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Work-life balance of dual-earner couples:
Do advantages and disadvantages of workplace demands and resources
accumulate within partnerships?*
Stephanie Pausch, Mareike Reimann, Anja-Kristin Abendroth, Martin Diewald

Abstract

This study investigates the complex interplay between couples’ work and private life spheres
and disentangles how demands and resources affect partners’ satisfaction with their worklife balance. Next to the individual process of spillover of workplace demands and resources
to the private life sphere we investigate processes of crossover of one spouse’s demands
and resources to the other. We particularly argue that within partnerships an accumulation
of individual demands and resources from both partners takes place leading to specifically
disadvantaged situations, when it comes to demands, and specifically advantaged situations,
when it comes to resources. Furthermore we investigate gender differences in the relevance
of spillover, crossover and accumulation for a satisfying work-life balance. We make use of a
German Linked Employer-Employee Panel Survey (LEEP-B3), which includes information on
100 work organizations, 6,454 employees, and their partners (2,185). Our results mainly
support the spillover of demands and resources from work to private life meaning that
workplace demands make integrating work and private life more difficult whereas workplace
resources can help reaching a satisfying work-life balance more easily. The results also partly
support the hypothesized crossover of demands and resources from one partner to the
other. However, there is no such clear-cut picture for the accumulation of demands and
resources within partnerships.

Keywords: work-life balance, dual-earner couples, job demands and resources, spillover,
crossover, cumulative advantages and disadvantages, partnerships

* A previous version of this paper was presented at the Work and Family Researchers Network
(WFRN) Conference on June 19-21, 2014 in New York.
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Introduction
One of the main challenges that dual-earner couples have to face today is integrating
responsibilities of work and private life to reach a satisfying work-life balance. Much of the
research in this area shows that individuals’ workplace demands and resources are likely to
spill over into their private sphere and to lead to conflict between the two life domains (e.g.,
Staines, 1980; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Voydanoff, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).
Moreover, there is also research that focuses on dual-earner couples and the influence of
one spouse’s working conditions on the other (e. g., Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997; Becker
& Moen, 1999; Bakker, Demerouti, & Burke, 2009). As suggested by the concepts of “linked
lives” and “coupled-careers“ of Elder (1995) and Han and Moen (1999), lives of spouses are
interconnected, which means that it is likely that one spouse’s workplace conditions affect
the other’s ability to integrate work and private life. Westman (2001, 2006) argues that
processes of crossover take place within couples, meaning that job stress or strain is able to
cross over from one spouse to the other through mechanisms like empathy. Bakker and
Demerouti (2013) integrated both approaches of spillover and crossover into the spillovercrossover model (SCM), which is based on the assumption that a spillover of emotions from
the workplace to the private domain takes place and then feelings cross over from one
spouse to the other. The authors note that the intra-personal process of spillover takes place
before the inter-personal process of crossover. In addition, the SCM suggests that workplace
conditions and experience of conflict between work and private life have an impact on one’s
well-being. A question that must be asked aside from questions about the individual
importance of one’s own or the partner’s demands is whether the accumulation of both
partners’ workplace demands in their partnership can lead to even greater difficulties in
integrating work and private life. Conversely, workplace resources of both partners may also
accumulate within partnerships and enable the partners to integrate work and private life
even more satisfactorily. Following the definition by Valcour (2007), we define satisfaction
with the work-life balance as the overall satisfaction with the integration of work and private
life. To take into account the accumulation of demands and resources within partnerships in
order to explain differences in the satisfaction with one’s work-life balance, we argue in line
with the concept of cumulative advantages and disadvantages (DiPrete & Eirich, 2006). By
applying this aspect of inequality in the context of couples, we investigate whether spouses
in a partnership in which both partners have demanding workplace conditions are
specifically disadvantaged when it comes to achieving a satisfactory integration of work and
2

private life, as compared with couples with only one partner having to deal with high
workplace demands. Spouses in a partnership in which both partners can benefit from a
large amount of workplace resources may have a particular advantage because they are able
to integrate work and family life more easily than are couples in relationships in which
neither spouse or only one spouse has high resources. However, within couples, the effects
of workplace demands and resources for one’s work-life balance are likely to be different for
women and men. Given that in Germany women are still responsible for most of the
household and caring tasks (e.g., Blossfeld & Drobnič, 2001; Grunow, Schulz, & Blossfeld,
2007), and that it is thus more challenging to integrate the two life spheres, it can be
assumed that women are more strongly affected by the accumulation of demands and
resources than men.
The aim of this study, then, is to investigate the complex interplay between the work and the
private life of women and men in partnerships and how demands and resources of both
spouses mutually affect their ability to achieve a satisfying work-life balance. We consider
processes of spillover from work to private life and processes of crossover from one partner
to the other to investigate spouses’ experience of a satisfying integration of work and family
life. Moreover, we specifically focus on the accumulation of workplace demands and
resources within partnerships. Our main research questions are:
(1) What effect do the spillover, crossover, and accumulation of workplace demands and
resources have on one’s own satisfaction with one’s work-life balance?
(2) Do the spillover, crossover, and accumulation of demands and resources have the same
effect on women’s and men’s work-life balance?
There is ample literature analyzing how workplace demands and resources influence
individuals’ private lives through processes of spillover (Staines, 1980; Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Allen et al., 2000; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Roehling,
Moen, & Batt, 2003; Kinman & Jones, 2008). Previous studies indicate that demanding
workplace conditions that lead to stress and strain are likely to spill over into individuals’
private life and make it difficult to integrate the two life spheres (Grzywacz, Almeida, &
McDonald, 2002; Frone, 2003; Voydanoff, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Böhm &
Diewald, 2012). Research has also found evidence of an effect of one partner’s demanding
workplace conditions on the other partner (e.g., Burke, Weir, & DuWors, 1980; Greenhaus et
al., 1989; Jones & Fletcher, 1993; Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997; Moen & Yu, 2000;
Matthews et al., 2006; Fagan & Press, 2008). Findings concerning processes of crossover
3

indicate that a spouse’s well-being is affected if their partner experiences stressful
workplace conditions (Demerouti, Bakker & Schaufeli, 2005; Shimazu, Bakker, & Demerouti,
2009; Shimazu et al., 2011; Bakker et al., 2014).
We contribute to previous research in different ways. Our focus is on the accumulation of
demands and resources within couples and on its effects on one’s work-life balance. By
analyzing the workplace demands and resources of both spouses separately, as well as the
accumulation within partnerships, we are able to follow the emergence of work-life balance
from the individual level to constellations of workplace conditions of both partners. We also
take a closer look at gender differences by examining whether one’s own workplace
conditions, the partner’s workplace conditions, and the accumulation of the workplace
conditions of both partners have the same effects on women’s and men’s work-life balance.
In addition, we are able to consider different organizational and workplace contexts,
whereas most of the previous research was based on case studies of employees working in
one or a few work organizations (see Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Allen et al., 2000; Byron, 2005).
We make use of a German Linked Employer-Employee Panel Survey (LEEP-B3), which
includes information on 100 work organizations, 6,454 employees, and their partners (2,185)
(for more information, see Abendroth et al., 2014; Diewald et al., 2014; Pausch et al., 2014).
This national sample overcomes the limitations of the hitherto prevailing case studies and
allows for a reliable examination of statistical associations for employees in a variety of
workplaces and work organizations.
In our study, we disentangle workplace demands and resources that influence employees’
satisfaction with their work-life balance in three steps (Sect. 1.1). First, we draw on the
spillover approach (Staines, 1980; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Roehling, Moen, & Batt, 2003)
to argue that the demands and resources from individuals’ work sphere can spill over into
their private sphere, thus leading to lower/higher satisfaction with the balance between the
two spheres (1.2). Second, we introduce the crossover model (Westman, 2001, 2006; Bakker
& Demerouti, 2013), according to which the job demands and resources of individuals in a
partnership can cross over from one partner to the other (1.3). Third, we consider that the
demands and resources of both partners can accumulate within the partnership, thus
leading to even lower/higher levels of satisfaction with the work-life balance (1.4). We then
also briefly discuss the role of gender differences (1.5). Section 2 presents the data used for
the analyses, while Section 3 explains the method and the operationalization. The
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descriptive and multivariate analyses are presented in Section 4, and Section 5 summarizes
and discusses the results of the empirical analysis.
1. Theory and recent research
1.1 Satisfaction with the work-life balance
The literature concerning the integration of work and private life covers a number of
theoretical approaches explaining the interplay of the two life spheres as for example workfamily conflict or enrichment, compensation, segmentation, and resource drain (Greenhaus
& Beutell, 1985; Lambert, 1990; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). However, the concept of worklife balance is less disentangled. In our study, we consider the satisfaction with the
integration of work and private life to capture the satisfaction with the work-life balance. We
focus on satisfaction with the work-life balance, following Valcour (2007), who defines
satisfaction with the work-life balance as “an overall level of contentment resulting from an
assessment of one’s degree of success at meeting work and family role demands” (p. 1512).
Likewise, Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw (2003) consider work-life balance as “the extent to
which an individual is equally engaged in—and equally satisfied with—his or her work role
and family role” (p. 513), which also suggests that a balanced integration of the roles of work
and private life goes along with a low level of work-family conflict.
1.2 Spillover of demands and resources from work into private life
In this study, we focus on the effect of job conditions on how satisfied employed individuals
in partnerships are with their work-life balance. According to the job demands-resources
model (Demerouti et al., 2001; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), job conditions should be
categorized primarily into demands and resources. The spillover approach is based on the
assumption that workplace demands and resources can affect an individual’s private life and
that they lead to similarities between the two spheres depending on factors such as mood or
behavior (Staines, 1980; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). A stressful
job and a monotonous schedule, for example, may lead to the depletion or loss of energy in
the individual, which in turn may result in a lack of energy in the family (Zedeck, 1992). There
is ample research showing that workplace demands and resources influence individuals’
private lives as a result of such spillover processes (e.g., Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Allen et
al., 2000; Roehling, Moen, & Batt, 2003; Voydanoff, 2004; Kinman & Jones, 2008). With
regard to the context of couples, it is important to first consider the individual effect of
5

spillover because it is through this process that workplace conditions are carried over into
the private life and the partnership.
Research on satisfaction with the work-life balance has shown that workplace demands such
as work stress and long working hours are factors that make it difficult to reconcile
responsibilities in the two life spheres (e.g., Byron, 2005; Abendroth & Dulk, 2011). Long
working hours and having to work overtime are demands that can make it more difficult to
fulfill one’s role in the private-life domain (e.g., Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Voydanoff, 2004,
2005) and make it less easy to reconcile work and family life, thus reducing satisfaction with
the work-life balance (Valcour, 2007). Having to communicate about work-related aspects
outside working hours with a supervisor or with co-workers is an example of a boundaryspanning demand which complicates the fulfillment of roles expected from the work and
family domain (Clark, 2000; Voydanoff, 2005). Normative demands such as when employees
are regarded as being less committed to their work if family-friendly arrangements are used
can also make employees’ integration of work and private life more difficult (Lewis, 1997;
Fagan, 2004; Sheridan, 2004; Hobson & Fahlén, 2009; Lewis & Humbert, 2010). An
environment that is experienced as not family-friendly has been found to prevent use of
supportive benefits provided by the organization and thus to make it less likely that
employees will be able to better integrate work and private-life responsibilities (Thomas &
Ganster, 1995; Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999; Allen, 2001).
Workplace resources can help directly to make achieving work-life balance easier, or they
can indirectly allow for better integration of work and private life by preventing or buffering
negative consequences of demanding conditions (Voydanoff, 2004, 2005; Bakker,
Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005; Byron, 2005; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). For example, greater
autonomy over one’s schedule allows for increased flexibility in responding to unpredictable
demands at home, which is likely to reduce conflict between work and private life
(Voydanoff, 2004, 2005; Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005; Allen, Shockley, & Poteat,
2008; Hill et al., 2001, 2010). Hill et al. (2001) showed that schedule flexibility was related to
a better work-life balance. Likewise, job autonomy was found to enable employees to
arrange their working hours and work schedule more autonomously, which makes it easier
for them to assume responsibilities in their private lives (Clark, 2000; Bakker, Demerouti, &
Euwema, 2005; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Research has shown that the family friendliness
of an organizational culture facilitates one’s ability to integrate work and private life (Lewis &
Cooper, 1987; Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999; Allen, 2001; Voydanoff, 2004). Support
6

from a supervisor was found to be particularly important for the ability to reconcile work
with personal life (e.g., Galinsky & Stein, 1990; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Allen, 2001; Frye &
Breaugh, 2004; Voydanoff, 2004; Byron, 2005). Thomas and Ganster (1995) found that
support from a supervisor goes along with a lower level of work-family conflict and a higher
level of well-being, the proposed explanation being that supportive supervisors can
empathize with their employees’ need to integrate work and family responsibilities.
Abendroth and Dulk (2011) found that, for employees in Europe, supervisor support is an
important predictor of satisfaction with the work-life balance. Similarly, Bakker and
Demerouti (2007) noted that social support is one of the most important resources that can
buffer job strain, and Haddock et al. (2006) found in their qualitative study that dual-earner
couples’ resources such as flexible work scheduling, job autonomy, and support from a
supervisor are some of the most-mentioned factors that support a satisfactory work-life
balance. According to the spillover approach and recent research our hypotheses are:
H1a: If one experiences high levels of workplace demands, one is less satisfied with one’s
work-life balance.
H1b: If one experiences high levels of workplace resources, one is more satisfied with one’s
work-life balance.
1.3 Crossover of demands and resources from one partner to the other
Within partnerships, it is not only the demands and resources of one’s own workplace that
are likely to have an influence on one’s satisfaction with one’s work-life balance, but the
demands and resources of the partner have an influence as well. According to the
theoretical approach to crossover (Westman, 2001, 2006), experiencing demanding
workplace conditions has an influence on spouses’ well-being and life satisfaction (Bakker,
Westman, & Emmerik, 2009). Crossover of workplace demands occurs if the job strain of one
spouse affects the other spouse. Westman (2001, 2006) and Bakker and Demerouti (2009)
distinguish three underlying mechanisms that lead to crossover from one individual to
another: First, direct crossover of feelings from one partner to the other may occur via
empathy. Second, there may also be stressors that affect both spouses directly and lead to
an increased level of strain (e.g., through financial pressure). Third, crossover may occur as a
result of indirect processes of interaction, as when one partner is unable to support the
other due to stress at work. As a result of the same processes crossover can also lead to
resources experienced by one partner having a positive effect on the other.
7

Research has shown that in addition to one’s own demands in the workplace, stress and
strain experienced by the partner may also affect one’s own ability to reconcile one’s work
with one’s personal life as a result of crossover processes (Westman & Etzion, 1995;
Matthews et al., 2006; Demerouti, Bakker & Schaufeli, 2005; Bakker, Demerouti, & Burke,
2009; Shimazu et al., 2011; Bakker et al., 2014). If a spouse has to work long hours or
communicate with a supervisor or co-workers outside working hours, the partner also may
be affected by a crossover of these demanding working conditions. Fagan and Press (2008)
found a correlation between fathers’ stress at work and a reduction in their wives’ ability to
integrate work with family life, the authors’ conclusion being that the male partner’s
workload may negatively affect the female partner through the mechanism of empathy or as
a result of the male partner’s inability to spend more time with the family. Hammer, Allen,
and Grigsby (1997) showed that women’s work salience is a significant predictor of men
experiencing work-family conflict. Likewise, Demerouti, Bakker, and Schaufeli (2005) found
that effects of crossover occur within couples and provided evidence that females’
exhaustion crosses over to their partner and leads to lower life satisfaction. By analyzing the
effects of crossover within Japanese couples, Bakker et al. (2014) showed that not only is
one’s family satisfaction influenced by experiencing one’s own demands or resources in the
workplace, but that it is also an indirect effect of experiencing work-family conflict and a
reduced family satisfaction of the partner. The authors pointed out that work engagement,
which is likely to be influenced by workplace resources, had a positive effect on one’s own
family satisfaction and the satisfaction of the partner. The study of Demerouti (2012)
provided also evidence of positive effects of resource crossover between spouses.
In line with the assumption of crossover our hypotheses are:
H2a: If one’s partner experiences high levels of workplace demands, one is less satisfied with
one’s work-life balance.
H2b: If one’s partner experiences high levels of workplace resources, one is more satisfied
with one’s work-life balance.
1.4 Accumulation of demands and resources within a partnership
In addition to considering the role of one’s own and the partner’s workplace demands and
resources, we emphasize the importance of taking into account the special conditions within
partnerships. We argue not only that individuals in partnerships influence each other
through processes of crossover but that it is likely for effects of accumulation to occur within
8

partnerships. Drawing on the concept of cumulative advantages and disadvantages (DiPrete
& Eirich, 2006), we argue that if both partners experience highly demanding workplaces,
their experiences accumulate, leading to an even higher level of stress and strain within the
partnership. Such an accumulation of demands may reduce partners’ ability to integrate
responsibilities of work and family life, thus reducing the level of satisfaction with the worklife balance. Recent research on workplace demands and resources has argued that
experiences of demands and resources accumulate in an individual and lead to even greater
negative effects such as burnout or engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli,
Bakker, & Van Rhenen, 2009). Our approach is to consider the effect of accumulation not
only in individuals but also within partnerships. Spouses in partnerships in which both
partners experience demanding workplace conditions are particularly disadvantaged when it
comes to achieving a satisfactory integration of work and private life, because the partner is
less able to buffer negative consequences of a stressful job. In such cases, the partner is for
example unable to take over some of the spouse’s household responsibilities, which is likely
to make integrating work and private life more difficult. If both partners often have to work
overtime or communicate with supervisors and co-workers outside working hours, both
partners have less time and energy left for the family, which may prove to be a double
burden on the family. In contrast, if both partners have workplace conditions that provide a
high level of resources, they have a particular advantage because the resources are likely to
accumulate within the partnership. If both partners have a high level of job autonomy, or if
they get support from their supervisor concerning family issues, they both are more flexible
in spending time with the family, which makes it easier for them to integrate work and
private life. This means that spouses in a high-resource partnership should find it easier to
integrate work and family life than individuals in partnerships in which only one spouse has a
high level of resources. Our hypotheses based on the argument of accumulation are:
H3a: If both partners experience high levels of workplace demands, one is least satisfied with
one’s work-life balance.
H3b: If both partners experience high levels of workplace resources, one is most satisfied with
one’s work-life balance.
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1.5 Gender differences in the spillover, crossover, and accumulation of resources and
demands
Even if both partners are employed, there are still differences between their work and
private-life responsibilities (Blossfeld & Drobnič, 2001; Drobnič & León, 2014). Given that
women still perform most caring and household tasks, it is likely that demands such as long
working hours or overtime affect women more negatively than men. Therefore, it is likely
that workplace demands and resources have a different effect on women’s and men’s
satisfaction with the way their work and private lives are integrated. As a result of the
prevailing gender norms, women may have different expectations as to how work and family
life should be integrated. These different expectations of women and men may in turn lead
to differences in satisfaction with how the two life spheres are balanced, even if they
experience the same level of demands or resources. Studies on gender differences in the
role of workplace conditions in the integration of work and family life have been mixed and
some of those studies did not find any gender differences (e.g., Frone, Russell, & Barnes,
1996; Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007). However, recent research has shown that
experiencing the same level of workplace demands leads to greater work-life conflict for
women than it does for men (Grönlund & Öun, 2010). Kossek and Ozeki (1998) found that
experiencing work-family conflict is more strongly related to life satisfaction for women than
it is for men. In line with this, one can assume that women’s work-life balance is more
strongly affected by workplace demands through processes of spillover. Moreover, it is also
likely that women are particularly disadvantaged by the experience of workplace demands
within partnerships. Therefore, we also assume that women are more strongly affected by
crossover of their partners’ workplace demands and accumulation of demands experienced
by both.
Since, as we argue, workplace demands affect women and men differently, it is also likely
that workplace resources have a different effect on women’s and men’s satisfaction with
their work-life balance. Given that women are responsible for most household tasks and that
they take over most caring responsibilities, we argue that women benefit more from
workplace resources than men. Byron (2005) was able to show that women benefit more
from workplace resources such as flexible work schedules than do men. The same effect can
be assumed if women have a high level of job autonomy, or if they receive support from
their supervisors. Since women and men may be affected differently, it is important to
consider the influence of the effects of demands and resources and the accumulation within
10

couples separately for women and men. Our spillover, crossover, and accumulation
hypotheses concerning gender are:
H4a: Women’s satisfaction with their work-life balance is more strongly affected by the
spillover of workplace resources and demands.
H4b: Women’s satisfaction with their work-life balance is more strongly affected by the
crossover of their partner’s workplace resources and demands.
H4c: Women’s satisfaction with their work-life balance is more strongly affected by the
accumulation of workplace resources and demands.
2. Data
We make use of a unique linked employer-employee data set (LEEP-B3). This data set is
based on the “Interactions Between Capabilities in Work and Private Life” study, which is
part of Bielefeld University’s Collaborative Research Center “From Heterogeneities to
Inequalities,” founded by the German Research Foundation (for more information, see
Abendroth et al., 2014; Diewald et al., 2014, Pausch et al., 2014). The data set provides
information on 6,454 employees at 100 work organizations who were surveyed from August
2012 through April 2013. The work organizations were randomly selected from companies in
Germany with at least 500 regular employees. The sample covers various segments of the
economy. The data set offers a wide range of information on employment conditions and on
the private lives of employees. In cases where an employee had a partner, the partner was
interviewed using a shorter version of the questionnaire. Since both spouses were
interviewed separately, we have individual information on each spouse. By using this data
set we have information about 2,185 employees with additional partner information. Our
sample contains 1,619 couples with both partners being employed and living in the same
household. For the multilevel regression model we are finally able to use information on
1,111 partnerships. We have information on the individual satisfaction with the work-life
balance of both partners from 1,109 partnerships (2,118 individuals). For two partnerships
we have only information on the man’s satisfaction. Since we analyze the individual
satisfaction with work-life balance we do not necessarily need the information on the
partner’s satisfaction to use these two cases. Therefore, the multilevel analysis is based on
2,220 individuals of which 1,109 are female and 1,111 male.
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3. Method
Our data on couples are hierarchically structured, meaning that individual employees are
clustered into partnerships. To consider this hierarchical structure, we use a multilevel
approach that allows us to analyze variances among couples and within partnerships. We
estimate a multilevel regression model with robust standard errors to get a better idea of
what effect demands and resources have within partnerships. To test for gender differences,
we estimate an integrated model for women and men together, which enables us to test
coefficients directly against one another. The regression model includes all workplace
demands and resources, as well as the sociodemographic variables.
Measures
Dependent variable
We use as the dependent variable the main respondents’ satisfaction with how their work
and private lives are integrated. Respondents were asked, “How satisfied are you currently
with the possibility to integrate work and private life?” They were then asked to indicate
their level of satisfaction on an 11-point scale ranging from “totally unsatisfied” (0) to
“totally satisfied” (10).
Independent variables
Workplace demands
To reflect demands in both partners’ workplaces, we use variables for both partners.
Actual working hours: We integrate the actual working hours of both partners separately to
control for different work status. In addition, we control for an interaction effect between
one’s own and the partner’s actual working hours.
For all other crucial variables, we use combinations of high or low workplace demands and
resources of each partner in order to assess different constellations within partnerships. The
operationalization of combinations of high or low workplace demands and resources is used
to illustrate the three hypothesized processes of spillover, crossover, and accumulation. For
each of the workplace demands and resources, we differentiate between “neither partner
has this high demand/resource level” (used as reference), “only oneself has this high
demand/resource level” (spillover hypotheses), “only the partner has this high
demand/resource level” (crossover hypotheses), and “both partners have this high
demand/resource level” (accumulation hypotheses).
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Overtime: High demand levels due to working overtime are present if employees stated that
they worked overtime every day or every week. Our combined variable is generated as
follows: 0 = neither partner high overtime; 1 = only oneself high overtime; 2 = only partner
overtime; 3 = both partners high overtime.
Work communication outside working hours: Work-related communication outside working
hours is measured by how often respondents answer emails or telephone calls from
superiors or co-workers outside their working hours. A high level of demand means daily or
weekly availability. As with the overtime variable, we use a combined variable for the high
demand of frequent work communication outside working hours (0 = neither partner
frequent work communication outside working hours; 1 = only oneself frequent work
communication outside working hours; 2 = only partner frequent work communication
outside working hours; 3 = both partners frequent work communication outside working
hours).
Leadership responsibilities: Respondents were asked whether they had to supervise others,
such as a team, a larger group, or parts of the business. We combine leadership
responsibilities for both partners (0 = neither partner with leadership responsibilities;
1 = only oneself with leadership responsibilities; 2 = only partner with leadership
responsibilities; 3 = both partners with leadership responsibilities).
Family-unfriendly work culture: Respondents were asked to indicate on a 5-point Likert scale
how true it is that employees who make use of family-supportive measures are viewed as
less committed to their company (1 = true; 5 = not true). If respondents indicated 1, 2, or 3,
we assess the work organization as family-unfriendly. We then use the combined variable of
both partners’ work organization again (0 = neither partner in family-unfriendly work
organization; 1 = only oneself in family-unfriendly work organization; 2 = only the partner in
family-unfriendly work organization; 3 = both partners in family-friendly work organization).
Workplace resources
As with the demands, we use combinations of high and low levels of resources to reflect
different situations within partnerships.
Job autonomy: We use three items to reflect the individual job situation (“Within my
working hours I have control over the sequencing of my work activities”; “I am allowed to
decide how to go about getting my job done”; “I am able to define what my job objectives
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are”) and a 15-point scale to assess self-rated job autonomy (0 = low autonomy; 15 = high
autonomy). We then combine the job autonomy levels of both partners using the same
combination scheme as before, with high autonomy indicated by 13, 14, or 15 on the
autonomy scale (0 = neither partner with high job autonomy; 1 = only oneself with high job
autonomy; 2 = only partner with high job autonomy; 3 = both partners with high job
autonomy).
Support from superiors: We use the rated amount of support that superiors provide to help
with the integration of work and family life (1 = true; 5 = not true), with “1” being
interpreted as a high level of support and “2” through “5” being taken to mean moderate
support to no support at all. We then use the combined variable for high level of support for
both partners from their respective superiors (0 = neither partner with high support; 1 = only
oneself with high support; 2 = only partner with high support; 3 = both partners with high
support).
Sociodemographic variables
To consider different types of division of labor within partnerships, we use the relative share
of time spent on household work and/or childcare, which was calculated by the absolute
hours spent on household and/or childcare tasks by each partner. For this purpose, a
distinction is made between “equal division” (each partner contributes 40–60% to the total
time spent on household work and/or childcare), “partner spends more time” (if the partner
does more than 60% of the work), and “oneself spends more time” (if oneself does more
than 60%).
On the household base, we include the number of children in the household (no children;
one child; two children; three or more children) and the categorized monthly net household
income (< €3,000; €3,000–5,000; > €5,000). In addition, we use the combined level of
education of the two partners (0 = neither partner with a high level of education; 1 = only
oneself with a high level of education; 2 = only the partner with a high level of education;
3 = both partners with a high level of education).
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4. Results
Descriptive Analysis
Table 1 shows the distribution, means and standard errors of the satisfaction with the worklife balance for the relevant variables separately for women and men. The results for
women’s workplace demands such as work communication outside working hours show the
highest mean satisfaction scores for individuals in relationships in which neither partner has
high workplace demands. Satisfaction is lower if the respondent or the partner has a highly
demanding workplace, and is lowest if both partners work under demanding conditions, a
finding that is consistent with the hypothesis of spillover, crossover and accumulation. The
pattern is the same for other workplace demands such as having to work overtime, a familyunfriendly work organization, and leadership responsibilities because the cumulative
experience of both partners shows the lowest level of satisfaction with the way work and
family life are integrated. We do not find any such clear-cut results for men, however.
Concerning work communication outside working hours we can also see effects of
accumulation, with the lowest mean level of satisfaction with the work-life balance being
observed if both partners experience these demands and the highest average satisfaction if
neither partner experiences this demand. For working overtime men’s satisfaction is lowest
if both partners have to work a lot of overtime and only somewhat higher if only they
experience high amounts of overtime. However, their satisfaction is highest if only their
partner has to work overtime. The lowest mean for family-unfriendly work organization and
leadership responsibilities is observed if the man is the only partner in the relationship who
experiences these demands. The average satisfaction is highest if neither partner
experiences a family-unfriendly work organization or leadership responsibilities.
The results for workplace resources are somewhat more mixed. Women who receive
support with integrating work and private life are most satisfied if either only they or they
and their partner get support from their respective supervisors. The mean level of
satisfaction is lowest if neither partner is supported by supervisors. For men, however, we
see a clear picture: men are least satisfied with the way their work and private life are
integrated if neither partner gets any support from their respective supervisors, and most
satisfied if both partners receive support in their respective workplace. This finding supports
the hypothesis concerning the positive effect of resource accumulation by both partners.
Men who are the only ones supported are slightly more satisfied on average compared with
men whose partner is the only one in the partnership who receives support. Women benefit
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most from a high level of job autonomy if both partners have this resource at their disposal,
and less if they are the only one in the relationship who has a high level of job autonomy. On
average, women’s level of satisfaction is lowest if neither partner has a high level of job
autonomy. For men we also see the lowest level of satisfaction if neither partner has a high
level of occupational autonomy and the highest if only their partner experiences that
resource. Compared to women, men explicitly profit from their partner’s job autonomy even
if they do not have job autonomy at their disposal themselves, which supports the crossover
hypothesis. Women only profit if both partners have a high resource of job autonomy.
With regard the mean satisfaction scores for different types of labor division within the
household: women are more satisfied with the way their work and private life are integrated
if they perform most of the household tasks themselves, whereas men are most satisfied if
the work is divided equally. Likewise, women whose partner performs more than 60 percent
of the household work show the lowest mean satisfaction scores, whereas men who have to
perform more than 60 percent of that work are least satisfied. In addition, we find a
difference in the monthly net household income; we see some differences between women
and men. The general tendency shown by the mean scores for men is that the lower the
income the higher the average level of satisfaction. Men show the highest level of
satisfaction if they have a monthly income of less than €3,000 and the lowest level of
satisfaction if they are in the highest income category (more than €5,000). The results for
women are comparable: the highest levels of satisfaction with the work-life balance can be
observed in women who live in households with a net income of less than €3,000. The
findings concerning level of education indicate that the mean level of satisfaction for men is
lowest if both partners have a high educational level, and highest if neither partner is highly
educated. However, men’s satisfaction is comparably high if only they are highly educated.
Likewise, the highest average level of satisfaction is observed in women in a partnership in
which neither partner is highly educated, while the lowest average level of satisfaction is
observed in women in a partnership in which both partners have a high educational level.
Men with two children show the highest average level of satisfaction, whereas men with
three or more children are least satisfied. Women who have no children are least satisfied
and most satisfied if they have two children.
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Table 1. Distribution, means, and standard errors of the satisfaction with the integration of work
and private life over workplace demands and resources and socioeconomic variables
Women
%

Work communication outside working hours
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Overtime
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Family-unfriendly work organization
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Leadership responsibilities
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Much support from superiors
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
High occupational autonomy
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Division of labor in the household
Partner spends more time
Time spent about equal, 40–60%
Oneself spends more time
Monthly net household income
< €3,000
€3,000–5,000
> €5,000
High level of education
Neither partner
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Number of children in the household
No children
1 child
2 children
3 or more children
N of observations (spouses)

Mean

Men
SE

%

Mean

SE

51.31
14.25
24.35
10.10

7.78
7.21
7.73
7.00

0.08
0.15
0.11
0.20

51.40
24.30
14.22
10.08

7.26
6.71
7.18
6.70

0.08
0.12
0.16
0.12

29.85
16.32
31.74
22.09

8.01
7.25
7.72
7.16

0.10
0.14
0.10
0.12

29.88
31.77
16.29
22.05

7.29
6.80
7.46
6.74

0.10
0.10
0.15
0.13

37.78
24.89
20.83
16.50

7.97
7.17
7.80
7.17

0.08
0.12
0.12
0.16

37.80
20.88
24.84
16.47

7.37
6.44
7.35
6.57

0.09
0.14
0.11
0.14

34.45
13.35
38.32
13.89

7.75
7.29
7.76
7.12

0.09
0.16
0.09
0.15

34.38
38.43
13.32
13.86

7.18
6.88
7.11
7.07

0.10
0.10
0.16
0.15

39.40
28.40
18.76
13.44

7.15
8.20
7.24
8.17

0.09
0.08
0.14
0.13

39.51
18.72
28.35
13.41

6.62
7.60
6.88
7.85

0.09
0.13
0.11
0.14

50.68
19.57
19.03
10.73

7.36
7.91
7.64
8.11

0.08
0.12
0.13
0.15

50.59
18.99
19.71
10.71

6.85
7.51
7.83
7.49

0.09
0.12
0.14
0.15

10.10
29.22
60.69

7.47
7.50
7.68

0.18
0.10
0.07

60.67
29.25
10.08

7.01
7.17
6.87

0.08
0.10
0.19

14.52
58.34
27.14

7.78
7.57
7.59

0.14
0.08
0.10

14.49
58.42
27.09

7.19
7.03
6.99

0.17
0.07
0.12

29.04
14.61
15.06
41.30

7.90
7.46
7.77
7.39

0.10
0.14
0.15
0.09

29.07
15.03
14.58
41.31

7.21
7.19
7.02
6.88

0.11
0.14
0.16
0.09

2642
29.49
37.15
7.94

7.42
7.62
7.72
7.60
1,109

0.11
0.11
0.09
0.20

26.46
28.44
37.17
7.92

7.00
7.05
7.14
6.67
1,111

0.11
0.11
0.09
0.24

Source: LEEP-B3. SFB 882 (doi:10.4119/unibi/sfb882.2014.12)
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Multivariate Analysis
The results of the multivariate analysis are presented in Table 2. The regression model shows
the effects of workplace demands and resources on satisfaction with the work-life balance.
The general pattern that the longer one’s own actual working hours the lower the
satisfaction with the work-life balance is found to be significant for both women and men,
which supports the spillover hypothesis H1a. However, the effects of one’s own actual
working hours do not differ significantly between women and men, which means that there
is no evidence to support the gender hypothesis H4a. Nor is there any significant effect of
the partner’s working hours on women or men, which means that neither the crossover
hypothesis H2b nor the gender hypothesis H4b is supported. Nevertheless, the interaction of
women’s own working hours and those of their partners shows a small but significant effect,
at least on the 10 percent significance level. This result partly supports the accumulation
hypothesis H3a but not the gender hypothesis H4c, since there are no significant differences
in this respect between women and men.
Working large amounts of overtime goes along with a significantly lower level of satisfaction
with the work-life balance for women but not for men, a finding that partly supports the
spillover hypothesis H1a. Women whose partner is the only one in the relationship who has
to work excessive amounts of overtime feel less satisfied with their work-life balance. This
was not observed for men, a finding that partly supports the crossover hypothesis H2a. This
difference between women and men is statistically significant and indicates that women are
negatively affected if their partner has to work excessive amounts of overtime, but that men
who are in the same situation are not. This result partly supports hypothesis H4b, according
to which women are more negatively affected than men by the workplace demands of their
spouse. If both partners have to work large amounts of overtime, there is a significant
negative effect on women but not on men. The effects on women and men differ
significantly, which supports hypothesis H4c. However, the difference between the effects of
only oneself working overtime and those of both partners working overtime is not significant
for women or for men. This result indicates that the negative effects of working overtime
experienced by both partners stem primarily from one’s own demands, which suggests that,
contrary to hypothesis H3a, there is no significant accumulation effect in this area.
The results indicate that men who experience the demand of work-related communication
outside working hours on a regular basis have a lower level of satisfaction with their worklife balance, which supports the spillover hypothesis H1a. This effect was not found for
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women: if the partner is the only one in the relationship who has to spend a considerable
amount of time on work-related communication outside working hours, there is no
significant effect on women’s or men’s level of satisfaction with the way their work and
family life are integrated. This result contradicts the crossover hypothesis H2a. If both
partners experience the demand to spend excessive amounts of time on work-related
communication outside working hours, there is a significant effect on both women and men.
However, the effect of the accumulation of this demanding workplace condition on both
partners is not significantly different from the effect that this demand has if it is experienced
only by oneself. This means that, as far as the demand work-related communication outside
working hours is concerned, the results show no evidence to support the accumulation
hypothesis H3a. Nor are the effects significantly different for women and men, which means
that none of the gender hypotheses H4a through H4c is supported by our findings.
The demand leadership responsibilities does not show any significant effect on men at all,
whereas women with leadership responsibilities are negatively affected. This supports the
spillover hypothesis H1a, although the effect is significant only on the 10 percent level.
Women’s satisfaction is significantly negatively affected if they and their partners both have
leadership responsibilities, a result that partly supports the accumulation hypothesis H3a.
The differences in this respect between women and men are also significant in that they
support hypothesis H4c concerning gender differences: women are more negatively affected
by the accumulation of leadership responsibilities than are men.
A family-unfriendly work organization has a significant negative effect on one’s satisfaction
with one’s own work-life balance, which confirms the spillover hypothesis H1a for women
and men. If only one’s partner experiences a family-unfriendly work organization, there is no
effect, which means that the crossover hypothesis H2a is not supported by our findings.
However, if both partners experience a family-unfriendly work organization, this has
negative effects on both women and men, although these effects do not differ significantly
from those of one being the only one in the partnership who experiences a family-unfriendly
work organization. The results thus show no evidence to support the accumulation
hypothesis H3a.
In addition, we estimate the effects of workplace resources on satisfaction with the way
work and private life are integrated. On the whole, the results suggest that workplace
resources are important for a satisfactory integration of work and private life. A high level of
job autonomy goes along with a level of satisfaction that is higher than the level of
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satisfaction in a situation where one does not have any job autonomy, a finding that is
consistent with the spillover hypothesis H1b and that is true of both women and men.
Women also show a significant effect if their partner is the only one in the relationship who
has a high level of job autonomy; this supports the crossover hypothesis H2b, at least for
women. A situation in which both partners experience a high level of job autonomy has a
significant positive effect both on women and on men. However, this effect does not differ
significantly from the effect of one’s own high level of job autonomy, which suggests that
this resource does not accumulate within partnerships. The results thus do not support the
accumulation hypothesis H4b in this case.
A high level of support from supervisors has a significant positive effect on women and men.
This means that employees who feel that their supervisors support them with integrating
their work and their private life have a higher level of satisfaction with their work-life
balance, which supports the spillover hypothesis H1b. Men whose partner is the only one in
the relationship who experiences a supportive supervisor have a significant positive effect,
which partly supports the crossover hypothesis H2b. Both women and men feel a significant
positive effect if they are in a partnership in which both partners feel supported by their
respective supervisors. However, since this effect is not significantly different from the effect
of being the only one in the relationship who experiences support from supervisors, our
results show no evidence to support the accumulation hypothesis H3b.
With regard to couples’ sociodemographic background, we see no significant effect for
division of labor within households. It does not appear to matter whether or not one partner
performs more of the household tasks than the reference category (both share their tasks in
the household equally, i.e., 40–60%). Nor does net household income appear to have any
significant effect on men and only a slight one for women. Women with a net household
income of more than €5000 are more satisfied with their work-life balance compared to
women with an income less than €3000, even though this effect is only significant on the 10
percent significance level. With regard to educational level, we see that women’s and men’s
satisfaction with their work-life balance is lower if both partners have a high educational
level than if neither has a high educational level. The number of children does not appear to
have a significant effect on women; men are less satisfied if they have three or more
children but this effect is only significant on the 10 percent significance level.
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Table 2. Multilevel regression models of satisfaction with the integration of work and private life
Satisfaction with work-life balance
Women
Coef.

Actual working hours
Oneself
Partner
Oneself#partner
Overtime (Reference: Neither partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Work communication outside working hours
(Reference: Neither partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Leadership responsibilities (Reference: Neither
partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Family-unfriendly work organization
(Reference: Neither partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
High level of job autonomy (Reference:
Neither partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
High level of support from superiors
(Reference: Neither partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Division of labor in the household (Reference:
Equal amount of time, 40–60%)
Partner spends more time
Oneself spends more time
Monthly net household income (Reference:
< €3,000)
€3,000–5,000
> €5,000
High level of education (Reference: Neither
partner)
Only oneself
Only partner
Both partners
Number of children in the household
(Reference: No children)
1 child
2 children
3 or more children
Constant women/men
N of observations

Men
Robust
Std. Err.

Coef.

Robust
Std. Err.

−0.069 **
−0.020
0.001 +

(0.025)
(0.019)
(0.001)

−0.039 *
−0.025
0.000

(0.021)
(0.028)
(0.001)

−0.376 *
−0.302 *
−0.456 **

(0.166)
(0.137)
(0.158)

−0.106
0.246
−0.136

(0.149)
(0.177)
(0.175)

−0.223
−0.066
−0.453 *

(0.155)
(0.138)
(0.198)

−0.361 *
−0.054
−0.417 *

(0.148)
(0.174)
(0.196)

−0.320 +
−0.055
−0.357 *

(0.177)
(0.128)
(0.171)

−0.135
−0.019
0.165

(0.138)
(0.175)
(0.188)

−0.479 **
−0.081
−0.597 ***

(0.132)
(0.140)
(0.161)

−0.676 ***
0.055
−0.608 ***

(0.160)
(0.139)
(0.167)

0.437 **
0.308 *
0.679 ***

(0.138)
(0.146)
(0.160)

0.609 ***
−0.057
0.490 **

(0.141)
(0.156)
(0.172)

0.873 ***
0.058
0.729 ***

(0.123)
(0.160)
(0.156)

0.661 ***
0.263 *
0.865 ***

(0.156)
(0.140)
(0.169)

−0.067
−0.107

(0.198)
(0.113)

−0.155
−0.260

(0.128)
(0.206)

0.023
0.354 +

(0.159)
(0.188)

0.056
0.245

(0.165)
(0.193)

−0.275
−0.128
−0.395 **

(0.166)
(0.171)
(0.136)

−0.148
−0.049
−0.331
9.762 ***

(0.158)
−0.043
(0.148)
0.052
(0.225)
−0.404 +
0.879
9.379 ***
2,220

−0.042
−0.222
−0.412 **

(0.171)
(0.180)
(0.137)

(0.159)
(0.152)
(0.264)
0.946

Source: LEEP-B3. SFB 882 (doi:10.4119/unibi/sfb882.2014.12); + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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5. Discussion
The aim of this study was to investigate the complex interplay between couples’ work and
private life spheres and to disentangle how demands and resources affect partners’
satisfaction with their work-life balance. We examined whether there are processes of
spillover (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Roehling, Moen, & Batt, 2003), crossover (Westman,
2001, 2006; Bakker & Demerouti, 2013), or accumulation (DiPrete & Eirich, 2006) within
partnerships. The descriptive results indicate that both women and men are less satisfied
with their work-life balance if both spouses experience a high level of demands. With regard
to resources, the descriptive results suggest that if both partners have large amounts of
workplace resources at their disposal, they also show a higher level of satisfaction with the
way their work and their family life are integrated. The multivariate analysis largely supports
the spillover hypotheses and partly supports the crossover hypotheses, but it mainly does
not support the hypotheses concerning accumulation of individual demands and resources
within couples. However, since we considered only spouses who are employed, it may be
assumed that couples have found strategies to deal with demanding job situations. If both
partners experience highly demanding workplaces that does not necessarily mean added
disadvantages. Therefore, an even more disadvantageous situation within the partnership
may also go along with a mutual understanding of what it means to be closely involved in
the job and to have less time for private-life responsibilities. These findings suggest that if
both partners experience similar situations in their respective work domain, they may
develop a better understanding of the partner’s responsibilities in the work sphere. This
result is in line with former research which showed that partners with similar working
context have a greater understanding of the spouses’ demanding workplaces (Han & Moen,
1999; Moen & Yu, 2000).
On the whole, one’s own experience of demanding workplace conditions appears to be the
most important factor that influences one’s satisfaction with one’s opportunities to
integrate work and private life, which strongly supports the spillover hypothesis both for
women and for men. Demands such as long working hours, having to work overtime, and
the need to be reachable to supervisors, co-workers, and customers even outside working
hours were found to have a negative effect on one’s satisfaction with the integration of work
and private life. A family-unfriendly work atmosphere and the perception that use of familyfriendly benefits could affect one’s career opportunities also correlated with a lower level of
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satisfaction with the work-life balance. These results are in line with former research that
indicated that a family-unfriendly work environment goes along with a level of conflict that is
higher compared to those who experience a family-friendly working culture (e.g., Allen,
2001). Resources in the workplace were found to be important for one’s integration of work
and private life. Women and men who have a supportive supervisor or a high level of
autonomy in the workplace were found to be more satisfied with the way their work and
their private life are integrated. These findings are in line with recent research which
indicates that flexible hours and scheduling are related to a lower level of work-family
conflict and a better work-life balance (e.g., Clark, 2000; Hill et al., 2001; Bakker, Demerouti,
& Euwema, 2005; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). As with recent
research in this area, our findings also indicate that supervisor support is of importance
when it comes to employees’ ability to reconcile work with family life (e.g., Galinsky & Stein,
1990; Thomas & Ganster, 1995; Thompson, Beauvais, & Lyness, 1999; Allen, 2001; Frye &
Breaugh, 2004; Haddock et al., 2006).
In addition, we find some differences in how women and men perceive demanding
workplaces. With regard to working overtime, we found that the partner’s working overtime
has a greater influence on women’s satisfaction with their work-life balance than it does on
the satisfaction of men, to whom their partner’s working hours do not appear to be
important. This may be explained by the problem that partners who work excessive amounts
of overtime are unable to spend time on meeting their partnership responsibilities and on
personal-life activities in general. Another possible explanation is that this is more important
to women than it is to men because, generally speaking, women are responsible for
performing most tasks in the household. This means that men who often have to work
overtime are less able to carry over some tasks in the family, which in turn may lead to an
even greater burden on employed women who also have to perform work in the household.
Concerning leadership responsibilities, the results indicate that it is less easy for women to
reconcile work and family life if both partners have leadership responsibilities, whereas men
do not appear to be affected by leadership responsibilities at all.
For further research we are currently planning to conduct dyadic structural equation
modeling to better investigate the structure of couples and to capture the interdependence
of effects of demanding workplaces and the experience of work-family conflict by both
spouses. This method will also enable us to first consider the effects of strain and stress
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spillover and then to assess crossover effects as suggested by the spillover-crossover model
of Bakker and Demerouti (2013). In addition, it seems to be important to investigate
whether there are processes of adaptation going on so that as a result of negative
experiences concerning work-life balance partners try to find solutions for arrangements
within partnerships. It may be assumed that couples will, over time, try to reconcile their
responsibilities at work with those at home in such a way as to ensure that both partners will
be satisfied with the arrangement or, if this is not possible, that the partners will attempt to
change some of the conditions at work, at home, or in both spheres.
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