplay between 
work and family (global balance approaches) (Wayne et al., 2017). Grzywacz and 
Carlson (2007) defined it as the “accomplishment of role-related expectations that 
are negotiated and shared between an individual and his/her role-related partners 
in the work and family domains” (p. 458). This view, wherein work-family balance 
is inextricably linked to the social context, does not necessarily imply that an indi-
vidual should be a “superstar” in both work and family contexts but, rather, that he/
she meets the basic expectations of both roles. According to Carlson et al. (2009),  
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work-family balance is more global than individual experiences of conflict and 
enrichment, as it places emphasis on the individual’s ability to fulfil his/her respon-
sibilities associated with both work and family domains and reflects his/her beliefs 
that significant others perceive him/her as being capable of accomplishing work and 
family responsibilities. Carlson et  al. (2009) proposed a measure of work-family 
balance based on the theoretical definition of balance proposed by Grzywacz and 
Carlson (2007) and demonstrated that it was distinct from work-family conflict and 
enrichment. Recently, Landolfi and Lo Presti (2020) validated this measure in the 
Italian context, effectively supporting the distinction between work-family conflict, 
enrichment and balance. Their results also showed that work-family balance was 
negatively associated with work-family conflict and positively associated with work-
family enrichment.

Although the concept of balance is extremely popular in the work-family litera-
ture, the empirical research focusing on work-family balance-related consequences 
is still limited when compared to that on the consequences of work-family conflict 
and enrichment. However, some evidence of the links between work-family balance 
and several positive work outcomes does exist. For instance, work-family balance 
was found to be positively associated with job and life satisfaction, organisational 
commitment and organisational citizenship behaviours and negatively associated 
with anxiety and depression (Carlson et  al., 2009, 2013; Haar, 2013; Haar et  al., 
2014; Wayne et al., 2017). As regards the relations between WHC and work-family 
balance, very few evidence is available. For example, Beham and Drobnič (2010) 
found that high organizational time demands were negatively related to satisfac-
tion with work-family balance (Valcour, 2007), while Beham et al. (2014) reported 
that supervisor’s and colleagues’ support were positively associated with the same 
aspect of work-home interface.

Our hypotheses concerning the relations between the dimensions of WHC and 
the work-family balance, were as follows:

H9: The three supportive dimensions of WHC will show positive associations 
with work-family balance.
H10: The two dimensions of a hindering WHC will be negatively associated with 
work-family balance.

Subjective Well‑Being, Work‑Family Interface and Work‑Home Culture

According to Diener (2000, 2013), subjective well-being is a broad construct that 
includes several correlated but distinct components, such as “life satisfaction (global 
judgment of one’s own life), satisfaction with important domains (e.g., work satisfac-
tion), positive affect (experiencing of many pleasant emotions and moods), and low 
levels of negative affect (experiencing of unpleasant emotions and moods)” (Diener, 
2000, p. 34). Life satisfaction is a trait-like, context-free construct; affect repre-
sents people’s evaluations of the events that occur in their lives and comprises both 
trait-like and state-like components (Wijngaards et al., 2021). Therefore, subjective  
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well-being can be defined as an individual’s cognitive and affective appraisals of his/
her life and includes experiencing pleasant emotions, a low level of negative moods 
and a high degree of life satisfaction.

Previous research that analysed the relationship between the work-family inter-
face and subjective well-being found that work-family conflict was negatively asso-
ciated with life satisfaction and affective components of subjective well-being (psy-
chological strain, depression and anxiety), especially in the short term (Matthews 
et  al., 2014); work-family enrichment was found to predict higher job satisfaction 
and overall life satisfaction (Ford et al., 2018).

As aforementioned, some empirical evidence supports the existence of a link 
between the work-family interface and subjective well-being, especially between 
work-family conflict and lower job and life satisfaction, negative affect or high psy-
chological strain and between work-family enrichment and balance, higher satisfac-
tion and lower psychological strain. Therefore, we postulated the following:

H11: Work-family conflict will be negatively associated with subjective well-
being.
H12: Work-family enrichment and work-family balance will be positively associ-
ated with subjective well-being.

Other empirical evidence demonstrated that the work-family culture has an effect 
on work-related stress. For example, Thompson and Prottas (2005) showed that sup-
portive supervisors and co-workers, and employees’ perception that they can use 
family-friendly benefits without fearing negative job or career consequences, were 
linked to lower levels of stress and depressive symptoms and greater positive work-
family affective spillover.

Mauno et al. (2005), using three subscales adapted from the work-family scale by 
Thompson et al. (1999), found that an unsupportive work-family culture was associ-
ated directly and indirectly, through work-family conflict, to self-reported employ-
ees’ distress in two organizations (one public and one private). Beauregard (2011) 
discovered that none of the work-family culture dimensions had a significant direct 
relationship with strain when all the other dimensions were controlled, but work-
home interference was found to fully mediate the effects of organisational time 
demands on strain for women and, partially, for men. Thus, the demand that requires 
employees to subjugate their personal lives to fulfil their work responsibilities was 
related to the amount of work-home interference they experienced, which, in turn, 
predicted increased levels of anxiety, fatigue and depression. Further, Ferguson et al. 
(2012) found that work-family balance partially mediated the relationship between 
co-workers’ support and job satisfaction.

Although organisational work-family culture has been demonstrated to be linked 
to work-related stress, little is known about the relationship between the five dimen-
sions of WHC scale and employees’ subjective well-being. Additional studies are 
needed to gain better comprehension of the mechanism that can potentially explain 
how the WHC contributes to employees’ well-being. In particular, the key question 
is whether the WHC and subjective well-being are directly connected or whether 
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other variables act as mediators of their relationship. In our research, we posit that 
the work-family interface is one mechanism through which organisations’ WHC 
exerts its effect on employees’ subjective well-being (Fig.  1). Hence, we hypoth-
esised that the three facets of the work-home interface will mediate the relationships 
between the five dimensions of the WHC and subjective well-being (H13).

Study 1

Aims

Following Dikkers et al.’s (2007), Study 1 aims a) to evaluate the construct valid-
ity of the Italian version of the WHC scale; b) to test the invariance of the factorial 
structure across different subgroups of participants; c) to examine mean differences 
associated with the dimensions of the WHC scale across the same subgroups.

Method

Procedure and Participants

A heterogeneous sample of workers from different organisations took part in the 
study. Eight bachelor’s and master’s psychology students assisted with data collec-
tion as a part of their internship or research experience assignment. Using snow-
ball sampling, each student recruited about 100–120 participants. The students were 
trained regarding the inclusion criterion (i.e., participants had to be employees who 
had a supervisor and, at least, one colleague) and regarding the ethical standards 
related to the recruitment process. The participants were informed about the aim of 
the study, the average duration of the task and the possibility of withholding their 
consent to participate in the research at any time and were assured that all their 
responses would remain confidential. Participants filled in the questionnaire individ-
ually and returned it on the same day that they had received it. The students returned 
the completed questionnaires – which were in sealed envelopes – to the researchers.

We collected 940 questionnaires, which were then carefully examined.1 We 
retained those that belonged to participants aged between 25 and 67, employees of 
either public or private companies and those who did not present missing data on 
the WHC scale items. Data collection was completed before the sanitary emergency 
caused by SARS-COV-2 (COVID 19) started.

The final sample comprised 784 participants: 309 men (39.4%), 472 women 
(60.2%) and three participants (0.4%) who did not indicate their gender. One hun-
dred and twenty-eight participants (16.3%) were 25–29 years old, 404 (51.5%) were 
30–49 years old, and 250 (31.9%) were over 50 years old. Two (0.3%) respondents 

1  All questionnaires were scrutinized in order to assess the correspondence with the inclusion criteria 
(e.g., age range, presence of both colleagues and a supervisor, job type and employment contract), using 
also some control questions that were not considered in 12. We have also eliminated a limited number of 
outliers.
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did not indicate their age. Further, 13.5% participants had completed compulsory 
education (n = 106), 69.3% had an upper-secondary diploma (n = 544), and 17% had 
a college degree (n = 133); one participant did not indicate the level of education. 
Most participants worked in the private sector (n = 517, 65.9%), and 208 (26.5%) 
worked in public organisations; for 59 participants (7.5%), this information was 
not provided. Furthermore, 308 (39.3%) worked as clerical workers, 135 (17.2%) 
were blue-collar workers, 111 (14.2%) were health professionals, 79 (10.1%) were 
schoolteachers, 101 were employed in the service sector (12.9%), and 43 (5.5%) 
held a middle-management position (seven missing values). Three hundred and five 
respondents (38.9%) had been working for five years or less, 104 (13.3%) had a sen-
iority between six and ten years, and 374 (47.7%) had been working for more than 
eleven years; one participant did not answer this question. More than a half of the 
participants (n = 521, 66.5%) had a permanent full-time job position; 132 (16.8%) 
had a permanent part-time position, and 128 (16.3%) had a fixed-term employment 
contract (three missing values). A majority of the participants (n = 468, 59.7%) 
reported having children (two missing values), and 61.7% were married or cohabit-
ing (n = 484). The percentage of participants who lived in Northeast Italy was equal 
to 62.2% (n = 488), 14% lived in Southern Italy (n = 110), 11.6% lived in Northwest 
Italy (n = 91), and 10.7% (n = 84) lived in the Central Italy area (11 missing values).

Measures

The translation process of the WHC scale included both the forward and the back-
ward steps and the pilot test to gather feedback on the readability and content valid-
ity of the translated scale. The instrument was administered to 10 individuals, and 
no significant word changes were made. The Italian version is available in Appen-
dix 1, Table A.

Work‑Home Culture  It was measured with the 18-item instrument developed by 
Dikkers et al. (2007). The 18 items represented its five components: (a) organisa-
tion’s support (four items, e.g., “In this organisation, it is considered important that, 
beyond their work, employees have sufficient time left for their private life”); (b) 
supervisor’s support (four items, e.g., “My superior supports employees who want 
to switch to less demanding jobs for private reasons”); (c) colleagues’ support (four 
items, e.g., “My colleagues support employees who want to switch to less demand-
ing jobs for private reasons”); (d) career consequences (four items, e.g., “To turn 
down a promotion for private reasons will harm one’s career progress in this organ-
isation”); (e) time demands (three items, e.g., “To get ahead in this organisation, 
employees are expected to put their job before their private life when necessary”). 
The Likert-type answer alternatives ranged from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (com-
pletely agree), with higher scores entailing higher levels of support, negative career 
consequences and time demands.

Socio‑Demographics Variables  Gender, age, geographic area of residence, educa-
tion, employment status and tenure were assessed.
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Data Analysis

After verifying the univariate normality of items’ distributions using the skewness 
and kurtosis indices, we checked Mardia’s (1970) coefficient to assess the multivari-
ate normality of the items’ distributions. To test the factorial structure of the WHC 
scale, we applied the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), implemented via Lisrel 
8.8. A maximum likelihood method of estimation was adopted based on the covari-
ance matrix between the 18 items. To test the hypothesis that five first-order dimen-
sions and two second-order dimensions (support and hindrance) characterise the 
WHC, we compared the fit of different factor models. Model fit was evaluated using 
chi-square, comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA) and standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) indices according 
to the cut-off values that are accepted in the literature. Usually, a satisfactory model 
is denoted by nonsignificant χ2, CFI > 0.95, RMSEA ≤ 0.06 and SRMR ≤ 0.08 (Hu 
& Bentler, 1999). To compare non-nested models, we used the Akaike information 
criterion (AIC): lower AIC coefficients generally indicate better model fit (Scher-
melleh-Engel et al., 2003). To estimate reliability, composite reliabilities (CR) and 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were determined. Multi-group confirmatory factor 
analyses were performed for testing configural, metric, factor covariance and resid-
ual invariance across samples defined by gender, parental status and employment in 
a public vs private sector organisation. Since our sample contained more than 300 
people, a change equal to or higher than -0.010 in CFI, supplemented by a change 
equal to or higher than 0.015 in RMSEA or a change equal to or higher than 0.030 
in SRMR, would indicate non-invariance (Cheung and Rensvold 2002; Chen, 2007). 
Finally, the differences between the composite scores of subgroups were tested using 
multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) via SPSS 27.

Results

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The skewness for all item distributions fell between -0.578 and -0.016, kurtosis fell 
between -1.191 and -0.437, and they did not highlight severe violations. Mardia’s 
coefficient was equal to 1.270. As it was not significant (< 1.96), it supported the 
multivariate normality of the items’ distributions.

Table  1 reports the fit indices for the models that were tested. Model 1, in 
which all the items of the WHC scale loaded on one factor, and Model 3, in 
which the five first-order factors loaded on one second-order factor, did not pre-
sent adequate fit indices. Model 2a, with five first-order correlated factors, and 
Model 4a, in which the five first-order factors loaded on two second-order fac-
tors, reflecting support and hindrance, fit the data in an acceptable way. The CFI 
and SRMR fit indices of Model 2a and Model 4a were adequate, but the RMSEA 
was higher than the threshold of 0.06. To determine what could have caused the 
inflation of the RMSEA, we inspected the modification indices and found that the 
model could be improved by estimating the error covariance between three pairs 
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of items, namely 1–2, 5–6 and 12–13 (see Table A in Appendix 1). Most prob-
ably, these were perceived to have some degree of overlap in meaning or wording 
or were placed close together in the questionnaire. The fit indices of the two mod-
els with correlated errors (M2b and M4b) were only slightly more adequate; in 
fact, a RMSEA value of 0.08 is considered acceptable (Schermelleh-Engel et al., 
2003). Therefore, for parsimony we preferred to continue the analyses by consid-
ering the solution that did not have correlated errors.

The standardised factor loadings (λ) for M2a were all statistically significant 
(p < 0.001) and ranged from 0.41 (item 18) to 0.93 (item 10) (see Table  A in 
Appendix 1).

The average variance extracted (AVE) (Table  2), which reflects the over-
all amount of shared variance among the indicators that measure a latent con-
struct, ranged from 0.51 to 0.69, exceeding the acceptable threshold level of 0.50 
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The correlations between the five latent factors ranged 
from small to large in size, and the square roots of the AVE were higher than the 
correlations between latent factors, thus indicating that the five factors were cor-
related but distinct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The composite reliability values of 
all latent constructs ranged from 0.80 to 0.89, which were above the acceptable 
level of 0.70 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). Further, the results of the internal reliability, 
calculated using Cronbach’s alpha values, were satisfactory.

With regard to M4a, the correlation between the two second-order factors was 
equal to -0.36, and all gamma coefficients (γ) were significant, ranging from 0.91 
(supervisor’s support on support dimension) and 0.67 (colleagues’ support on 
support dimension). The alpha coefficient for support was equal to 0.90, while 
that for hindrance was 0.83.

The comparison of the AIC indices of M2a and M4a revealed small differ-
ences, and this led us to prefer the model with the lowest AIC, M2a, which had 
five first-order correlated factors. Additionally, a WHC scale qualified by five 
scores can offer more details for both theoretical and applicative purposes.

In sum, the factor analyses supported the distinction between the five dimen-
sions of the WHC scale. Moreover, given the small differences in data fit between 
M2a and M4a, the results of Dikkers et  al. (2007) were corroborated and the 
use of the two comprehensive measures of support and hindrance was also 
legitimised.

Table 2   Descriptive statistics, reliability estimates and correlations between latent factors (n = 784)

 AVE = Average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability. All correlation coefficients are significant 
with p < 0.01.

Variables M (SD) Alpha AVE CR 1 2 3 4 5

1.Organisation’s support 4.17 (1.47) 0.89 0.68 0.89 -
2.Colleagues’support 4.44 (1.33) 0.85 0.60 0.85 0.45 -
3.Supervisor’s support 3.71 (1.47) 0.84 0.69 0.87 0.64 0.62 -
4.Time demands 4.08 (1.64) 0.83 0.64 0.84 -0.28 -0.14 -0.22 -
5.Career consequences 3.99 (1.35) 0.78 0.51 0.80 -0.31 -0.14 -0.27 0.64 -
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Measurement Invariance

Invariance was examined with reference to M2a (five correlated latent factors) 
and by contrasting the following subgroups of participants: male (n = 309) vs 
female (n = 472), parents (n = 468) vs nonparents (n = 314) and public-sector work-
ers (n = 208) vs private-sector workers (n = 517). The multi-sample procedure was 
applied with four consequential hypotheses: i) configural invariance that repre-
sents the baseline model and requires an identical number of both the factors and 
the pattern of factor–item relations across the two groups; ii) metric invariance that 
requires all factor loading parameters (λy) to be invariant across groups; iii) invari-
ance of construct covariance that requires the relationships among constructs to be 
the same across groups; iv) residual variance invariance that indicates that scale 
items measure the latent constructs with the same degree of measurement error (θε). 
The configural and metric invariance were supported in all three multi-group com-
parisons: the χ2 difference tests were nonsignificant; all ΔCFIs were smaller than 
-0.01, and the differences between the RMSEA and SRMR values were below 0.015 
and 0.030, respectively (Chen, 2007; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). In the comparison 
based on gender, the factor covariance invariance and residual invariance were also 
supported. With regard to parental status, by constraining the factor covariance to be 
equivalent across both groups, the χ2 value increased and the fit decreased; however, 
the differences associated with the CFI, RMSEA and SRMR values were below the 
cut-off for rejecting invariance tests, and, therefore, the invariance could be consid-
ered as being supported. The invariance of the construct covariance cannot be seen 
as entirely supported in the comparison between public vs private organisations: in 
this case, Δχ2 is significant, and ΔCFI is equal to -0.01; additionally, the residual 
variance invariance is also not completely supported. Considering all the evidence 
and that “more advanced levels of invariance represent very strict standards that are 
often difficult to fulfil in practice” (Chen, 2007, p. 466), we concluded in favour 
of the overall measurement invariance of the Italian version of the five-correlated-
factor WHC scale (for more details, please see Table B in Appendix 2).

Work‑Home Culture and Demographic and Organisational Characteristics

Using MANOVA, we examined the mean differences associated with the five 
dimensions of the WHC across the gender, parental status and private vs pub-
lic sectors subgroups. As for gender, the main multivariate effect was signifi-
cant (F5,775 = 4.11, p < 0.002, η2

par = 0.03). The univariate effects were significant 
for time demands (F1,779 = 9.30, p < 0.003, η2

par = 0.01) and career consequences 
(F1,779 = 7.77, p < 0.006, η2

par = 0.01). In both cases, men presented higher scores 
(4.30 and 4.15, respectively) than women (3.94 and 3.88, respectively). The main 
multivariate effect of parental status was not significant (F5,776 = 1.19, ns). Workers 
from the public and private sectors had different perceptions regarding WHC, since 
the main multivariate effect was significant (F5,719 = 8.40, p < 0.0001, η2

par = 0.06). 
The univariate effects were significant for organisation’s support (F1,723 = 13.63, 
p < 0.0001, η2

par = 0.02), supervisor’s support (F1,723 = 4.48, p < 0.04, η2
par = 0.01), 
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time demands (F1,723 = 9.42, p < 0.003, η2
par = 0.01) and career consequences 

(F1,723 = 9.24, p < 0.003, η2
par = 0.01). In all cases, workers from private organisa-

tions presented higher mean scores than those from the public sector (4.26, 3.78, 
4.20, 4.09 vs 3.81, 3.52, 3.78, 3.75, respectively).

Conclusion

In line with H1, the results of the CFAs attested that the WHC scale designed by 
Dikkers et  al. (2007) can be represented both by a five first-order-factor structure 
and by a structure made up of five first-order factors and two second-order factors. 
Additionally, the five-factor structure can be considered as invariant across gender, 
parental status and type of organisation (H2). Overall, these results underline the 
robustness of the scale in the Italian context.

Regarding organisation characteristics, our results partially supported H3, since 
they highlighted that employees from public organisations perceived the WHC as 
being less supportive and less obstructive with respect to establishing a balance 
between work and home duties as compared to those from private organisations. 
That is, employees of public organisations perceived less time demands and less 
negative career consequences in relation to their efforts to manage both work and 
family duties; but at same time, they feel less supported by both the organisation and 
their supervisor with regard to managing these efforts. Even H4 was only partially 
supported. The respondents did not differ in terms of their perception of the WHC 
of their organisations regardless of whether they had children; on the contrary, men 
(vs women) perceived their organisations as being more obstructive to establishing a 
balance between work and home duties in terms of both time demands and negative 
career consequences.

Study 2

Aims

Study 2 aims to test some hypotheses regarding the relationships between the five 
dimension of WHC, three aspects of the work-home interface and three features of 
subjective well-being (see Fig. 1).

Method

Procedure and Participants

Study 2 was also conducted using a heterogeneous sample of workers belonging to 
different organisations. Six trained bachelor’s and master’s psychology students sup-
ported data collection, which was carried out using the snowball sampling method. 
The procedure and the inclusion and ethics criteria for recruitment were the same as 
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those for Study 1. We collected 600 questionnaires, which were then carefully exam-
ined. Only those filled out by individuals aged between 25 and 66 years and without 
missing data on the scales were included in this study.2

The final sample comprised 484 participants: 239 men (49.4%), 242 women 
(50%) and three people (0.6%) who did not indicate their gender. The mean age 
of the participants was 43.1 years (SD = 10). In total, 36 individuals (7.4%) had 
completed compulsory education, 277 (57.2%) had an upper-secondary diploma, 
and 168 (34.7%) had a college degree (three missing data). Further, 273 respond-
ents (56.4%) were employed as clerical workers, 56 (11.6%) were blue-collar 
workers, 20 (4.1%) were health professionals, 40 (8.3%) were schoolteachers, 
48 were employed in the service sector (9.9%), and 38 individuals (7.9%) held a 
middle-management position (nine missing values). The average tenure was equal 
to 19.5  years (SD = 10.9). Most participants (n = 350, 72.3%) had a permanent 
full-time job position, 71 (14.7%) had a permanent part-time job position, and 
56 (11.6%) had a fixed-term employment contract (seven missing values). The 
majority (n = 311, 64.3%) reported having children (four missing values), and 348 
(71.9) were married or cohabiting and mostly lived in Northeast Italy (n = 407, 
84.1%). Again, data collection was completed before the sanitary emergency 
caused by SARS-COV-2 (COVID 19).

Measures

Work‑Home Culture Scale  We used the 18-item tool as in Study 7.

Work‑Family Conflict Scale  This measures how often an individual’s participation in 
family roles is made more difficult by his/her participation in work roles. It is made 
up of five items (e.g., “Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my 
plans for family activities”), with a seven-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 
(completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) (Netemeyer et al., 1996) (Italian ver-
sion by Colombo & Ghislieri, 2008).

Work‑Family Enrichment Scale  This assesses the extent to which experiences in the 
work domain improve the quality of life in the family domain. It comprises three 
items (e.g., “At work, I feel positive emotions, and this helps me be a better family 
member”), with a seven-point Likert-type response scale that ranges from 1 (com-
pletely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) (Carlson et al., 2006) (Italian short version 
by Ghislieri et al., 2011).

Work‑Family Balance Scale  This refers to the extent to which an individual is able 
to meet the negotiated role-related expectations in both the work and the family 
domain. It comprises six items (e.g., “I am able to negotiate and accomplish what is 

2  The same screening procedure as concerns inclusion criteria and outliers used for Study 1 was fol-
lowed.
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expected of me at work and in my family”), with a seven-point Likert-type response 
scale that ranges from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) (Carlson 
et al., 2009) (Italian version by Landolfi & Lo Presti, 2020).

Life Satisfaction Scale  We used the measure developed by Diener et  al. (1985). 
One example of its five items is “In most ways, my life is close to my ideal”. The 
response scale ranged from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) (Italian 
version by Di Fabio & Gori, 2016).

Job Satisfaction Scale  We employed the Italian six-item scale proposed by Dazzi 
et al. (1998). An item example is “I feel satisfied with my job”. The response scale 
ranged from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree).

Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE)  This measure, developed by 
Diener et  al. (2010), is a 12-item scale, with six items devoted to positive expe-
riences (e.g., “good”) and six items designed to assess negative experiences (e.g., 
“sad”). The participants were asked to evaluate how often they experienced each 
feeling on a scale ranging from 1 (very rarely or never) to 5 (very often or always). 
The positive and negative facets were scored separately. The summed positive and 
negative scores (SPANE-P and SPANE-N) can range between 6 and 30. The two 
scores can also be combined by subtracting the negative score from the positive one, 
and the resulting SPANE-B score can range between -24 and 24. A positive score 
indicates positive affective experiences, while a negative score indicates negative 
affective experiences.

Socio‑Demographics Variables  These were assessed through the self-reporting of 
gender, age, geographic area of residence, education, employment status and tenure.

Data Analysis

Two CFA models (the five-factor model and the two-second-order-factor model; see 
M2a and M4a in Table 1) were tested in order to check the construct validity of the 
WHC scale in a different sample using the same statistical package, analytic proce-
dure and fit indices as those used in Study 7. The CFA was also used to estimate the 
goodness-of-fit of a three-factor model, which was made up of work-family conflict, 
work-family enrichment and work-family balance. SPSS 27 was used for descriptive 
analyses, reliability estimates through Cronbach’s alpha, Pearson’s correlation coeffi-
cients and hierarchical regression analyses. The hypothesised mediation models were 
tested via the PROCESS procedure (Hayes, 2013), adopting bias-corrected bootstrap 
95% confidence intervals (with 1000 resampling), to determine the significance of the 
indirect effects of the five dimensions of WHC on the three components of subjective 
well-being (i.e., life and job satisfaction and positive affect) through the aspects of the 
work-family interface (i.e., conflict, enrichment and balance).
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Results

Preliminary Analyses

The CFAs indicated that most of the fit indices of the five-factor model and the two-
second-order-factor model were acceptable, similar to Study 1 (five-factor model: 
χ2

125 = 749.96, p ≅ 00, RMSEA = 0.10, 90% CI: [0.09, 0.11], CFI = 0.95, SRMR = 0.06, 
AIC = 841.96; two second-order and five first-order factors model: χ2

129 = 773.78, 
p ≅ 00, RMSEA = 0.10, 90% CI: [0.09, 0.11], CFI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.07, AIC = 857.78). 
The only fit index that was not satisfactory in both models was RMSEA, mirroring the 
evidence from Study 1. Freeing the covariance between the errors of the same three 
pairs of items (i.e., 1–2, 5–6, 12–13), which emerged as problematic also in Study 7, 
determined a goodness-of-fit improvement: five-factor model: χ2

122 = 507.36, p ≅ 00, 
RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI: [0.07, 0.09], CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.05, AIC = 605.36; two 
second-order and five first-order factors model: χ2

126 = 542.70, p ≅ 00, RMSEA = 0.08, 
90% CI: [0.07, 0.09], CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.06, AIC = 632.70. As in Study 7, the 
model with the lowest AIC was the one with five correlated factors.

Regarding the work-family interface, a measurement model with three latent factors 
(i.e., conflict, enrichment and balance) and 14 observed variables was estimated, obtain-
ing satisfactory goodness-of-fit indices: χ2

74 = 325.72, p ≅ 00, RMSEA = 0.08, 90% CI: 
[0.075, 0.093], CFI = 0.96, SRMR = 0.057, AIC = 387.72. All items showed significant 
loadings (between 0.65 and 0.85) on their expected factor. Work-family conflict was 
found to be negatively correlated with work-family enrichment (ϕ = -0.18, p < 0.001) 
and work-family balance (ϕ = -0.25, p < 0.001); work-family enrichment positively cor-
related with work-family balance (ϕ = 0.49, p < 0.001). In any case, the 95% confidence 
intervals, obtained by considering two standard errors above and below the coefficients, 
did not include the perfect correlation (i.e., 1.00), thus supporting the fact that all the 
measures captured distinct constructs (Bagozzi, 1994).

Regression analyses

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s and Pearson’s correlations coef-
ficients for the five first-order dimensions of the WHC scale, the three constructs of 
the work–family interface, and the outcome variables. All reliability estimates were 
satisfactory.

To test the hypotheses H5 to H12, we conducted a series of multiple regression anal-
yses. No multicollinearity issues emerged. The first three analyses used the five dimen-
sions of the WHC as predictors and work-family conflict, work-family enrichment and 
work-family balance as dependent variables. Socio-demographics were added as con-
trol variables: age, gender (0 = men, 1 = women) and parental status (0 = no children, 
1 = children). The results showed that organisation’s support was negatively associated 
with work-family conflict (b = -0.13, p < 0.03, 95% CI: [-0.25, -0.01]) and positively 
associated with work-family enrichment (b = 0.35, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: [0.20, 0.48]) 
and work-family balance (b = 0.11, p < 0.005, 95% CI: [0.03, 0.19]). Colleagues’ 
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support was positively associated only with work-family balance (b = 0.10, p < 0.006, 
95% CI: [0.02, 0.18]). Supervisor’s support was positively associated with work–fam-
ily enrichment (b = 0.22, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: [0.09, 0.35]) and work–family balance 
(b = 0.10, p < 0.007, 95% CI: [0.02. 0.18]). Organisation’s time demands was positively 
associated only with work–family conflict (b = 0.28, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: [0.18, 0.37]). 
Finally, career consequences did not present any significant relationship with the three 
dependent variables. None of the socio-demographic variables were associated with 
dependent variables. The five dimensions of the WHC altogether explained 20% of 
the work–family conflict variance (F8,466 = 14.23, p < 0.0001), 27% of the work–fam-
ily enrichment variance (F8,466 = 21.67, p < 0.0001) and 18% of work–family balance 
(F8,466 = 12.65, p < 0.0001).

Next, we conducted three hierarchical regression analyses with life satisfac-
tion, job satisfaction and positive affect (SPANE-B) as the outcome variables, 
respectively. The control variables and the five dimensions of the WHC were 
entered in the first step. In the second step, the hypothesised mediators (work-
family conflict, work-family enrichment and work-family balance) were consid-
ered. Regarding life satisfaction, the hypothesised regression model explained 
24% of its variance (F11,463 = 12.91, p < 0.0001). Among the socio-demographic 
variables, only parental status presented a positive relationship in all steps (Step 
1, b = 0.44, p < 0.002, 95% CI: [0.18, 0.69]; Step 2, b = 0.37, p < 0.005, 95% CI: 
[0.12, 0.60]): participants with children reported being more satisfied with their 
life. In Step 1, only supervisor’s support showed a significant total effect on life 
satisfaction. In Step 2, work-family enrichment (b = 0.18, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: 
[0.09, 0.27]) and work-family balance (b = 0.35, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: [0.22, 0.46]) 
were significantly associated with life satisfaction. The parallel mediation analy-
sis, which considered all the supposed mediators, indicated that the direct effect 
of supervisor’s support was not significant, while two specific indirect effects 
were significant: the first one was totally mediated by work-family enrichment, 
and the second by work-family balance (Table 4).

The same regression model explained 43% of the variance of job satisfaction 
(F11,463 = 31.34, p < 0.0001). In Step 1, organisation’s support, supervisor’s sup-
port and organisational time demands showed significant totals effects on job 
satisfaction (Table 4). In Step 2, work-family conflict (b = -0.12, p < 0.002, 95% 
CI: [-0.21, -0.05]), work-family enrichment (b = 0.40, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: [0.32, 
0.49]) and work-family balance (b = 0.13, p < 0.04, 95% CI: [0.01, 0.25]) were 
significantly associated with job satisfaction. The parallel mediation analysis 
demonstrated that the direct effects of organisation’s support and supervisor’s 
support were not significant (Table  4). Work-family enrichment totally medi-
ated the relationships between organisation’s support and job satisfaction and 
between supervisor’s support and the same outcome variable. Organisational 
time demands showed a significant direct effect on job satisfaction, but the indi-
rect effect of organisational time demands through work-family conflict was also 
found to be significant (Table  4). Thus, work-family conflict partially mediated 
the relationship between organisational time demands and job satisfaction.

Regarding the positive affect, as measured by SPANE-B scores, the hypothesised 
regression model explained 19% of variance of this outcome variable (F11,463 = 9.79, 
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p < 0.0001). Gender presented a significant relationship in all steps (Step 1, b = -1.56, 
p < 0.02, 95% CI: [-2.81, -0.35]; Step 2, b = -1.52, p < 0.02, 95% CI: [-2.76, -0.32]) 
with this outcome variable: women reported experiencing a less positive affect than 
men did. Only organisation’s support presented a significant total effect on positive 
affect. In Step 2, work-family conflict (b = -0.72, p < 0.005, 95% CI: [-1.33, -0.06]) 
and work-family balance (b = 1.89, p < 0.0001, 95% CI: [0.92, 2.80]) were signifi-
cantly associated with positive affect. The parallel mediation analysis showed only 
one significant specific indirect effect: work-family balance totally mediated the 
relationship between organisation’s support and positive affect (Table 4).

Conclusion

The results of the CFAs reinforced the factorial structure of the WHC scale that had 
already emerged in Study 1, and the three-factor model made up of work–family 
conflict, enrichment and balance. In this last case, the distinctiveness of the three 
factors received support, and their correlations were in line with the extant literature 
(Carlson et al., 2009; Landolfi & Lo Presti, 2020).

Our hypotheses regarding the relationships between the five dimensions of the WHC 
and the three aspects of the work-family interface (H5-H12) were partially supported. 
Among the three dimensions of work-home support, only organisation’s support was 
negatively associated with work-family conflict (H5). The same dimension was posi-
tively associated with work-family enrichment and work-family balance (H7 and H9). 
Colleagues’ support was positively associated only with work-family enrichment (H7), 
and supervisor’s support was positively associated with work-family enrichment and 
work-family balance (H7 and H9). Among the two dimensions of a hindering WHC, 

Table 4   Mediation analysis: Total, direct and specific indirect effects

 OS = organisation’s support, SS = supervisor’s support, Time = organisational time demands, 
WFC = work–family conflict, WFE = work–family enrichment, WFB = work–family balance, SPANE-
B = positive affect. Unstandardised coefficients are reported. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Model Total effects Direct effects Specific indirect 
effects

Mediation

SS → WFE → Life 
satisfaction

0.12*
95% CI: [0.01, 0.23]

0.05 ns 0.04**
95% CI: [0.01, 0.07]

total

SS → WFB → Life 
satisfaction

0.12*
95% CI: [0.01, 0.23]

0.05 ns 0.04*
95% CI: [0.01, 0.07]

total

OS → WFE → Job 
satisfaction

0.19***
95% CI: [0.07, 0.31]

0.02 ns 0.14***
95% CI: [0.10, 0.20]

total

SS → WFE → Job 
satisfaction

0.17***
95% CI: [0.06, 0.28]

0.07 ns 0.09*
95% CI: [0.04, 0.15]

total

Time → WFC → Job 
satisfaction

-0.12**
95% CI: [-0.22, 

-0.03]

-0.11**
95% CI: [-0.20, 

-0.03]

-0.03**
95% CI: [-0.06, 

-0.01]

partial

OS → WFB → SPANE-B 0.86**
95% CI: [0.22, 1.57]

0.38 ns 0.21*
95% CI: [0.05, 0.41]

total
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only that of organisational time demands was positively associated with work-family 
conflict (H6). The negative career consequences dimension was not associated with 
work-family interface when the other dimensions of the WHC were controlled. Work-
family conflict, controlling for the other aspects of the work-home interface, was found 
to be negatively associated with job satisfaction and positive affect, which partially sup-
ports H11. As expected (H12), work-family enrichment and work-family balance were 
positively associated with all three components of subjective well-being.

The mediation analyses showed that work-family enrichment mediated the relation-
ships between supervisor’s support and life and job satisfaction. It also mediated the rela-
tionship between organisation’s support and job satisfaction. Work-family balance medi-
ated the relationship between supervisor’s support and life satisfaction and that between 
organisation’s support and positive affect. Finally, work-family conflict partially mediated 
the relationship between organisational time demands and job satisfaction (H13).

General Discussion

The first aim of this paper was to offer a contribution to the adaptation and validation 
of the WHC scale by Dikkers et al. (2007) in the Italian context to enable its use in 
research projects that aim to compare data between organisations, nations and cul-
tures and for interventions in the fields of work and organisational psychology and 
occupational health (Study 1). As far as we know, this is the first attempt to validate 
the whole Dikkers et al.’s (2007) scale in a different sociocultural context. To fulfil 
this objective, we conducted CFAs to check the adequacy of competing models of the 
latent structure of this scale. Despite both the five-first-order-factor and the two-sec-
ond-order-factor models presented quite a similar fit to the data, the solution with five 
correlated factors was retained. The reliability of the five first-order factors and two 
second-order factors were all satisfactory. Therefore, researchers and practitioners 
may choose to compute five instead of two composite scores depending on the ration-
ale of their study or organisational intervention. The five first-order factors structure 
turned out to be mostly invariant when comparing different subgroups of workers 
(based on gender, parental status and employment in a public vs private organisation). 
Therefore, we consider our hypotheses H1 and H2 to be largely supported.

Workers from public organisations perceived the WHC of their organisations as 
being less supportive and less obstructive to the establishment of a balance between 
work and home duties as compared with employees of private organisations, which 
partially supports hypothesis H3. In other words, employees of public organisations 
reported less time demands and less negative career consequences related to their 
efforts to manage both work and family duties. However, at same time, they felt less 
supported by both their organisations and their supervisors. This finding suggests that 
organisations that are owned or controlled by the government – in which employ-
ment contracts and careers are often statutory-regulated – seem to be less demand-
ing towards employees (e.g., asking them to work overtime on a regular basis, to 
be available all of the time or to put their job before their private life). At the same 
time, employees of public organisations believed that the use of family-friendly ben-
efits would not jeopardise their professional future. Moreover, organisations and 
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supervisors in the public sector are perceived to be less supportive and sensitive 
towards the integration of employees’ work and family duties and the utilisation of 
work-family arrangements compared to private organisations. Even if the law grants 
certain work-family arrangements, it is likely that employees belonging to the private 
sector will need to negotiate their access to family-friendly benefits with their supervi-
sors more than those belonging to the public sector do. Thus, the role and receptivity 
of supervisors can be considered more crucial in the private sector vs public sector.

Women reported experiencing less organisational time demands and negative 
career consequences for using family-friendly benefits as compared to men, and this 
does not support H4. In line with the other findings in the literature (e.g., Beaure-
gard, 2010; Dikkers et al., 2004), this can be explained by referring to the gender 
role theory, which states that social pressures encourage people to behave in ways 
that are consistent with their prescribed gender roles (Eagly, 1987). Given that men 
are subject to the gender role expectation of fulfilling the “breadwinner” role, they 
could have experienced work demands as being more dominant than home demands 
and suffered stronger penalties than women for not complying with work role expec-
tations and for trying to reconcile work and family responsibilities.

The purpose of Study 2 was to investigate how the WHC was associated with 
employees’ subjective well-being, and whether the work-family interface represents 
a mechanism, through which the organisational culture exerts an impact on the same. 
Our findings showed that the experience of a supportive WHC, with regard to work-
family issues and the use of family-friendly benefits, was significantly related to the 
work-family interface. As expected, employees who experienced support from their 
organisations expressed less work-family conflict, which is in line with H5, and a 
higher level of work-family enrichment and balance, which is in line with H7 and 
H9. In addition, employees who received support from their supervisor experienced 
higher work–family enrichment and balance, thus further supporting H7 and H9. 
Finally, employees who received support from their colleagues perceived higher 
work-family balance, which is, again, in favour of H9. In sum, supportive organisa-
tions and supervisors are the most important resources that can facilitate the experi-
ence of a positive work-family interface. Support from colleagues in using family-
friendly benefits does not seem to be beneficial in mitigating work-family conflict 
or in increasing work-family enrichment; however, it seems to help employees effec-
tively fulfil both work and family duties. Only a high level of organisational time 
demands was associated with a high level of work-family conflict, partially support-
ing H6. H8 and H10 were not supported by data. These findings are coherent with 
the extant literature which examined these relations using the work-family scale by 
Thompson et al. (1999) or some subscales of the WHC scale (e.g., Baral & Bhargava, 
2010; Beham & Drobnič, 2010; Beham et al., 2011, 2014; Dikkers et al., 2007).

As hypothesised, and in agreement with the literature, almost all the associations 
between the three aspects of the work-family interface and subjective well-being were 
found to be significant and in the expected direction (see H11 and H12). Lastly, in line 
with the studies of Beauregard (2011) and Mauno et al. (2005), our findings indicated 
that the WHC exhibits significant associations with subjective well-being and that these 
associations are largely indirect rather than direct (H13). In other words: (a) supervi-
sor’s support enhanced the perceived work-family enrichment of employees, which, in 
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turn, increased life and job satisfaction; (b) the same dimension increased employees’ 
perception of work-family balance, which, in turn, increased life satisfaction; (c) organi-
sation’s support was positively associated with work-family enrichment and balance, 
which, in turn, enhanced both job satisfaction and positive affect. Thus, work-family 
enrichment and work-family balance are the aspects of the work-family interface that 
appear to be more involved in the mechanism through which organisations’ and super-
visors’ support can exert a positive impact on an employee’s subjective well-being. The 
mediation analysis indicated only one significant direct effect linking organisational 
time demands with job satisfaction. Consistent with the resources-demands perspec-
tive, organisations’ expectation that employees should prioritise their work over their 
family and spend a considerable amount of time visibly at work resulted in decreased 
employee job satisfaction. At the same time, the continuous experience of workload 
increased work-family conflict, leading, again, to a decrease in job satisfaction.

In conclusion, organisations and supervisors who offer support to their employees 
with respect to using family-friendly arrangements seem to be able to improve subor-
dinates’ subjective well-being, which arises from establishing a positive relationship 
(marked by perceptions of both enrichment and balance) between work and family 
duties. From an application point of view, organisations that aim to increase workers’ 
well-being should also consider the employees’ experience of the work-family inter-
face. Moreover, they should create a family-supportive environment that encourages 
employees to use the work-family arrangements that are available in the organisation. 
Although, in practice, such a change in culture may be difficult to achieve, training 
managers and supervisors regarding the implementation of family-friendly policies 
and improving their awareness of the associated benefits can be worthwhile, as it may 
actively contribute to the retention of a more satisfied workforce.

Limitations

Certain limitations of our studies should be noted. First, the two studies relied exclu-
sively on self-reported measures, which might have led to an overestimation of the asso-
ciations between the variables due to common method variance. However, the guarantee 
of anonymity and the reduction of people’s evaluation apprehension by assuring them 
that there are no right or wrong answers may have attenuated this issue (Podsakoff et al., 
2003). Second, self-reported measures can be affected by social desirability bias even 
though granting anonymity during data collection usually helps counterbalance this 
weakness. Third, as highlighted by Brough et al. (2014), another limitation is associated 
with the fact that the items that measured the work-family interface place an emphasis on 
family, excluding other potential non-family and non-work commitments. For instance, 
the emphasis on family makes it problematic to use the measures of balance for peo-
ple who have no immediate family members (single people and/or those who do not 
have children) but do need to achieve an appropriate balance between their work and life 
duties. Fourth, the use of a cross-sectional design does not allow us to make any causal 
inference about the relations between the WHC and the other variables. Finally, we inter-
viewed convenience samples of workers, and, although the samples were quite large, our 
results cannot be generalised to the entire Italian workers population.
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Table B   Study 1: WHC scale, five-correlated-factor model. Results of multi-group analyses

Multigroup comparisons Fit indices Test of invariance

Gender
Configural invariance χ2(250) = 1246.34, p = 0.00

CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.10, 
SRMR = 0.06

Metric invariance χ2(263) = 1263.77, p =0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.06

M1–M0
Δχ2(13) = 17.43, ns
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = -0.001
ΔSRMR = -0.002

Factor covariance invariance χ2(278) = 1278.31, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.07

M2–M1
Δχ2(15) = 14.54, ns
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = -0.003
ΔSRMR = 0.005

Residual invariance χ2(296) = 1292.31, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.07

M3–M2
Δχ2(18) = 14, ns
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = -0.003
ΔSRMR = 0.000

Parental status
Configural invariance χ2(250) = 1290.41, p = 0.00

CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.10 
SRMR = 0.07

Metric invariance χ2(263) = 1302.13, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.10, 

SRMR = 0.07

M1–M0
Δχ2(13) = 11.72 ns
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = 0.000
ΔSRMR = -0.002

Factor covariance invariance χ2(278) = 1328.92, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.08

M2–M1
Δχ2(15) = 26.79, p = 0.03
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = -0.002
ΔSRMR = 0.004

Residual invariance χ2(296) = 1350.60, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.07

M3–M2
Δχ2(18) = 21.68, ns
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = -0.002
ΔSRMR = -0.001

Public-sector vs private-sector 
workers

Configural invariance χ2(250) = 1216.00 p = 0.00
CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.10, 

SRMR = 0.06
Metric invariance χ2(263) = 1225.15, p = 0.00

CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.10, 
SRMR = 0.07

M1–M0
Δχ2(13) = 9.15, ns
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = 0.000
ΔSRMR = 0.002

Factor covariance invariance χ2(278) = 1268.66, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.08

M2–M1
Δχ2(15) = 43.51, p = 0.0002
ΔCFI = -0.01, ΔRMSEA = -0.001
ΔSRMR = 0.015

Residual invariance χ2(296) = 1336.19, p = 0.00
CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.09, 

SRMR = 0.08

M3–M2
Δχ2(18) = 67.53, p = 0.0000
ΔCFI = 0.00, ΔRMSEA = 0.00
ΔSRMR = 0.00

Appendix 2
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