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Abstract 

Aim: The increasing importance of employee retention and talent acquisition have 

necessitated the need for a deeper understanding of employee psychology influencing these 

factors. As such, the current study examines the relationship between individual 

organizational attachment and work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment.  

Further interest was paid to possible moderating influences of work centrality, gender, 

number of dependents and number of contract hours. 

Design: Data was collected through online surveys. Participants were contacted through 

internet portals and selected business contacts at private companies. The study followed a 

cross-sectional design. The contributing sample consisted of 94 participants. 

Results: Organizational attachment styles contribute to differences in experienced work-

nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment. Anxious and avoidant organizational 

attachment exhibit a positive relationship with work-nonwork conflict and a negative 

relationship with work-nonwork enrichment. The relationship between organizational 

attachment anxiety and work-nonwork conflict is partially moderated by gender. No empirical 

support was found for the moderating influences of work centrality, number of dependents 

and number of contract hours. 

Implications: The results indicate that patterns of organizational attachment shape adult lives 

inside and outside of the workplace. Knowledge of how individuals experience work and 

nonwork depending on their organizational attachment allows for a sensitization towards 

individuality in the workplace. Catering to employees’ attachment needs could feasibly 

contribute to organizational viability and success.  

Novelty: Previous research has mostly examined attachment at work in terms of interpersonal 

attachment, while disregarding the role the organization can play as an attachment figure. 

While existing studies have examined the connection between (romantic) attachment and 

work-family or work-life conflict and enrichment, this study offers insights into how 

employees’ attachment relationships to the organization connects to the experience of work-

nonwork conflict and enrichment.    

Key words: organizational attachment; organizational anxiety; organizational avoidance; 

work-nonwork interaction; work-nonwork conflict; work-nonwork enrichment; work 

centrality 

Open Science Practices: This master thesis earned the Open Data badge for making the data 

available at: https://osf.io/mqp6z/files/.  

Furthermore, this master thesis earned the badge for Preregistration, available at: 

https://osf.io/mqp6z/registrations.  

A member of Open Science Scandinavia (Rickard Carlsson) has verified that the open science 

practices adhere to the defined standards.   
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Introduction 

Ideological, political, economic and social developments over the past decades have 

triggered changes in the nature of work, which have been accompanied by changes in the 

psychological contract employees have with their organizations (Allan, Loudoun, & Peetz, 

2007; Burke & Ng, 2006; Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Collins, 2001). Specifically, 

improvements in the human condition, combined with the advent of human and worker rights, 

subsequently influenced the development of expectations of ethical practices, growth and 

development opportunities, and self-fulfilment in the workplace among others (Porter & 

Kramer, 2006; Ramlall, 2003). In turn, advances in human knowledge and technology resulting 

in increasingly specialized work roles have transformed variables such as employee retention 

and talent acquisition into key determinants of organizational sustainability and viability 

(Ramlall, 2003). Thus, human capital has become increasingly important, and being a “good” 

employer has become a competitive advantage. From an organizational standpoint, these 

marked changes in the nature and world of work have made it such that an adequate 

understanding and consideration of employee psychology is more important than ever before. 

This is evident from the ever-increasing popularity of the industrial and organizational 

psychology field1 as well as the exponential growth of management consultancy firms2. The 

consideration of employee psychology should duly include examinations of how best to meet 

individual needs, so as to foster positive outcomes on an organizational and individual level.  

Work has been construed in many different ways throughout history, though often along 

the lines of a necessary evil (Spencer, 2009) or, alternatively, a source of purpose, esteem, and 

self-fulfilment (Dumain, 1994; Morse & Weiss, 1955). The duality of work is well represented 

in industrial and organizational psychology literature, as evidenced by the proliferation of 

research on positive and negative constructs such as engagement and burnout or enrichment 

and conflict. Although conceptualizations of work may vary, it is undeniable that work becomes 

woven into an individual’s life pattern (Keeney, Boyd, Sinha, Westring, & Ryan, 2013; Morse 

& Weiss, 1955). The contention that work and life outside of work do not overlap is a myth 

(Hazan & Shaver, 1990). Given this reality, the integration of various psychology subfields 

with industrial and organizational psychology is logical. This integration, however, is far from 

complete. Previous integration endeavours have, to a large extent, focused on overarching 

                                                             
1 The last three decades have seen the birth of formal societies dedicated to industrial and organizational 

psychology such as Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (SIOP) and European Association of 

Work and Organizational Psychology (EAWOP) as well as the advent of specialized field journals. 
2 Management consultant firms have grown in size, amount, and importance, a trend which the Big Four Audit 

firms have taken advantage of. 
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personality constructs such as the big five personality theory (Seinsche, 2016). Given that 

individuals do not operate in a vacuum, Richards and Schat (2011) called for this focus to be 

shifted towards individual characteristics that explain how individuals relate to others and the 

world around them. Attachment theory, one of the most influential theories in psychology 

regarding human relationships (Finkel & Simpson, 2015), can be utilized to answer this call. In 

partnership research for example, attachment theory has been found to be a more suitable 

predictor for relationship quality than the big five (Noftle & Shaver, 2006). It has been posited 

that the organization itself can be construed as an attachment figure (St. Clair, 2000). Although 

interest is growing, attachment theory is still gravely underutilized in the context of work. This 

is despite the obvious relevance of individual attributes to the workplace and the implications 

of organizational attachment are yet to be thoroughly empirically examined (Yip, Ehrhardt, 

Black, & Walker, 2017). Coincidentally, researchers studying the interactions between work 

and lives outside of work have repeatedly called for greater, or any, consideration of individual 

attributes as antecedents of work-nonwork outcomes (Byron, 2005; Matthews, Bulger, & 

Barnes-Farrell, 2010; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002). Understanding how individuals relate 

to their organization and how these specific relationships connect to negative and positive work-

nonwork interaction outcomes (i.e. conflict and enrichment) can potentially allow for 

employers to be sensitized towards individuality in the workplace. Yip et al. (2017), for 

example, postulated that flexible work arrangements such as telecommuting could potentially 

be more stressful for individuals whose attachment needs require greater affirmation, as their 

attachment needs might go unmet. Thus, work-nonwork interventions could be designed in such 

a way that they cater to employees’ attachment needs and how they navigate the domains of 

work and nonwork.  This paper is an exploration of the relationship between organizational 

attachment and work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment, thereby integrating 

seminal psychological theories with industrial and organizational psychology literature, while 

simultaneously answering the call for the consideration of individual attributes within work-

nonwork interaction. 

Theoretical Background 

Three main theoretical constructs inform this study. These constructs are organizational 

attachment, work-nonwork interaction and relative work centrality. For each construct, the 

major relevant works will be displayed, which subsequently will be integrated into one 

comprehensive model as related hypotheses will be delineated. 
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Organizational Attachment 

The concept of attachment was originally developed by Bowlby (1972), who later 

described it as “the propensity to make intimate emotional bonds to particular individuals” 

(Bowlby, 1988, p. 120). By now, attachment has been hailed as one of the major theories of 

human relationships (Finkel & Simpson, 2015). Within organizational psychology, a rising 

interest in attachment theory can also be noted, as the past five years have seen more articles 

published on attachment theory than in the previous 25 years combined (Yip et al., 2017).  In 

the early development of attachment theory, Bowlby focused his research on the bond between 

children and their primary caregivers. Bowlby (1972) postulated that children have an innate 

desire to be close to others, which motivates them to seek proximity. The pursuit of proximity 

is an attempt to obtain emotional resources and shelter from harm. Should these advances prove 

to be successful, the attachment figure serves as a secure base, from which the child feels 

equipped to go out and explore the world. Should, however, the child experience rejection, the 

child fosters a form of resentment towards the attachment figure. Based on the experiences of 

interactions with attachment figures, individuals form mental schemas of interpersonal 

relationships, which Bowlby (1972) expected to be kept throughout an individual’s lifespan, 

thus moulding their future relationships with others. Bowlby (1972) labelled those who had 

mostly positive experiences as “securely attached”, and those who had mixed or negative 

experiences as either “ambivalent-insecurely attached” or “avoidant-insecurely attached”. 

Bowlby’s three-category model has since been expanded to a four-category model, consisting 

of a two-dimensional construct: attachment avoidance and attachment anxiety, as depicted in 

figure 1 (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). This four-category model has been found to 

represent attachment with a better fit than any other conceptualization (Richards & Schat, 

2011). Attachment anxiety relates to the model of the self. It captures the convictions 

individuals hold about themselves, reflecting the degree to which they consider themselves 

worthy of love and affection. Low scores in attachment anxiety are indicative of an individual 

that has a positive model of the self and is not fearful of rejection (Shaver & Fraley, 2004). In 

contrast, high scores imply a negative model of the self, which can be expressed by feelings of 

unworthiness (Shaver & Fraley, 2004). Attachment avoidance relates to the model of others. 

Avoidance expresses the convictions individuals hold about others, indicating the degree to 

which they consider others to be trustworthy and well-intentioned. Low scores in attachment 

avoidance signal that the individual considers others to be dependable, while high scores can 

be illustrated in terms of uneasiness with interpersonal proximity and intimacy (Watt, Williams, 

& Campbell, 2005).  
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  Anxiety (Model of the self) 

  Low (positive) High (negative) 

Avoidance  

(Model of other) 

Low (positive) Secure Preoccupied 

High (negative) Dismissive Fearful 

Figure 1. Two-dimensional Model of Attachment (Bartholomew and Horowitz, 1991) 

 

Following in Bowlby's footsteps, researchers began applying attachment theory to other 

contexts. Among these pioneers were Hazan and Shaver (1987), who demonstrated that 

attachment mechanisms can indeed be translated into contexts outside the caregiver-child 

relationship. They found relationships with romantic partners show important parallels to 

attachment bonds with primary caregivers. Individuals have been found to develop relationship-

specific attachment styles to their most important attachment figures, such as parents, romantic 

partner, or even work superiors (Cozzarelli, Hoekstra, & Bylsma, 2000; Game, 2008; Pierce & 

Lydon, 2001), as well as general attachment representations that influence the processing of all 

interpersonal interactions (Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996).  

Within an organizational framework, secure attachment has been found to be positively 

linked to affective organizational commitment (Scrima, Di Stefano, Guarnaccia, & Lorito, 

2015), work success and work satisfaction (Hazan & Shaver, 1990), vigour at work and 

organizational citizenship behaviour (Little, Nelson, Wallace, & Johnson, 2011), career 

exploration (Littman-Ovadia, 2008), as well as successful handling of work stressors and 

demands (Johnstone & Feeney, 2015). In fact, secure attachment has also been linked to lower 

reported work strain (Schirmer & Lopez, 2001) and burnout (Pines, 2004; Simmons, Gooty, 

Nelson, & Little, 2009). In contrast, insecure attachments have been found to correlate with 

lower affective commitment (Scrima et al., 2015), lower overall organizational commitment 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007), and the evaluation of stressful situations as more threatening 

(Johnstone & Feeney, 2015). More specifically, anxiously-attached individuals have been 

found to be more worried about their job performance (Hardy & Barkham, 1994), are less 

satisfied with their promotion opportunities (Tziner, Ben-David, Oren, & Sharoni, 2014), report 

lower levels of job security (Tziner et al., 2014), fear being rejected due to inadequate 

performance at work (Tziner et al., 2014) and exhibit less organizational citizenship behaviour 

as reported by their supervisors (Richards & Schat, 2011). Avoidantly-attached individuals rate 

their job performance lower than securely-attached individuals (Hazan & Shaver, 1990), and 

Chopik (2015) found avoidant attachment to be negatively associated with ethical decision 
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making. Further, avoidantly-attached individuals reported more conflict and less satisfaction 

with their colleagues (Hardy & Barkham, 1994; Tziner et al., 2014), as well as higher turnover 

intentions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  

Most of the organizational research outlined above has examined attachment in terms 

of interpersonal attachment outside the workplace. By comparison, only a small section of the 

scientific literature focuses on the influence attachment styles have in the workplace. St. Clair 

(2000) was one of the first to hypothesize that the employee-organization relationship (EOR) 

can be understood as an attachment relationship; the EOR is of high importance to the 

employee, and the organization itself does not only provide (financial) security (i.e. monetary 

rewards), but also identification, support, and a social-network. St. Clair (2000) thus 

conceptualized organizational attachment as “an analog of personal attachment with the 

organization, rather than another person, substituted as the attachment figure” (p. 7). An 

employee’s attachment to their organization has been found to influence employee reactions to 

change (Grady & Grady, 2013; Seinsche, 2017), as well as how employees experience job loss 

as it equates to the loss of an attachment figure (Albert, Allen, Biggane, & Ma, 2015). 

Straatmann et al. (2019) have found that lower levels of organizational attachment avoidance 

are connected to positive outcomes, such as higher job satisfaction, higher organizational trust, 

and higher organizational commitment. Furthermore, they found both organizational 

attachment anxiety and avoidance to be related to negative work outcomes, specifically 

workplace stress, emotional exhaustion and deviant behaviour at work. The current study seeks 

to expand on these findings by empirically examining the relationship between organizational 

attachment and work-nonwork interaction and relative domain centrality, the connections to 

which will be explained in further detail below. 

Work-Nonwork Interaction  

Over the past few decades, research on the interactions between work and nonwork has 

disproportionately focused on the interaction between work and family (Byron, 2005). The 

initial focus on work-family interactions made sense given that much of this research was 

motivated by changing labour market demographics as the result of the rise in two-income 

households (Keeney et al., 2013). Following further demographic changes, such as lower 

fertility rates and an increase in single households, and in an attempt to be less presumptive and 

more inclusive, some organizational scholars have called for a broadening of the work-family 

construct (Huffman, Youngcourt, Payne, & Castro, 2008; Keeney et al., 2013). The label work-

family offers a narrow understanding of human psychology, as individuals build lives and 
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identities that go beyond just work and family (Casper, Vaziri, Wayne, DeHauw, & Greenhaus, 

2018). Interestingly, in their seminal paper on work-family conflict, where Greenhaus and 

Beutell (1985) offer the now conclusive definition of conflict, they acknowledge the existence 

of nonwork3 domains besides the family. Indeed, the terminology work-life has been suggested 

to better capture non-family pursuits outside of work (Kalliath & Brough, 2008; Keeney et al., 

2013). However, the label work-life erroneously assumes that work is not a part of life (Casper 

et al., 2018). As such, the label work-nonwork is adopted here, as nonwork is the most 

comprehensive term that is meaningful to all individuals regardless of parental or marital status 

(Huffman et al., 2008). Despite the introduction of terms going beyond the domain of family, 

contemporary research is still disproportionately geared towards work-family interaction 

(Fisher, Bulger, & Smith, 2009). As it is presumed that work-family factors are not exactly the 

same as work-nonwork factors, this paper adds to the literature on a more inclusive construct 

while simultaneously steering away from the assumption that work is somehow outside of life 

(Fisher et al., 2009; Keeney et al., 2013).  

Work-nonwork Conflict. 

Initial explorations into work-nonwork interactions were conducted in conjunction with 

the emergence of heightened concerns with the quality of work-life (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, 

& Grzywacz, 2006; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Conflict between the domains of work and 

nonwork has been associated with a number of individual and organizational outcomes. 

Individual outcomes run the gamut from hypertension, depression, substance abuse, fatigue and 

stress to worsened psychological well-being, diminished quality of life, and lower life 

satisfaction (Allan et al., 2007; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Greenhaus et al., 2001; Michel, 

Kotrba, Mitchelson, Clark, & Baltes, 2011). Organizational outcomes include factors such as 

lower affective organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and higher burnout, absenteeism, 

and turnover intentions (Carr, Boyar, & Gregory, 2008; Michel et al., 2011; Reichl, Leiter, & 

Spinath, 2014). Thus, work-nonwork conflict not only affects employees, their families and 

friends, but it also impacts employee retention and, in turn, organizational viability and 

profitability.  

Work-nonwork conflict is defined as a form of interrole conflict that arises when role 

aspects are, to an extent, mutually incompatible (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Thus, 

participation in one domain is made more difficult as a result of participation in the other 

                                                             
3Greenhaus & Beutell (1985) actually use the term nonwork in the very first sentence of this seminal work. 

Nonwork is meant to capture anything and everything in an individual's life that falls outside of the purvey of 

work. 
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domain (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Conflict is bidirectional and to a certain extent reciprocal, 

in that interrole interference can occur from the work domain to the nonwork domain and vice 

versa (Frone et al., 1992). The direction of interference is important to consider, as work-to-

nonwork conflict and nonwork-to-work conflict are understood to be distinct concepts with 

disparate antecedents and outcomes (Byron, 2005; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2005). 

Interestingly, the detrimental effects of conflict manifest themselves more in the domain where 

conflict originated (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). Thus, work-to-nonwork 

conflict results in more negative work-related outcomes than nonwork-related outcomes. 

Although some outcomes – such as physical health – are strongly related to both directions of 

conflict, the indiscriminate merging of both directions into one composite may mask important 

relationships (Greenhaus et al., 2001; Michel et al., 2011).  

It has been further postulated that work-nonwork conflict takes three forms, namely 

time-based conflict, strain-based conflict, and behaviour-based conflict (Carlson, Kacmar, & 

Williams, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Time-based conflict occurs when time devoted 

to participation in one domain interferes with participation in the other domain, simply because 

time is the ultimate limited resource (Carlson et al., 2000). Strain-based conflict develops when 

role pressures and stressors produce strain in one domain that in turn makes participation in the 

other domain more difficult (Carlson et al., 2000). Lastly, behaviour-based conflict occurs when 

behaviours that are required in one domain are incompatible with the behavioural expectations 

of the other domain (Carlson et al., 2000). Behaviour-based conflict appears to have less 

predictive validity than time- and strain-based conflict (Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 

2006). Still, explorations of work-nonwork conflict that exclude behaviour-based conflict – of 

which there are far too many – cannot possibly offer a complete understanding of this construct. 

Much like the directions of conflict, it has been suggested that the three forms of conflict have 

disparate outcomes and antecedents (Fu & Shaffer, 2001; Reichl et al., 2014). Specifically, 

while nonwork variables seem to predict only time-based conflict, work variables predict both 

time- and strain-based conflict (Fu & Shaffer, 2001). Further, strain-based conflict directly 

affects the stress system and is more strongly associated with exhaustion and fatigue than either 

time- or behaviour-based conflict (Reichl et al., 2014). Time-based conflict appears to be the 

most frequently experienced form of conflict (Keeney et al., 2013).  

As mentioned above, adult attachment supports work activity in the same way as infant 

attachment supports exploration and is linked to multiple life-domain functioning (Hazan & 

Shaver, 1990; Vasquez, Durik, & Hyde, 2002). Hazan and Shaver (1990) found that securely-

attached individuals typically do not let work interfere with friendships or health. However, this 
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interference was not placed within the work-nonwork conflict conceptualization. Additionally, 

this finding implies that avoidant and anxious individuals do let work interfere with friendships 

and health. Sumer and Knight (2001) found that individuals with a preoccupied (negative model 

of the self, positive model of others) attachment style reported higher negative spillover from 

their family domain to their work domain, which sheds some light on the influence of individual 

characteristics in the experience of work-nonwork conflict. Hardy and Barkham (1994) 

established links between anxious attachment and anxiety about job performance, as well as 

between avoidant attachment and conflict at work and concern about work hours. Another study 

reported that anxiously attached individuals tend toward excessive investment in their work 

(Littman-Ovadia, Oren, & Lavy, 2013), which could potentially lead to both strain-based and 

time-based conflict. Further, relationships between attachment patterns in organizational 

relationships have been found to be directly related to stress and burnout (Yip et al., 2017), 

which can also be understood as indicators and outcomes of work-nonwork conflict. 

While the above findings examined interpersonal attachment, and not organizational 

attachment, an indication of relationships between such interpersonal attachment and work-

nonwork conflict has previously been found. Based on the characterization of anxiously-

attached individuals as having a negative view of the self (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), 

individuals high in attachment anxiety have been found to be high in interpersonal dependency 

(Collins & Read, 1990; Pincus & Wilson, 2001), at times to such a high degree that they 

disregard their attachment figures’ boundaries and autonomy (Lavy, Mikulincer, & Shaver, 

2010). Translating this into an organizational context, it is thinkable that they feel the need to 

prove their worth to the organization as their attachment figure over-and-above what would be 

considered normal, thus putting in extra time and effort at work which creates room for the 

proliferation of work-nonwork conflict. Individuals high in attachment avoidance (i.e. a 

negative model of others), have been found to be dismissive or fearful in their attachment 

relationships (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Within interpersonal relationships, avoidantly-

attached individuals have been shown to react negatively to transgressions against their 

autonomy (Lavy et al., 2010) and to hide their emotional state through surface acting (Richards 

& Schat, 2011). Building on Rousseau’s (1998) disquisition of “deep structure identification” 

(p. 222), St. Claire (2000) posits that, for individuals with secure organizational attachment, a 

financial bonus could be interpreted as positive appreciation relevant to the attachment 

relationship, while avoidantly-attached employees might attribute no further meaning to the 

bonus apart from being “mere pay” (Rousseau, 1998, p. 222). Refusing to attach emotional 

value to their relationship with the organization might thus lead avoidantly-attached employees 
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to objectify their EOR and construe it as a simple exchange of services. Overemphasizing work 

and work benefits as objective transactions could potentially make avoidantly-attached 

individuals more reactive to perceived work-nonwork conflict, while simultaneously 

decreasing opportunities to experience enrichment. Upon consideration of the above 

interpersonal attachment related findings and how they could translate into a connection 

between organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction, the following hypotheses 

are proposed: 

 

1a) Employees with lower organizational attachment anxiety will report lower work-nonwork 

conflict than employees with higher organizational attachment anxiety.  

 

1b) Employees with lower organizational attachment avoidance will report lower work-

nonwork conflict than employees with higher organizational attachment avoidance. 

Work-nonwork Enrichment. 

To date, the work-nonwork interaction literature has been dominated by conflict. As 

conflict has a richer history than work-family enrichment it has garnered substantially more 

empirical attention (e.g. Carlson, Kacmar, Zivnuska, Ferguson, & Whitten, 2011; Casper et al., 

2018; Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002). It should be noted, however, that the existence of 

potential incompatibility and interference between the domains of work and nonwork does not 

inherently suggest that work and nonwork cannot be mutually supportive (Greenhaus & Beutell, 

1985). Besides integrating one of the most influential psychological theories into the industrial 

and organizational literature and bringing due consideration to individual attributes in the work-

nonwork interaction literature, this paper further aims to extend the literature on the positive 

side of work-nonwork interaction. Multiple constructs have been proposed in an attempt to 

accurately and comprehensively capture the positive side of work-nonwork interaction in the 

way that conflict captures the negative side of this interaction (Casper et al., 2018; Shockley & 

Singla, 2011). Of the constructs proposed to describe positive work-nonwork interaction, 

enrichment is the most comprehensive and systematic model capable of explaining both within-

domain effects and cross-domain effects (Zhang, Xu, Jin, & Ford, 2018). Other popular 

constructs such as positive spillover, enhancement, and facilitation can effectively be 

represented within the construct of enrichment (Shockley & Singla, 2011; Zhang et al., 2018).  

Enrichment can be defined as the extent to which participation and experiences in one 

domain improve the quality of life in the other domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). 
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Improvements occur through the generation and transfer of resources from one domain to the 

other. Much like conflict, enrichment is a bidirectional construct (Carlson et al., 2006). In 

divergence from conflict, enrichment consists of four dimensions (Carlson et al., 2011; 

Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Of these four dimensions, two are bidirectional while two are 

unidirectional. Affective and developmental enrichment are both bidirectional, while capital 

and efficiency enrichment are work-to-nonwork and nonwork-to-work respectively (Carlson et 

al., 2006; Carlson, Hunter, Ferguson, & Whitten, 2014). Affective enrichment occurs when 

participation in one domain results in positive affect, which in turn improves participation and 

performance in the other domain (Carlson et al., 2006). Developmental enrichment refers to the 

acquisition and cultivation of knowledge, skills, abilities and perspectives in one domain which 

improve the quality of life in the other domain once transferred (Carlson et al., 2006). Capital 

enrichment is unidimensional and occurs when participation in the domain of work bolster 

psychosocial resources which help the individual be a better person in the nonwork-domain 

(Carlson et al., 2006). Efficiency enrichment is also unidimensional and is defined as when 

participation in the nonwork domain instils a sense of focus which helps the individual be a 

better worker (Carlson et al., 2006). Work experiences can improve non-work quality of life 

through the generation and transfer of affective, behaviour-based instrumental, and value-based 

instrumental resources (Carlson et al., 2006; Carlson et al., 2011; Carlson et al., 2014; 

Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). The instrumental paths to enrichment entail direct transfer of 

resources to the other role. In contrast, the affective path draws on broaden-and-build theory 

(Carlson et al., 2011; Fredrickson, 2001) which states that individuals’ momentary thought-

action repertoires are broadened by the experience of positive emotions. Broader thought-action 

repertoires then serve to build enduring personal resources, effectively building psychological 

resilience and acting as a catalyst for improved emotional well-being (Fredrickson, 2001). 

Furthermore, and in line with work-nonwork conflict, enrichment seems to have stronger effects 

in the domain from which it originated (Carlson et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2018). That is, 

resources generated in the work domain have stronger effects on work variables than nonwork 

variables and vice versa. Work-nonwork enrichment is positively associated with 

organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job performance, 

and organizational citizenship behaviours (Culbertson, Mills, & Fullagar, 2012; Hunter, Perry, 

Carlson, & Smith, 2010; Zhang et al., 2018). Organizational outcomes also include a negative 

relationship between work-nonwork enrichment and turnover intentions, absenteeism, and 

burnout (Culbertson et al., 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2018). Individual outcomes 

of enrichment include positive emotions, subjective well-being, better physical health, and 
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higher life and family satisfaction (Culbertson et al., 2012; Hunter et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 

2018). 

Thus, while conflict has obvious negative implications for employee retention and 

organizational viability, work-nonwork enrichment provides clear benefits. Despite the 

seeming parallels between work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment, the two 

constructs are empirically distinct and can have different patterns of correlates (Carlson et al., 

2006; Shockley & Singla, 2011). The literature on work-nonwork interactions does not support 

conceptualizations of conflict and enrichment as clear opposite sides of the same continuum 

(Chen, Powell, & Greenhaus, 2009; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). In fact, the average work-

nonwork enrichment score tends to not only mirror the average work-nonwork conflict score 

but is generally higher. While the antecedents of work-nonwork conflict are pressures from 

different life domains, the antecedents of work-nonwork enrichment are environmental 

resources (Carlson et al., 2006). In other words, conflict is a psychological stressor whereas 

enrichment is a developmental phenomenon (Carlson et al., 2006). Besides conflict dominating 

the literature on work-nonwork interactions, research examining conflict and enrichment 

simultaneously is scarce (Chong, Gordo, & Gere, 2018). Chong et al. (2018) and Shockley and 

Singla (2011), are among those who attempted to assess both constructs simultaneously. 

However, Shockley and Singla (2011) do not connect work-nonwork interactions with 

attachment styles and their examination focuses on the domains of work and family. On the 

other hand, while Chong et al. (2018) do examine work-nonwork interaction within an 

attachment framework, they do so while using the terms interference and facilitation, and 

further employ measures of negative and positive spillover rather than conflict and enrichment 

scales. Furthermore, previous findings have established links between the positive outcomes of 

secure attachment as they relate to aspects of work-nonwork enrichment. The developmental 

component of work-nonwork enrichment can, for example, be seen in the links between secure 

attachment and greater career exploration (Littman-Ovadia, 2008) and career decision making 

(Hazan & Shaver, 1990). The enrichment component of capital taps into feelings of satisfaction 

and success, in which securely-attached individuals also report higher levels than individuals 

high in attachment anxiety or avoidance (e.g. Hazan & Shaver, 1990; Krausz, Bizman, & 

Braslavsky, 2001; Ronen & Zuroff, 2017). Little et al. (2011) explained increased 

organizational citizenship behaviour in securely-attached employees as having higher amounts 

of accessible physical, emotional, and cognitive resources, which they can invest in positive 

outcomes. Analogously, Hazan and Shaver (1990) reported that secure attachment strengthens 

effective workplace behaviours, which directly relates to the efficiency component of 
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enrichment. The last of the enrichment components, which focuses on positive affect, is also 

one of the outcomes of secure attachment most consistently found in literature. Securely 

attached individuals have been shown to direct more attention to the positive characteristics of 

a situation (Feeney & Kirkpatrick, 1996) and employ positive appraisal strategies, thus 

generating higher positive affect (Mikulincer & Florian, 1998). In addition, they have also been 

found to recall positive events more readily than insecurely attached individuals, which enables 

them to hold positive views of others and also their organization (Mikulincer, Florian, Cowan, 

& Cowan, 2002, as cited in Little et al., 2011). 

Moving beyond the above findings on the relationship of attachment with the different 

components of enrichment and focusing more on the connection between work and nonwork 

domains, securely attached individuals have been found to be better equipped to strike an 

appropriate balance between work and romantic relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1990). 

Furthermore, secure attachment has been associated with successful multi-domain functioning 

(Vasquez et al., 2002). Lastly, most in line with the enrichment concept, Sumer and Knight 

(2001) found that securely attached (i.e. low anxiety and avoidance) individuals reported higher 

levels of positive spillover in both work-to-family and family-to-work directions. Thus, we 

propose the following hypotheses: 

 

2a) Employees with lower organizational attachment anxiety will report higher work-nonwork 

enrichment than employees with higher organizational attachment anxiety.  

 

2b) Employees with lower organizational attachment avoidance will report higher work-

nonwork enrichment than employees with higher organizational attachment avoidance. 

Moderating Influences 

As models are always a simplified version of reality, it is assumed that additional 

variables influence the above postulated relationship between organizational attachment and 

work-nonwork interaction. Any relationship found between these variables could potentially be 

influenced by third variables, and an examination of some of these extraneous variables thus 

can contribute to a fuller understanding of the dynamics of organizational attachment and work-

nonwork interaction. It has been posited that role salience, or centrality intensifies or amplifies 

role pressures, but also increases the odds of resource application leading to improvements in 

domain quality of life (Carlson et al., 2006; Carr et al., 2008; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; 

Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Matthews et al., 2010; Michel et al., 2011). Further, various 
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demographic variables have been found to be moderators of work-nonwork conflict and 

enrichment (Byron, 2005; Keeney et al., 2013; Seiger & Wiese, 2009; Zhang et al., 2018). 

Relative Domain Centrality. 

The construct of centrality is best known in the context of work centrality (Carr et al., 

2008). Work centrality has been defined as the general importance that an individual assigns to 

their work at any point in time (MOW-International Research Team, 1987).  Lu, Huang, and 

Bond (2016) pointed out that focussing solely on absolute work centrality neglects the dynamic 

nature of life; by assigning importance to the work domain, an individual also makes decisions 

about the importance of other life domains, thus weighing personal preferences for one’s 

behaviour and self-fulfilment over several life domains. In this research, a relative work 

centrality approach was thus adopted, which allows for the examination of the value individuals 

place on their work in relation to other life domains. A meta-analysis conducted by Kostek 

(2012) indicated that relative work centrality offers more steady and reliable results than 

absolute work centrality. It has thus been suggested that relative work centrality is less affected 

by potential biases arising from individuals’ background and socialization and associated 

response biases towards the measurement of only a single life domain (Lu et al., 2016). 

Mannheim, Chomsky, and Cohen (1972) held the view that individuals link their 

identity to their work, thus somewhat embedding their self-concept into the importance they 

assign to the work-domain (Harpaz & Snir, 2003). As attachment theory is at its core a 

personality theory, and thus directly addresses individual identity and self-concept. As such, it 

seems feasible that the degree of importance individuals assign to their work will affect the 

strength of organizational attachment outcomes. Furthermore, work centrality has been 

associated with outcomes such as job satisfaction (Kanungo, 1982), job performance (Eldor & 

Vigoda-Gadot, 2017), commitment (Mannheim, Baruch, & Tal, 1997; Jiang & Johnson, 2018), 

and number of hours worked (Sharabi & Harpaz, 2010). These findings are not surprising as a 

person with high work centrality is likely to experience positive outcomes from centring their 

efforts on work (Tziner et al., 2014). Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) proposed that work-family 

conflict could potentially be intensified when the domains of work and family are central to an 

individual’s self-concept. As such, relative work centrality could be considered an amplifier. 

The predicted relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction 

could be strengthened by increasing work centrality. Therefore, we propose the following 

hypothesis: 
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3a) The relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork conflict will be 

moderated by relative work centrality. 

 

Similar amplifying effects have been found with positive outcomes and their transfer 

with cognitive and material resources, gained in one domain, are more likely to be transferred 

to another domain if the domain of origin is of high centrality (Carlson et al., 2006; Greenhaus 

& Powell, 2006). Additionally, it has been found that relative centrality moderates the positive 

spillover process (Culbertson et al., 2012). Thus, employees with higher work centrality would 

be more likely to transfer resources acquired in the work domain to nonwork domains. For the 

predicted negative relationship between organizational attachment and enrichment, higher work 

centrality would reasonably result in a stronger relationship. In line with these propositions, we 

propose the following hypothesis: 

 

3b) The relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork enrichment will be 

moderated by relative work centrality. 

Demographics. 

Naturally, as with other psychological variables, demographics – generally categorized 

as antecedents – impact work-nonwork conflict and enrichment. Previous studies indicate that 

women and parents report experiencing higher levels of conflict than men or individuals 

without children (Byron, 2005; Keeney et al., 2013; Seiger & Wiese, 2009). The literature on 

work-nonwork enrichment, however, has produced inconsistent results (Zhang et al., 2018). 

Gendered differences in experiences of work-nonwork conflict and enrichment are expected 

given gendered societal expectations and role demands (Fu & Shaffer, 2001; Martins, 

Eddleston, & Veiga, 2002). However, the focus on parental status neglects the relationship that 

other dependents, such as elderly parents or a disabled sibling, may have on work-nonwork 

interaction. As such, the more inclusive and comprehensive term “dependents” is used in this 

study. Furthermore, we expect that time spent on work and nonwork domains will affect the 

relationships between organizational attachment and work-nonwork conflict and enrichment, 

as suggested by previous findings by Fu and Shaffer (2001). Logically, the more time one 

spends on one domain, the less time there is to spend in the other domain and vice versa. This 

demographic variable could be conceptualized as an objective measure of time-based conflict. 

As such, we propose the following hypotheses: 
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4a) The relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork conflict will be 

moderated by gender, number of dependents, and number of contract hours. 

 

4b) The relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork enrichment will be 

moderated by gender, number of dependents, and number of contract hours. 

Method 

Open Science Practices 

Prior to data collection, a project page and pre-registration for this study was created on 

the “Open Science Framework” (OSF) website (https://osf.io/mqp6z/). The preregistration 

detailed the hypotheses, design plan, sampling plan, variables, and analysis plan 

(https://osf.io/kshup). Two days after the start of data collection, a second preregistration was 

required to rectify the erroneous exclusion of two substantial, though pre-planned, hypotheses 

(https://osf.io/24vcb#osf-standard-pre-data-collection-registration). Though the analysis plan 

stated multiple regression analysis as the main statistical model, the current study utilized 

canonical correlation analysis instead so as to avoid the accumulation of alpha-errors. 

Additionally, the wording of the hypotheses was modified so as to better reflect the 

organizational attachment construct. These alterations did not change the meaning of the 

hypotheses but did provide greater clarity. For instance, in the preregistration hypothesis 1a 

read “Employees with lower attachment anxiety will report lower work-nonwork conflict than 

employees with higher attachment anxiety” and was modified to read “Employees with lower 

organizational attachment anxiety will report lower work-nonwork conflict than employees 

with higher organizational attachment anxiety.” With the exception of the OATS, all of the 

materials used, and data gathered for this study is openly available on the OSF website. 

Sampling Procedure 

The research data was collected via an online survey hosted by Soscisurvey. The 

invitation to participate was sent out through various channels, e.g. through public postings in 

common, openly accessible online platforms (i.e. LinkedIn, Xing, Facebook, Instagram), as 

well as through personalized invitations sent to private and business contacts. In a select amount 

of companies, the human resources department agreed to disseminate the survey to employees. 

As part of the invitation, recipients were also encouraged to forward the survey link to other 

potential participants. The survey was conducted in English. Respondents were asked to answer 

a total of 62 items. On the first page of the survey, participants were educated about the topic 

https://osf.io/mqp6z/
https://osf.io/kshup
https://osf.io/24vcb#osf-standard-pre-data-collection-registration
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and the purpose of the study. Participants also received information about the voluntary nature 

of their participation and were assured anonymity of their data. An overview of the first page, 

including the purpose of the study and privacy disclaimer, can be found in appendix I. Before 

entering the survey itself, participants were asked to confirm they had read and understood the 

information provided to them and to attest that they were at least 18 years of age. In addition, 

participants were offered to request a copy of the published thesis and no other compensation 

for participation was offered. The data collection was conducted from February 25th, 2019 to 

March 31st, 2019. Sample size calculations with the following parameters, an anticipated effect 

size of f-square 0.15, desired power 0.8, with two predictors and 𝛼 = 0.05, indicated that the 

minimum amount of participants needed was n = 70. However, as the aim was to obtain a 

geographically diverse sample with adequate regional representations, the maximum sample 

size was set to n = 350. The survey received a total of 577 clicks, which includes activity by 

those who interacted with the survey by mistake, while 190 individuals participated. 

Sample 

After eliminating cases that did not meet the inclusion criteria (min. age 18 years; 

employment for at least 20h/week; having been with their current employer for at least three 

months) the sample size was reduced to n = 94. Subsequent analysis of missing data indicated 

that no further deletion of cases was necessary (Scheffer, 2002). The final sample presented 

itself with an age range from 22 to 66, and a mean age of 35.36 (SD = 12.04). Just over half of 

the participants (n = 50; 53.2%) reported being married or cohabitating, and the average number 

of dependents was .53 (SD = 1.02). Of the n = 94 participants, n = 57 (60.6%) identified as 

female, and n = 37 (39.4%) as male. Additionally, n = 75 (80.6%) of participants indicated that 

they had a university education with a degree, and n = 58 (61.7%) reported being the main wage 

earner of their household. Participants had been working at their current organization for an 

average of 6.56 years (SD = 8.41). The sample was geographically diverse, with participants 

reporting workplaces all over the world, though the majority (n = 61; 51.1%) worked in Europe. 

Measures 

All administered questionnaires were presented with their own instructions. The 46 

items measuring organizational attachment, work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork 

enrichment were answered by means of a seven-point Likert-scale (1 = ”Strongly Disagree”, 2 

= ”Disagree”, 3 = ”Somewhat disagree”, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree”, 5 = ”Somewhat 

agree”, 6 = ”Agree”, 7 = ”Strongly agree”). Information on relative domain centrality was 
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collected by forced choice ranking, which was recoded so as to assess relative work centrality 

on a six-point scale ranging from the least important life domain to the most important life 

domain. A complete overview of measures used can be found in the appendices. 

Organizational Attachment Scale. 

Organizational attachment was assessed through the Organizational Attachment Scale 

(OATS; Straatmann et al., 2019). The OATS item pool was constructed based on selected items 

from four different attachment questionnaires (i.e. Grau, 1999; Neumann, Rohmann, & 

Bierhoff, 2007; Sibley, Fischer, & Liu, 2005) and reworded to specifically express 

organizational attachment.  

Table 1 

Overview of Organizational Attachment Scale with Sample Items 

Subscale 
Number 

of items 
Sample item 

Organizational 

anxiety 
5 

“I am often afraid that someone else could take my place in 

the organization.” 

Organizational 

avoidance 
5 “I find it easy to depend on my organization.” 

 

The initial item pool was then reviewed by four independent subject-matter expert raters 

and subsequently reduced to ten items through confirmatory factor analysis (A. Engel, personal 

communication, June 11, 2017). The ten-item form of the OATS used here is currently under 

review for publishing and represents the two dimensions of organizational attachment anxiety 

and organizational attachment avoidance with five items each. The author-reported Cronbach’s 

alpha was calculated for three different samples and overall deemed satisfactory with 

Cronbach’s 𝛼 of Organizational Avoidance ranging from .84 to .91 and Cronbach’s 𝛼 of 

Organizational Anxiety ranging from .83 to .84 (M. Schefer, personal communication, May 15, 

2019). 

The majority of the sample was classified as securely attached (n = 46; 48.9%). A further 

n = 18 (19.1%) of participants were classified as dismissive, n = 14 (14.9%) were classified as 

preoccupied, and n = 8 (8.5%) were classified as fearful. Another eight cases could not be 

clearly assigned to one attachment style as their responses identified them as in between two 

styles. This distribution of attachment styles in the sample resembles previously identified 
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attachment distributions (e.g. Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Blalock, Franzese, Machell, & 

Strauman, 2015)4. The classification into attachment styles was done with the sole purpose of 

comparing attachment distributions to previous findings and will not be relevant for further 

analysis. A scatterplot of attachment style classifications can be found in appendix V. 

Work-Nonwork Conflict Scale. 

Work-nonwork conflict was assessed with a modified version of the work-family 

conflict scale developed by Carlson et al. (2000; see appendix II). This measure is based on a 

six-dimensional conceptualization of work-nonwork conflict, in which time-based, strain-

based, and behaviour-based conflict are assessed bidirectionally. The Carlson et al. (2000) scale 

was developed to be comprehensive yet versatile, enabling it to be adapted when necessary. 

Table 2 

Overview of Work-nonwork Conflict Scale with Sample Items 

Subscale Directionality 
Number 

of items 
Sample items 

Time-based 

conflict 

Work to 

nonwork 

3 “I have to miss other activities due to the amount 

of time I must spend on work responsibilities”  

Nonwork to 

work 

3 “The time I spend with myself, my family, 

friends, and community often causes me not to 

spend time in activities at work that could be 

helpful to my career” 

Strain-based 

conflict 

Work to 

nonwork 

3 “Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes 

when I leave work I am too stressed to do the 

things I enjoy”  

Nonwork to 

work 

3 “Because I am often stressed from personal and 

social responsibilities, I have a hard time 

concentrating on my work”. 

Behaviour- 

based 

conflict 

Work to 

nonwork 

3 “The problem-solving behaviours I use in my job 

are not effective in resolving problems in my 

personal and social life” 

Nonwork to 

work 

3 “Behaviour that is effective and necessary for me 

outside of work would be counterproductive at 

work”. 

                                                             
4Bartholomew & Horowitz (1991) identified 47% of their sample as secure, 18% as dismissive, 14% as 

preoccupied, and 21% as fearful. Blalock et al. (2015) identified 53% of their sample as secure, 13% as 

dismissive, 11% as preoccupied, and 23% as fearful. 

The discrepancy in fearful attachment can be somewhat explained by the rather high proportion of cases (n = 8) 

which could not clearly be classified, half of which are found on the cut-off to fearful attachment. 
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For the purposes of this study, the word “family” was changed to reflect life domains 

beyond family following the example of Keeney et al. (2013). For instance, the item “My work 

keeps me from my family activities more than I would like” was changed to “My work keeps 

me from my other activities more than I would like”.  The internal consistency Cronbach’s 𝛼 

reliabilities for the 18 item conflict scale as reported by the authors were as follows: work to 

family time-based = .87; family to work time-based = .79; work to family strain-based = .85; 

family to work strain-based = .87; work to family behaviour-based = .78; family to work 

behaviour-based = .85. Additionally, the authors reported satisfactory discriminant validity and 

the six dimensions of conflict have been shown to be differentially related to various outcomes 

and antecedents (Carlson et al., 2000). 

Work-Nonwork Enrichment Scale. 

Work-nonwork enrichment was assessed with a modified version of the work-family 

enrichment scale developed by Carlson et al. (2006; see appendix III). As with the work-

nonwork conflict scale, this scale was adapted to reflect other life domains beyond family. For 

instance, the item “My involvement in my work: helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me 

be a better family member” was changed to “My involvement in my work: helps me to gain 

knowledge and this helps me be a better person”. As the term better person is somewhat 

ambiguous, the following definition was offered in the instructions: “Better person here is 

meant to encompass everything outside of work, e.g. a better family member, friend, volunteer, 

and someone that’s able to devote adequate attention to the things that are important to you”. 

Additionally, the format was such that participants had to agree with both parts of the item in 

order to fully agree. This formulation most adequately captures the enrichment construct, in 

that work-nonwork enrichment requires both the generation and transfer of resources to occur. 

For the sample item above, for instance, the gaining of knowledge represents the generation of 

a resource. This resource then needs to be transferred to the nonwork domain, aiding the 

individual to become a better person. This measure is based on a six-dimensional 

conceptualization of work-nonwork enrichment, in which development and affect are assessed 

bidirectionally along with items assessing work to nonwork capital gains and nonwork to work 

efficiency gains.  
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Table 3 

Overview of Work-nonwork Enrichment Scale with Sample Items 

Subscale Directionality 
Number 

of items 
Sample items 

Developmental 

enrichment 

Work to 

nonwork 

3 “My involvement in my work helps me to 

understand different viewpoints and this helps 

me be a better person” 

Nonwork to 

work 

3  “My involvement in my personal and social 

life helps me acquire skills and this helps me be 

a better worker”. 

Affective 

enrichment 

Work to 

nonwork 

3 “My involvement in my work puts me in a good 

mood and this helps me be a better person” 

Nonwork to 

work 

3 “My involvement in my personal and social life 

makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better 

worker”. 

Capital 

enrichment 

Work to 

nonwork 

3 “My involvement in my work provides me with 

a sense of accomplishment and this helps me be 

a better person” 

Efficiency 

enrichment 

Nonwork to 

work 

3 “My involvement in my personal and social life 

encourages me to use my work time in a 

focused manner and this helps me be a better 

worker 

 

The internal consistency Cronbach’s 𝛼 reliabilities for the 18 item enrichment scale as 

reported by the authors were as follow, work to family development = .73; work to family affect 

= .91; work to family capital = .90; family to work development = .87; family to work affect = 

.84; family to work efficiency = .82. Additionally, the authors expected that researchers would 

use the enrichment scale collapsed across dimensions, and thus further reported the reliabilities 

for the work items 𝛼 = .92, the nonwork items 𝛼 = .86, and the full 18 item scale 𝛼 = .92 (Carlson 

et al., 2006). 

Relative Domain Centrality. 

Information on relative domain centrality was collected by asking participants to rank 

life domains according to their importance. The six domains used correspond to the life domains 

identified by the World Values Survey V6 (WVS; Inglehart et a., 2014). These domains have 

previously been used as centrality measures and have shown to provide insights about assigned 

degrees of importance across the primary life spheres (Lu et al., 2016). To account for 
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devotional activities outside of religion, the WVS domain of “religion” was expanded to 

represent “religion/spirituality”. The six domains presented to the respondents thus were family, 

friends, leisure, politics, work, religion/spirituality, as can be seen in appendix IV. The higher 

an individual ranked a domain, the greater its importance compared to the other listed domains. 

A forced choice approach was employed over a Likert-scale ranking of importance so as to 

remove the possibility of attaching high values to each life domain. The forced choice ranking 

thus ensured that work centrality was properly ranked in true relation to the other life domains. 

As the domain of interest was relative work centrality, the ranking of the work domain was 

converted as if it was recorded by a Likert-scale format. To allow for easy interpretation of the 

collected data, this item was recoded so that higher values indicate higher importance. For 

instance, if work was ranked fifth this translated into a two on a six-point Likert-scale from 

least important to most important. 

Demographics. 

In line with our hypotheses, information on gender, number of dependents and number 

of contract hours was collected. Additional demographic information was obtained on age, 

highest attained education, self-assessed level of English, marital status, and if the participant 

was the main wage-earner of the household. Furthermore, to allow for future exploratory 

analyses data was gathered on employment contract type, tenure, sector, organization size, 

location, leadership responsibilities, and participants were asked to give an estimate of how 

many hours they worked per week. 

Data Analysis Procedure 

The statistical data analysis and hypotheses-testing was done using the software 

“Statistical Package for Social Science” (IBM SPSS Statistics 25). All inferential statistics were 

computed based on a significance level of five percent. All instruments employed were 

examined for the stability of their author-specified dimensionality using exploratory factor 

analysis with oblique rotation. Cronbach’s 𝛼 reliability indices were calculated for the resulting 

factorial structures. Subsequently, correlations were calculated for all variables. Before the 

performance of canonical correlation analysis, respective assumptions were tested. This method 

was chosen over the originally planned multiple, multiple regression analyses as to avoid alpha-

error accumulation. Additionally, moderation analyses based on regression models were 

conducted to test for the influence of selected third variables. 
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Results 

In the following section the psychometric characteristics of the employed scales will be 

displayed. Subsequently the postulated hypotheses will be tested. 

Psychometric Characteristics of Scales 

Sampling adequacy was verified for all three measures with Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin values 

exceeding 0.7 (OATS = .71; conflict scale = .74; enrichment scale = .85). Additionally, 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that correlations between items were large enough for 

factor analysis (OATS = χ2(45) = 246.1, p < .001; conflict scale = χ2(153) = 737.28, p < .001; 

enrichment scale = χ2(153) = 1089.75, p < .001). Finally, the multicollinearity determinant for 

OATS was .06 > 0.00001. For the work-nonwork conflict scale, this value was .000, but there 

were no correlations above .8 in the correlations matrix. For the work-nonwork enrichment 

scale, the multicollinearity determinant was 0.000002773 < 0.00001, with one correlation above 

.8 and only a handful above 0.7, which can be deemed tolerable according to Field (2014). 

In order to verify that our chosen instruments showed sufficient conceptual overlap 

between their author-reported structures and the structures rendered from our data, factor 

analyses were conducted for all instruments. Due to the limited scope of this thesis project, 

further analyses were conducted with the overall scales rather than the subscales reported 

herein. Exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation corroborated the OATS’ two-factor 

structure as proposed by the instrument’s authors, thus for further analysis this two-factor 

structure was retained. In accordance with literature, the dimensions of attachment were 

labelled Organizational Anxiety and Organizational Avoidance, which explained 29.64% and 

22.22% of variance respectively. For the work-nonwork conflict scale, obliquely-rotated factor 

analysis of collected data suggested a four-factor structure, rather than the author identified six-

factor structure. However, factor loadings for the four-factor solution were ambiguous, and 

some items had unsatisfactorily high loadings onto one or more additional factors. For a 

comparison with the author-reported factorial structure, a second analysis was run, for which a 

six-factor structure was entered beforehand. Here, five of the six factors emerged with their 

corresponding items, while three items did not unambiguously load onto their intended factor. 

Upon examination of the items in question, it became evident these were thought to construct 

the dimension of nonwork-to-work behavioural conflict. Instead, they exhibited high loadings 

onto the same factor as the work-to-nonwork behavioural conflict items. In their original 

validation of the conflict scale, Carlson et al. (2000) already pointed out that the two 

behavioural dimensions correlate highly (.88), which could hint at low discrimination between 
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the two factors of work-to-nonwork and nonwork-to-work behavioural conflict. For further 

analysis, it was decided to have the six items collapse onto one dimension of behavioural 

conflict, which then does not indicate directionality. The resulting five dimensions of conflict 

were thus labelled Work-to-nonwork Time-based Conflict (8.45% of variance explained), 

Nonwork-to-work Time-based Conflict (18.14% of variance explained), Work-to-nonwork 

Strain-based Conflict (25.20% of variance explained), Nonwork-to-work Strain-based Conflict 

(5.50% of variance explained), and  Work-nonwork Behaviour-based Conflict (12.44% of 

variance explained). 

 

Table 4 

Internal Consistency of Assessment Instruments 

Instrument Subscale Cronbach’s 𝛼 

Organizational 

attachment scale 

organizational avoidance .70 

organizational anxiety .81 

Work-nonwork 

conflict scale 

work to nonwork time-based conflict .82 

nonwork to work time-based conflict .76 

work to nonwork strain-based conflict .83 

nonwork to work strain-based conflict .82 

work-nonwork behaviour-based conflict .82 

Work-nonwork 

enrichment scale 

work to nonwork enrichment .93 

nonwork to work enrichment .87 

 

Exploratory factor analysis with oblique rotation of the work-nonwork enrichment scale 

revealed a two-factor solution, namely Work-to-nonwork Enrichment (39.75% of variance 

explained) and Nonwork-to-work Enrichment (18.21% of variance explained), rather than the 

author identified six-factor structure. However, as the authors expected researchers to use this 

measure collapsed across subscales this solution was deemed acceptable and a two-factor 

structure was retained. Reliability measures were calculated for all nine resulting subscales. The 

internal reliabilities for each of the factors can be found in table 4. 
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Organizational Attachment, Work-nonwork Interaction and Moderators 

Before hypothesis testing, assumptions for multivariate normality, homoscedasticity, 

multicollinearity and linearity were tested and found to be met for all variables used in the 

canonical correlation (c.f. Buchanan, 2015). Only number of contract hours was found to be 

negatively skewed, which can be explained by a 40-hour work week being the norm in many 

cultures. Next, descriptive statistics and possible relationships between variables were 

examined by means of correlation of scales. Data that was collected with a Likert-scale answer 

form are of ordinal nature, but it has become acceptable common practice to assume interval-

scale level for the sake of analysis (Borg & Staufenbiel, 2007). Where applicable, means, 

standard deviations, and Pearson correlations were calculated for scales of interval nature. 

Deviations in scale level were found in number of contract hours (ordinal scale) and gender 

(nominal scale, natural dichotomous). For these variables, the measure of central tendency and 

correlation index was chosen to cater to the lower scale level, as denoted in the subscripts to 

table 5. Correlations were tested for significant divergence from r = 0 in a two-tailed procedure. 

Correlations between variables hint toward possible relationships between 

organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction. Organizational anxiety correlates 

positively with work-nonwork conflict, which indicates that with increasing organizational 

anxiety, work-nonwork conflict also increases. Organizational avoidance and work-nonwork 

enrichment correlate negatively, which implies that with increased organizational avoidance, 

work-nonwork enrichment decreases. Noteworthy is also the r = .00 of work-nonwork conflict 

and work-nonwork enrichment, which suggests that both dimensions of work-nonwork 

interaction are experienced independently of one another. An overview of measures of central 

tendency, standard deviations and correlation indices can be found in table 5.  
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To test hypotheses 1a - 2b, a canonical correlation analysis was conducted using 

organizational avoidance and organizational anxiety as predictors of work-nonwork conflict 

and work-nonwork enrichment to evaluate the multivariate shared relationship between the two 
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variable sets (i.e., organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction).5 Canonical 

correlation analysis allows for the correlation of multiple predictors with multiple outcomes. In 

canonical analysis, a synthetic predictor is calculated based on the observed scores in several 

predictor variables (i.e. organizational avoidance and anxiety). Similarly, a synthetic outcome 

variable is calculated based on the observed scores in several outcome variables (i.e. work-

nonwork conflict and enrichment). The canonical correlation coefficient in form of Pearson’s r 

indicates the strength of the correlation between the two synthetic variables. The variables used 

to calculate the synthetic predictor and outcome variable are weighted so that the correlation 

between these synthetic variables is maximized. This further allows the examination of the 

weights to understand the individual contribution of each variable to the analysed model. 

 

 

Figure 2. Model of Canonical Correlation Analysis  

 

The analysis yielded two functions with squared canonical correlations (Rc
2) of .2647, 

and .0763 for both functions successively. Collectively, the full model across all functions was 

statistically significant using the Wilk’s λ of .6792, F(4,180) = 9.6042, p < .001. Because Wilk’s 

λ represents the variance unexplained by the model, 1-λ yields the full model effect size in an 

r2 metric. Thus, for the set of two canonical functions, the r2 type effect size was .3208, which 

indicates that the full model explained a substantial portion, about 32% of the variance shared 

between the variable sets. 

                                                             
5 The following presentation of results strictly follows Sherry and Henson’s (2005) recommendations for the 

reporting of canonical correlation analysis. As examples of reporting are sparse and Sherry and Henson (2005) 

point out that canonical correlation results are often misreported, we thought it best not to deviate from their 

recommendations. 



ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT AND WORK-NONWORK INTERACTION 

31 

The dimension reduction analysis allows for the testing of the hierarchical arrangement 

of functions for statistical significance. As noted, the full model (Functions 1 and 2) was 

statistically significant. Function 2, which was tested in isolation, was also statistically 

significant with F(1,91) = 7.5179, p < .05. Following the recommendations of Sherry and 

Henson (2005) and given the r2 effects for each function, only the first function was considered 

noteworthy in the context of this study (26.47% of shared variance). The second function only 

explained 7.63% of the remaining variance in the variable sets after the extraction of the first 

function. 

Table 6 presents the standardized canonical function coefficients, structure coefficients 

and squared structure coefficients for Functions 1 and 2. Looking at the Function 1 coefficients, 

one sees that the primarily relevant criterion variable was work-nonwork conflict, with work-

nonwork enrichment making a smaller secondary contribution to the synthetic criterion 

variable. This conclusion was supported by the squared structure coefficients, which indicate 

the amount of variance the observed variable can contribute to the synthetic criterion variable. 

Conflict also showed the larger canonical function coefficient. Furthermore, in concordance 

with our hypotheses, conflict exhibited a positive relationship to the predictors, while 

enrichment was inversely related to organizational attachment. 

 

Table 6 

Canonical Solution for Attachment Predicting Work-nonwork Interactions Functions 1 and 2 

  Function 1 Function 2 

Variable Coef. rs rs
2 (%) Coef. rs rs

2 (%) 

Conflict .9675 .9677 93.65% .253 .252 6.35% 

Enrichment -.2520 -.253 6.4% .9677 .9675 93.6% 

Rc
2       

Organizational avoidance .4017 .4848 23.51% -.9207 -.8746 76.49% 

Organizational anxiety .8786 .9166 56.51% .487 .3999 15.99% 

Note. Structure coefficients (rs) greater than |.45| are underlined. Communality coefficients (h2) greater 

than 45% are underlined. Coef. = standardized canonical function coefficient; rs = structure coefficient; 

rs2 = squared structure coefficient. 



ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT AND WORK-NONWORK INTERACTION 

32 

Regarding the predictor variable set in Function 1, both avoidant and anxious 

organizational attachment can be considered primary contributors to the predictor synthetic 

variable. Because the structure coefficients for both attachment dimensions was positive, they 

were positively related to work-nonwork conflict, but negatively related to work-nonwork 

enrichment. These results are generally supportive of the theoretically expected relationships 

between organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction.  

Hypotheses 3a and 3b read as follow “The relationship between organizational 

attachment and work-nonwork conflict will be moderated by relative work centrality” and “The 

relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork enrichment will be 

moderated by relative work centrality”. A regression analysis was run using the process 

extension to IBM SPSS written by Hayes (2013), to test for moderation effects. The moderation 

analyses were conducted with both organizational anxiety and organizational attachment 

separately. The overall model for work-nonwork conflict as predicted by organizational anxiety 

and moderated by relative work centrality proved significant with F(3, 88) = 10.46, p < .05, R 

= .51. However, the interaction effect was not significant with p > .05. The model for work-

nonwork conflict predicted by organizational avoidance, as moderated by centrality was not 

significant with F(3, 88) = 2.06, p > .05, R = .26. The interaction effect for this model was not 

significant with p > .05. Thus, hypothesis 3a was not supported. The overall model for work-

nonwork enrichment as predicted by organizational avoidance and moderated by centrality 

proved significant with F(3,88) = 2.8 , p < .05, R = .3. With p < .05 the interaction effect did 

not prove significant. The overall model for work-nonwork enrichment as predicted by 

organizational anxiety and moderated by centrality did not yield statistically significant results 

with F(3,88) = 0.9, p > .05, R = .12. Thus, hypothesis 3b was not supported. An overview of 

the analyses conducted to test hypotheses 3a and 3b can be found in Appendix VI. 

Hypotheses 4a and 4b read as follow “The relationship between organizational 

attachment and work-nonwork conflict will be moderated by gender, number of dependents, 

and number of contract hours” and “The relationship between organizational attachment and 

work-nonwork enrichment will be moderated by gender, number of dependents, and number of 

contract hours”. To test for moderation effects, a regression analysis was run using the process 

extension to IBM SPSS. The overall models for work-nonwork conflict as predicted by 

organizational anxiety and moderated by selected variables indicated significance with F(3, 90) 

= 12.34, p < .05, R = .54 for gender, F(3, 89) = 9.82, p < .05, R = .50 for number of dependents, 

and F(3, 90) = 9.71, p < .05, R = .49 for number of contract hours respectively. However, only 

the interaction effect of gender indicated a significant moderation with p < .05. The interaction 
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effects for number of dependents and number of contract hours indicated no statistical 

significance with ps > .05. Suggested models of work-nonwork conflict as predicted by 

organizational avoidance and moderated by demographics received no statistical support with 

all ps > .05 (gender: F(3, 90) = 1.28, R = .20; number of dependents: F(3, 89) = 1.47, R = .22; 

number of contract Hours: F(3, 90) = 1.13, R = .19). Thus, hypothesis 4a was only partially 

supported. Models examining moderation effects for organizational anxiety and work-nonwork 

enrichment did not indicate statistical significance (gender: F(3,90) = 0.18, R = .08; number of 

dependents: F(3, 89) = 0.94, R = .17; number of contract hours: F(3, 90) = 0.11, R = .06). 

Overall models of work-nonwork enrichment as predicted by organizational avoidance tested 

for moderation by gender (F(3, 90) = 3.32, p < .05, R = .32), number of dependents (F(3, 89) = 

3.52, p < .05, R = .33) and number of contract hours (F(3, 90) = 2.97, p < .05, R=.30) were 

significant. Subsequent analysis of interaction effects, however, showed no statistical 

significance with all ps > .05. Thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported. A full overview of all 

analyses conducted to test hypotheses 4a and 4b can be found in Appendix VIII. 

Discussion 

This study examined the relationship between organizational attachment and work-

nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment, with further analyses of relative work 

centrality and demographics as moderators. In the following section the results will be 

interpreted in the context of the hypotheses, followed by a discussion of the possible theoretical 

and practical implications of the study. Lastly, limitations of this work will be disclosed and 

opportunities for future research will be highlighted. 

Interpretation of Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1a predicted a positive relationship between organizational anxiety and 

work-nonwork conflict, while hypothesis 1b predicted a positive relationship between 

organizational avoidance and work-nonwork conflict. The results support both hypotheses. 

Employees with lower levels of organizational attachment anxiety and avoidance also reported 

lower work-nonwork conflict. Thus, these findings indicate that as the model of the self and the 

model of others became more negative, individuals experienced higher levels of work-nonwork 

conflict. Anxiously-attached employees might be likely to invest an excessive amount of effort 

and time into their organization in an attempt to prove their worth and potentially ease some of 

the anxiety about their work performance. This in turn, might leave them with both less time 

and less energy for participation in the nonwork domain allowing for the proliferation of work-
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nonwork conflict – a construct that is, unfortunately, reciprocal. On the other hand, employees 

with an organizational avoidant attachment style are likely to be dismissive of their attachment 

figure i.e. the organization. This pattern of behaviour complicates both participation in the work 

domain and the nonwork domain, thus creating opportunity for the generation of work-nonwork 

conflict (cf. Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). These findings expand on previous research indicating 

that insecure interpersonal attachment (high avoidance and/or high anxiety) can hinder work 

performance (Hazan & Shaver, 1990), and promotes negative spillover between work and home 

domains (Belsky & Cassidy, 1994; Sumer & Knight, 2001). The experienced conflict could in 

part be explained with a finding by Straatmann et al. (2019), who found that individuals with 

high scores on either or both organizational attachment dimensions reported higher levels of 

perceived stress and emotional exhaustion. 

Hypothesis 2a suggested a negative relationship between organizational anxiety and 

work-nonwork enrichment, while hypothesis 2b posited a negative relationship between 

organizational avoidance and work-nonwork enrichment. The results offer support for both 

hypotheses. Higher reported work-nonwork enrichment was associated with lower levels of 

organizational attachment anxiety and avoidance. Thus, as the model of the self and the model 

of others became more negative, individuals experienced lower levels of work-nonwork 

enrichment. Employees with lower organizational avoidance have a more positive model of 

others (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Their relationship to their organization is not 

characterized by fear or dismissiveness, but rather by trust (Straatmann et al., 2019). This trust 

might enable participation in the work domain that is ultimately more fulfilling and 

subsequently leads to improvement in the quality of life of the nonwork domain. A more 

positive model of others likely enables employees to be more open to the acquisition of 

resources in one domain which they then transfer over to the other domain. Organizational 

anxiety also proved to be predictive of work-nonwork enrichment. Lower organizational 

anxiety is indicative of a more positive model of the self, which within this context represents 

a feeling that one is worthy of the organization. Such a feeling could potentially promote the 

acquisition of resources in the work domain, as well as the successful transfer of such resources 

into the nonwork domain (cf. Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Similarly, employees might feel 

encouraged to transfer resources acquired in the nonwork domain towards their workplace. 

These findings lend support to the supposition that secure attachment (i.e. a positive model of 

the self and others) is related to more successful multi-domain functioning (cf. Vasquez et al., 

2002), and further that this relationship holds not only for interpersonal attachment but also 

organizational attachment.  
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While organizational avoidance and organizational anxiety both significantly 

contributed to the synthetic predictor variable, it should be noted that the contribution of 

organizational anxiety was much stronger than that of organizational avoidance. This begs the 

question why the model of the self is more relevant than the model of others in the prediction 

of work-nonwork interaction. One possible explanation might stem from the personal nature of 

self-reports, which might give the dimension of the self a stronger representation in the 

reporting of work-nonwork conflict and enrichment. Previous research has found anxiously-

attached individuals to attribute higher levels of self-blame when encountering negative events 

in the workplace (Seinsche, 2017). This finding might suggest that an individual with a negative 

model of the self might feel like they are more deserving of conflict and less deserving of 

enrichment. From a methodological standpoint, the nature of the canonical correlation method 

is such that it attempts to maximize the correlation between the synthetic variate and the 

synthetic outcome variable. As such, this maximization might have resulted in a stronger 

contribution of anxiety due to the very strong correlation between anxiety and conflict, as 

opposed to the medium-sized correlations between avoidance and the work-nonwork 

interaction dimensions. Similarly, on the side of work-nonwork interaction, contributions of 

work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment to the synthetic criterion variable are also 

differentially strong. Work-nonwork conflict made a stronger contribution to the synthetic 

criterion variable than work-nonwork enrichment. As the conceptualization of enrichment only 

emerged in recent years and is considered to be less stable than conceptualizations of conflict 

(Carlson et al., 2006), no literature based explanation for this finding has been found in the 

review of previous research. At the very least, the observation of differential strength in 

contribution reinforces the supposition that work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork 

enrichment are not opposite sides of the same continuum. 

Hypotheses 3a and 3b both predicted that the relationship between organizational 

attachment and work-nonwork interaction would be moderated by relative work centrality. 

Centrality was thought to strengthen the relationship between organizational attachment and 

work-nonwork conflict and enrichment. Previous research argued that high centrality would be 

accompanied by higher psychological involvement in that respective life domain, which would 

subsequently interfere with participation in a competing life domain (Carr et al., 2008; 

Culbertson et al., 2012; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Michel et al., 2011). These predictions 

were not supported by statistical analysis. In such cases, it is conventional to look to the 

literature for answers. However, according to the literature review done in the preparation of 

this study, no other research has examined the moderation effect of work centrality on the 
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relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction. Consequently, 

the following discussion is speculative and no definitive assumptions or conclusions should be 

drawn from it.  

Plotting the interaction diagrams of all four related analyses, indicated that while our 

data did not allow for statistically significant results, some interaction effects can be observed 

within this specific sample. Work-nonwork conflict as predicted by organizational avoidance 

and moderated by centrality, as well as enrichment as predicted by organizational anxiety and 

moderated by centrality showed differential results on a descriptive level. For the relationship 

between organizational avoidance and conflict, a hybrid interaction indicated that employees 

who assign high centrality to work experience the least amount of work-nonwork conflict when 

they were low on organizational avoidance. However, for employees with high scores in 

organizational avoidance the inverse was true and they exhibited the highest amount of work-

nonwork conflict. Thus, high organizational avoidance combined with high relative work 

centrality was associated with higher levels of work-nonwork conflict. In contrast, the level of 

experienced work-nonwork conflict of individuals low in work centrality stayed almost 

stagnant and was not affected by organizational avoidance. This indicates that within the 

examined sample, high organizational avoidance disproportionately affects individuals with 

high work centrality when it comes to the experience of work-nonwork conflict. This 

observation could potentially be explained by drawing from the theory of cognitive dissonance 

(Festinger, 1962). Employees who assign high centrality to the work domain but also 

experience high levels of organizational avoidance, might face an internal struggle to justify 

these conflicting orientations. The experienced stress from this cognitive dissonance might 

translate into increased experience of work-nonwork conflict as organizational avoidance 

increases. 

For the relationship between organizational anxiety and work-nonwork enrichment, 

introducing centrality as a moderator revealed a disordinal interaction on the descriptive level 

of this sample. Individuals high in work centrality reported the highest level of work-nonwork 

enrichment out of all low anxiously-attached individuals. There is a notable decrease in 

experienced work-nonwork enrichment as organizational anxiety increases. Highly anxious 

individuals with high work centrality reported the lowest levels of enrichment. A 

counterintuitive relationship has been found for individuals low in work centrality. Within the 

group of the low anxiously-attached, individuals low in work centrality report the lowest level 

of work-nonwork enrichment. However, as organizational anxiety increases, their reported 

enrichment grows and they even indicated the highest enrichment levels in the group of 
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individuals with high organizational anxiety. It seems feasible, that employees with low work 

centrality do not engage much with their work while they experience low organizational 

attachment anxiety. Though, as organizational attachment anxiety increases, they might feel a 

stronger obligation to comply with normative expectations within the organization (cf. 

Straatmann et al., 2019), and they subsequently experience less work-nonwork enrichment. The 

discussed interaction plots can be found in appendix VII. However, it is again important to note 

that these findings are not generalizable.  

Hypotheses 4a and 4b predicted that the relationship between organizational attachment 

and work-nonwork conflict and enrichment would be moderated by gender, number of 

dependents, and contract hours. Gendered differences in the experience of work-nonwork 

conflict and enrichment were expected as a result of gender differences in societal expectations 

and role demands (Fu & Shaffer, 2001; Martins et al., 2002). Specifically, women tend to report 

more work-nonwork conflict than men (Keeney et al., 2013; Seiger & Wiese, 2009). Findings 

on gender and work-nonwork enrichment have been mostly inconclusive (Shockley & Singla, 

2011; Zhang et al., 2018). A statistically significant interaction effect was found only for the 

relationship between organizational anxiety and work-nonwork conflict as moderated by 

gender. Specifically, the results indicated that the relationship between organizational anxiety 

and conflict is stronger for men. The explanation for this finding, much like the overarching 

work that it is a part of, is perhaps best served by a theoretically integrative interdisciplinary 

approach. Specifically, the moderation found here could potentially be interpreted with a 

combination of the ambivalent sexism framework, the stereotype content model, and the 

understanding of organizational anxiety as explicated in this study. First, the ambivalent sexism 

framework posits that prejudice against women, and by extension sexism, stems from 

ambivalence rather than antipathy (Glick & Fiske, 1996). This ambivalence gives rise to two 

different, though complementary, types of sexism namely hostile and benevolent (Glick & 

Fiske, 1996). Of relevance here is benevolent sexism, which has its underpinnings in traditional 

gender stereotyping and patriarchal perceptions of masculine dominance (Glick & Fiske, 1996). 

Benevolent sexism is functionally consistent with hostile sexism and is defined as a set of 

interrelated attitudes that are subjectively positive in feeling or tone, but nevertheless perceive 

women stereotypically and in restricted roles (Glick & Fiske, 1996). This type of sexism thus 

inadvertently bolsters the perception of women as subordinate, and helps maintain traditional 

gender roles and expectations (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Correspondingly, the stereotype content 

model states that stereotypes operate along the dimensions of competence and warmth (Fiske, 

Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). The model supposes that, for particular subordinate groups (i.e. 
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women), the positive stereotype of warmth coincides with the negative stereotype of low 

competence so as to perpetuate and justify the relative perceived or experienced superiority of 

the privileged group (i.e. men). Thus, and in line with the ambivalent sexism framework, 

seemingly positive stereotypes on one dimension complement rather than contradict negative 

stereotypes on the other dimension (Fiske et al., 2002). In practice, this may translate into 

perceptions of women at the workplace as being less competent than their male counterparts 

despite equal or better qualifications, or the glass ceiling phenomenon. In conjunction, this 

suggests that, due to gendered expectations and stereotypes (Fiske et al., 2002; Fu & Shaffer, 

2001; Glick & Fiske, 1996; Martins et al., 2002), women may regularly and generally 

experience a higher need to prove themselves in their organization than men do. However, with 

increasing organizational anxiety, men might feel an increasing need to prove their worth to 

their organization which ultimately results in dysfunctional over-investments (Littman-Ovadia 

et al., 2013) that serve as a catalyst for work-nonwork conflict. 

It seems that gender is of little consequence for the experience of work-nonwork conflict 

as predicted by organizational avoidance, and for the experience of work-nonwork enrichment. 

In line with previous research (e.g. Byron, 2005; Keeney et al., 2013; Seiger & Wiese, 2009) 

women did report marginally higher conflict scores than men, but no such gender differences 

were found in the experience of work-nonwork enrichment – which is also somewhat in line 

with previous findings (e.g. Zhang et al., 2018). As those with dependents tend to have more 

social and family responsibilities outside of work than employees without dependents (Michel 

et al., 2011), experiences of work-nonwork conflict and enrichment were thought to differ as a 

factor of dependents for the relationship between organizational attachment and work-nonwork 

interaction. The responsibilities connected with the caring for dependents could entail greater 

role pressures and stressors, but also present the individual with greater opportunities for the 

acquisition of affective, value-based, and behaviour-based resources. These predictions were, 

unexpectedly, not supported by the results. Number of dependents is a proven moderator of 

work-nonwork conflict and enrichment (Reichl et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2018), however the 

presence of organizational attachment as a predictor seems to have muddled this relationship. 

The results do not support contract hours as a moderator of the relationship between 

organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction. For conflict, perhaps the notion of 

contract hours is too similar to time-based conflict. With regards to work-nonwork enrichment, 

increased opportunities for the generation and acquisition of resources does not directly 

translate into greater likelihood for the transfer of resources, without which enrichment cannot 

occur (Carlson et al., 2006). 
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Implications 

One of the main theoretical contributions of this research is the integration of a seminal 

theory of psychology into the industrial and organizational psychology field. The relative 

success with which this was accomplished here indicates that such an integration would be 

useful in advancing industrial and organizational psychological knowledge. Further, this 

research offers insights into the importance of organizational attachment and how it affects 

work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment. Attachment has, to a large extent, been 

examined in the context of interpersonal relations (cf. Little et al., 2011; Schirmer & Lopez, 

2001; Tziner et al., 2014). A conceptualization with the organization as an attachment figure 

enables practitioners to understand work-nonwork conflict and enrichment as outcomes of 

psychodynamic needs. The current work further justifies this conceptualization. With regards 

to work-nonwork interaction, this research goes beyond the traditional domain of family, to 

include all activities outside of work (see Casper et al., 2018). In doing so, established work-

family conflict and work-family enrichment measures were modified so as to capture the 

concept of nonwork. The high internal reliabilities of the modified subscales indicate that the 

modified versions of these established instruments are appropriate to use in the assessment of 

work-nonwork conflict and enrichment. Furthermore, the supposition that conflict and 

enrichment are not opposite sides of the same continuum and have in fact distinct correlates 

(Chen et al., 2009; Carlson et al., 2006; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Shockley & Singla, 2011) 

is strengthened. Additionally, this research extends the understanding of work-nonwork 

interaction and its antecedents while contributing to the individual differences perspective. 

Specifically, this study adds further justification to the postulation that the patterns that shape 

adult lives also influence individual work-nonwork interaction. 

An organization that knows about its employees’ attachment needs can increase efforts 

to cater to these needs, thus potentially improving employee retention rates and attracting top 

talent with all due implications for organizational sustainability and profitability. Knowledge 

of interpersonal differences allows for sensitization towards individuality in the workplace. As 

individuals high in organizational anxiety and/or avoidance experience higher work-nonwork 

conflict, the organization should aim to strengthen its position as a secure attachment figure by 

increasing its efforts to provide security and support. For example, “traditional” measures to 

reduce work-nonwork conflict, such as flex-time or remote-work arrangements, should not be 

marketed in a way that implies estrangement from the organization. Another example of how 

to cater to the employees’ attachment needs can be found in St. Clair (2000). In the described 

project, several organizations partnered to give employees access to career development 
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measures and job opportunities across all participating organizations, thus increasing the 

support they offered employees and strengthening the organization’s position as a secure base. 

The results also indicate that employees high in organizational attachment avoidance 

experience less work-nonwork enrichment, a subgroup analysis indicated this holds true 

especially for work-to-nonwork enrichment. As individuals high in organizational avoidance 

are said to not see their organization as trustworthy, organizations might want to employ 

strategies that will improve the relationship these employees have with the organization. Within 

romantic relationships, mindfulness has been shown to positively mediate the connection 

between avoidant attachment and relationship quality (Saavedra, Chapman, & Rogge, 2010). 

Offering benefits such as, for example, mindfulness training might thus even provide the two-

fold outcome of improving the relationship quality and also offering engagement opportunities 

which will translate into work-to-nonwork enrichment benefits. 

Limitations and Future Research 

While this study makes a number of valuable contributions to the literature, the current 

work is not without limitations. The research data was collected online, which means that the 

participants’ environment could not be controlled by the investigators. Participants could 

potentially have been distracted while taking the survey. As no researcher was present, 

participants did not have the opportunity to raise clarification questions, which increases the 

probability of measurement errors (Couper, 2000). The data consists exclusively of self-reports, 

which are susceptible to intentional (e.g. deceit) or unintentional (e.g. response bias) distortion. 

However, the nature of our main variables of interest is such that they cannot be accurately 

assessed by a third party, as they concern an individual’s own perception of their attachment to 

their organization and their personal experience of work-nonwork conflict and enrichment. 

Furthermore, the limited period allotted for this thesis only allowed for a cross-sectional design 

with a small sample size. Future research should aim to rectify these limitations in design by 

conducting multi-method assessments of variables and administering the study in a controlled 

environment. In addition, it might be of interest to conduct a longitudinal study, which can give 

insights into changes in organizational attachment and work-nonwork interaction over time. 

From a methodological standpoint, it would be important to test a full model with all relevant 

variables in one analysis (i.e. structural equation modeling), as this would allow for the 

examination of all relationships including mediating and moderating influences. 

In his theory of attachment, Bowlby (1972) emphasized that the attachment system is 

activated in times of stress (i.e. the potential loss of an attachment figure). For this research, no 
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stress was induced by the researchers, which calls into question if participants’ attachment 

system was truly activated and if given responses in the dependent variables are causally 

determined by the attachment system. Future research might benefit from a quasi-experimental 

design in which stress (e.g. potential job loss) is induced. This could provide valuable insights 

on how different stress-levels differentially affect the attachment system and work-nonwork 

interaction. Furthermore, our research only examined organizational attachment; for a full 

picture of intrapersonal attachment representations and their influences on work-nonwork 

interaction, it would be interesting to investigate both interpersonal and organizational 

attachment in one study. In this research, the constructs of work-nonwork conflict and 

enrichment were examined on a construct level. However, the relationship between 

organizational attachment and these constructs could be explored in more depth by investigating 

how the dimensions of attachment relate to the different subscales of conflict and enrichment. 

For this to be made possible, the literature on work-nonwork interaction could benefit from 

additional validation efforts of the modified work-nonwork conflict scale and the modified 

work-nonwork enrichment scale.  

Summary 

The study delineated and discussed above makes several contributions to the existing 

literature. First, the current work further integrates a seminal theory of psychology into the 

industrial and organizational psychology field, and expands on the understanding of the 

organizational attachment construct. Additionally, this study answered two distinct calls to 

research in the work-nonwork interaction literature; the consideration of individual level 

attributes in the examination of work-nonwork interaction, and the shift to a more 

comprehensive and inclusive term than work-family. Furthermore, this research rather uniquely 

examined work-nonwork conflict and work-nonwork enrichment simultaneously. In practice, 

this translates into due consideration of employee psychology and how best to meet individual 

needs, so as to foster positive outcomes on an organizational and individual level.  

Perhaps most importantly, this study addresses and subsequently helps to debunk the 

myth of separate worlds.   
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APPENDIX I 

 

Participant Welcome and Information Presented 

 

Dear Participant, 

thank you for your interest in our study about the outcomes of organizational attachment. 

The completion of the online questionnaire will take approximately 5 - 10 minutes. 

This study is meant to investigate how different people experience attachment in their 

organization and how these attachments influence the interactions between worklife and life 

outside of work. It is conducted as a research project for a Master's thesis in work and 

organizational psychology. 

We kindly ask you to fill in all questions as complete and honest as possible. It is important 

that you answer according to your personal evaluation. There are no right or wrong answers. 

In accordance with ethical research guidelines, we would like to emphasize that your 

participation in this study is voluntary and anonymous. You are free to end your 

participation in the study at any time, without any repercussions. Your responses will be 

saved anonymously and will not be connected to any personal identifiers. The collected data 

will be used solely for scientific purposes and will be stored on servers in Munich, Germany. 

Should you have any questions or feedback about the content of the study you are welcome to 

contact the authors Nichole Francisca or Katharina Seinsche. You are also welcome to order a 

copy of the final research report free of charge. Once again thank you for your participation, 

Nichole Francisca & Katharina Seinsche 

APPENDIX II 

Work-nonwork Conflict Scale  

 

Please read each statement carefully and answer as truthfully as you can. These statements are 

meant to reflect general interactional patterns between your work-life and your life outside of 

work. Please base your replies on your experiences with your current employing organization. 

 

1. My work keeps me from my other activities more than I would like. 

2. The time I must devote to my job keeps me from participating fully in social 

responsibilities and activities. 

3. I have to miss other activities due to the amount of time I must spend on work 

responsibilities. 

4. The time I spend on social and personal responsibilities often interferes with my work 

responsibilities. 

5. The time I spend with myself, my family, friends, and community often causes me not 

to spend time in activities at work that could be helpful to my career. 

6. I have to miss work activities due to the amount of time I must spend on social and 

personal responsibilities. 

7. When I get home from work I am often too frazzled to participate in social and 

personal activities/responsibilities. 

mailto:nf222ef@lnu.student.se
mailto:ks223as@lnu.student.se
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8. I am often so emotionally drained when I get home from work that it prevents me 

from contributing to engagements outside my work. 

9. Due to all the pressures at work, sometimes when I leave work I am too stressed to do 

the things I enjoy. 

10. Due to stress in my personal and social life, I am often preoccupied with other matters 

at work. 

11. Because I am often stressed from personal and social responsibilities, I have a hard 

time concentrating on my work. 

12. Tension and anxiety from personal and social life often weakens my ability to do my 

job. 

13. The problem-solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving problems 

in my personal and social life. 

14. Behavior that is effective and necessary for me at work would be counterproductive in 

my personal and social life. 

15. The behaviors I perform that make me effective at work do not help me to be a better 

person outside of work. 

16. The behaviors that work for me outside of work do not seem to be effective at work. 

17. Behavior that is effective and necessary for me outside of work would be 

counterproductive at work. 

18. The problem-solving behavior that work for me outside of work does not seem to be 

as useful at work. 

APPENDIX III 

Work-nonwork Enrichment Scale 

 

Please read each statement carefully and answer as truthfully as you can. These statements are 

meant to reflect general interactional patterns between your work-life and your life outside of 

work. 

Please note that in order for you to strongly agree (7) with an item you must agree with the full 

statement. Take for example the first statement: My involvement in my work helps me to 

understand different viewpoints and this helps me be a better person. To strongly agree, you 

would need to agree that (1) your work involvement helps you to understand different 

viewpoints AND (2) that these different viewpoints transfer to your life outside of work making 

you a better person. 

Please base your replies on your experiences with your current employing organization. 

My involvement in my work ———————. 

1. Helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me be a better person. 

2. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better person. 

3. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better person. 

4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better person. 

5. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better person. 

6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better person. 

7. Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps me be a better person. 

8. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and this helps me be a better person. 
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9. Provides me with a sense of success and this helps me be a better person. 

My involvement in my personal and social life ———————. 

1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better worker. 

2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker. 

3. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things and this helps me be a better worker. 

4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better worker. 

5. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better worker. 

6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better worker. 

7. Requires me to avoid wasting time at work and this helps me be a better worker. 

8. Encourages me to use my work time in a focused manner and this helps me be a better 

worker. 

9. Causes me to be more focused at work and this helps me be a better worker. 

APPENDIX IV 

Relative Domain Centrality 

 

Please rank the following life-domains according to how important they are to you. Beginning 

with 1= the most important and 6= least important. 

● Family 

● Friends 

● Leisure 

● Politics 

● Work 

● Religion/Spirituality 
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APPENDIX V 

Scatterplot of attachment styles 

 

 

APPENDIX VI 

An overview of the analyses conducted to test hypotheses 3a and 3b 

 

Linear Model of Predictors of Work-nonwork Conflict and Work-nonwork Enrichment as 

moderated by Centrality  

Variable b SE B t p 

Model 1a     

    Constant 3.36 [3.22, 3.50] 0.07 47.78 .00 

    Organizational anxiety 0.29 0.06 5.01 .00 

    Work centrality -0.06 0.06 -1.01 .32 

    Interaction -0.03 0.06 -0.46 .65 

Model 2a     

    Constant 3.36 [3.21, 3.53] 0.08 42.60 .00 

    Organizational avoidance 0.15 0.08 1.85 .07 

    Work centrality -0.10 0.07 -1.35 .18 

    Interaction 0.11 0.08 1.52 .13 

Secure Preoccupied 

Fearful Dismissive 
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Model 3b     

Constant 5.05 [4.88, 5.29] 0.09 56.98 .00 

Organizational anxiety -0.05 0.07 -0.68 .50 

Work centrality -0.00 0.08 -0.03 .97 

Interaction -0.11 0.07 -1.62 .11 

Model 4b     

    Constant 5.06 [4.89, 5.23] 0.86 58.92 .00 

    Organizational avoidance -0.26 0.09 -2.85 .01 

    Work centrality -0.02 0.08 -0.30 .76 

    Interaction -0.02 0.08 -0.30 .76 

Notes. R2 = .26 for model 1; R2 = .07 for model 2; R2 = for model 3 

a With work-nonwork conflict on the Y-axis 
b With work-nonwork enrichment on the Y-axis 

APPENDIX VII 

Interaction graphs of discussed Centrality moderation 
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APPENDIX VIII 

A full overview of all analyses conducted to test hypotheses 4a and 4b

 

Linear Model of Predictors of Work-nonwork Conflict and Work-nonwork Enrichment as 

moderated by Demographic Variables (Gender, Number of Dependents, Number of Contract 

Hours) 

Variable b SE B t p 

Model 1a     

  Constant 3.41 [3.27, 3.54] 0.07 49.48 .00 

  Organizational anxiety 0.31 0.05 5.66 .00 

  Gender -0.05 0.14 -0.36 .72 

  Interaction -0.30 0.11 -2.69 .01 

Model 2a     

  Constant 3.37 [3.22, 3.52] 0.07 45.57 .00 

  Organizational anxiety 0.30 0.06 4.74 .00 

  Dependents 0.09 0.08 1.17 .25 

  Interaction 0.01 0.10 0.12 .90 

Model 3a     

  Constant 3.38 [3.24, 3.51] 0.07 47.99 .00 
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  Organizational anxiety 0.29 0.06 5.21 .00 

  Contract hours 0.01 0.05 0.24 .81 

  Interaction 0.04 0.04 1.04 .30 

Model 4a     

  Constant 3.36 [3.20, 3.52] 0.08 41.42 .00 

  Organizational avoidance 0.13 0.08 1.60 .11 

  Gender 0.05 0.17 0.31 .75 

  Interaction 0.14 0.17 0.85 .40 

Model 5a     

  Constant 3.37 [3.22, 3.53] 0.08 42.68 .00 

  Organizational avoidance 0.14 0.08 1.81 .07 

  Dependents 0.03 0.07 0.41 .68 

  Interaction 0.10 0.08 1.23 .22 

Model 6a     

  Constant 3.38 [3.22, 3.54] .08 42.57 .00 

  Organizational avoidance .14 .08 1.72 .09 

  Contract hours .03 .06 0.56 .58 

  Interaction .01 .07 0.15 .88 

Model 7b     

  Constant 5.06 [4.88, 5.24] 0.09 56.78 .00 

  Organizational anxiety -0.00 0.07 -0.03 .07 

  Gender -0.02 0.18 -0.13 .90 

  Interaction -0.10 0.15 -0.71 .48 

Model 8b     

  Constant 5.01 [4.83, 5.20] 0.09 54.17 .00 

  Organizational anxiety -0.04 0.08 -0.47 .64 

  Dependents 0.06 0.10 0.65 .52 

  Interaction -0.14 0.13 -1.08 .28 

Model 9b     

  Constant 5.05 [4.88, 5.23] 0.09 57.26 .00 
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  Organizational anxiety -0.01 0.07 -0.12 .90 

  Contract hours 0.03 0.06 0.48 .63 

  Interaction -0.02 0.05 -0.34 .73 

Model 10b     

  Constant 5.07 [4.90, 5.24] .09 58.98 .00 

  Organizational avoidance -.26 .09 -2.96 .00 

  Gender .08 .18 0.47 .64 

  Interaction -.16 .18 -0.91 .37 

Model 11b     

  Constant 5.04 [4.88, 5.21] .08 59.83 .00 

  Organizational avoidance -.25 .09 -2.96 .00 

  Dependents .10 .08 1.17 .24 

  Interaction -.02 .09 -0.19 .85 

Model 12b     

  Constant 5.05 [4.88, 5.22] .08 59.95 .00 

  Organizational avoidance -.25 .09 -2.94 .00 

  Contract hours .02 .06 0.33 .74 

  Interaction .02 .07 0.26 .80 

Notes. R2 = .29 for model 1; R2 = .25 for model 2; R2 = .24 for model 3; R2 = .04 for model 4; R2 = .05 for model 

5 R2 = .04 for model 6; R2 = .10 for model 7; R2 = .11 for model 8; R2 = .09 for model 9 
a 

With work-nonwork conflict on the Y-axis 
b With work-nonwork enrichment on the Y-axis 

 


