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Abstract

The necessity to actively manage the work—home bounda-
ries has drastically increased. We postulate that work—home
integration may affect individuals' subjective career success
via its positive effects on work goal attainment and exhaus-
tion. Furthermore, we study perceived supervisor expecta-
tion for employee work—home integration as a boundary
condition. Our three-wave online survey with 371 employ-
ees showed support for the two hypothesized moderated
mediation effects. Work—home integration preference is
indirectly related to subjective career success: (1) positively
via home-to-work transitions and work goal attainment and
(2) negatively via home-to-work transitions and exhaustion.
Perceived supervisor expectation constrained work—home
integration preference's direct effect on home-to-work
transitions and indirect effects on subjective career success.
Exploratory analysis revealed that exhaustion negatively
affected all career success dimensions, whereas work goal
attainment was only related to some. Our results indicate that
supetvisor expectation can overtide the effect of employee's
work—home integration preference on home-to-work tran-
sitions which have a double-edged sword effect on subjec-
tive career success. Our study contributes to integrating the
careers and work—life interface literature and incorporating
contextual factors. Furthermore, with the exploration of
differential effects on subjective career success, we advance
our understanding of this outcome's nomological network.
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Practitioner points

* This study shows that work—home integration acts as a double-edged sword for employees'
subjective career success by enhancing employees' work goal attainment while at the same time
impairing well-being;

* Organizations should be aware of the potential negative side effects of work—home integration
and establish a culture in which employees who prefer to segment work and other life domains
are enabled to establish strong boundaries.

* When employees perceive that their supervisor expects them to integrate work and home, they
might put aside their own preferences and deal more frequently with work-related matters in
their free time as they would like to.

* To prevent negative effects on employees' well-being, supervisors should thus refrain from
communicating high expectations regarding the integration of work and private life.

BACKGROUND

In the past decades, the necessity to actively manage the boundaries between work and home has drasti-
cally increased (Allen et al., 2014). The recent COVID-19 pandemic is a culmination of this trend (Allen
et al,, 2021; Cho, 2020). Accordingly, boundary management (i.c., one's choices regarding the integration
or segmentation of different spheres of life) has received much research attention, with its primary focus
being on immediate outcomes for individuals' well-being and performance (Allen et al., 2021; Methot &
LePine, 20106; Nsair & Piszczek, 2021; Park et al., 2011). However, career-related outcomes of bound-
ary management are understudied. In this study, we investigate work—home integration as a boundary
management strategy and its effect on subjective career success. This outcome has increasing relevance
against the backdrop of employees' stronger desire for more self-directed and variable cateer paths
(Hall, 2004; Shockley et al., 2016).

We shed light on the relationship between work—home integration and subjective career success and
generate the first evidence on the mechanisms underlying this relationship. Thereby, we follow the call to
more strongly integrate work—home and career research (Greenhaus & Kossek, 2014; Hirschi et al., 2010)
and improve our understanding of the processes resulting in a subjectively successful career. Specifically,
we propose that work—home integration acts as a double-edged sword for subjective career success by
enhancing the attainment of work goals while also impairing well-being, In so doing, we paint a more
nuanced picture of the potential positive and negative consequences of work—home integration for indi-
viduals' careers.

In line with boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000), we shed light on two aspects of work—home
integration: the preference for flexible and permeable boundaries between work and home and the enactment
of this preference, that is, home-to-work transitions (e.g., answering work-related emails at home during
non-work hours). Moreover, we investigate the role of the supervisor in this process. Boundary theory
suggests that work—home integration preferences interact with contextual factors such as social norms
conveyed by the supervisors when it comes to home-to-work transitions. However, empirical research has
largely ignored these interactive effects (for an exception, see Capitano & Greenhaus, 2018). We build on
this work and examine how supervisors' expectation regarding employee work—home integration modet-
ates the relationship between work—home integration preference and home-to-work transitions, thereby
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shaping the process linking work—home integration with subjective career success. Figure 1 shows our
research model.

Our study makes three important contributions to the literature. First, by investigating work—home
integration as a determinant of subjective career success, we contribute to integrating career and work—
home research (Greenhaus & Kossek, 2014) and explore the work—home interface as an understudied
antecedent of career success (Spurk et al., 2019). Understanding the career implications of the work—
home integration preference will allow us to derive boundary conditions that attenuate impairing effects
and boost enhancing effects (see Muller et al., 2005). Second, by looking at perceived supervisor expec-
tation as a moderator in the process that links work—home integration preference with subjective career
success, we contribute to investigating interactive effects between individual preferences and contextual
factors in the study of boundary management. Importantly, supervisors are amongst the most relevant
reference groups of the employee within the organization (Grote & Hall, 2013). By studying their impact,
we further advance attempts to bring contextual factors into researching individuals' careers (Forrier
et al., 2018; Mayrhofer et al., 2007). Finally, we advance the careers literature by exploring the differential
effects of work—home integration on multiple dimensions of subjective career success. Subjective career
success has primarily been operationalized as career satisfaction. However, subjective career success entails
more than being satisfied with one's career (Dries et al., 2008; Heslin, 2005). We address this issue by using
a comprehensive measure of subjective career success which accounts for the multi-faceted nature of the
construct and differentiates between eight success dimensions (Shockley et al., 2016): recognition, quality
work, meaningful work, influence, authenticity, personal life, growth and development, and satisfaction.
Responding to calls to examine the individual dimensions of the measure by Smale et al. (2019), we help
to investigate the nomological network of subjective career success and whether the effect of work—home
integration on subjective career success is consistent across these eight dimensions of success. With this,
we build on previous research (Haenggli & Hirschi, 2020; Lehtonen et al., 2022) that investigated the
relevance of career resources for the dimensions of subjective career success and their consequences,
respectively.

Our study also provides practical contributions for both employees and leaders. The COVID-19
pandemic has made the need to manage one's boundaries salient for many employees working from
home during the COVID-19 pandemic. Importantly, employees can control their work—home bound-
aries, at least to a certain degree. Our study results provide insights to employees on how to improve
positive career outcomes, that is, subjective career success, by actively managing work—home boundaries.
Our study will also provide helpful recommendations to leaders who are important role models for their
employees and can act as mentors for their career development (Sun et al., 2014). With hybrid work
settings being on the rise in many industries and occupations, leaders need to develop and communicate
their expectations regarding employees' work—home integration. The results illustrate how these expecta-
tions may shape employees' boundary management behaviour and, consequently, their work goal attain-
ment, well-being, and careers. In the following, we provide more detail on the rationale for our research
model and the specific hypotheses we tested in our study.

Perceived supervisor expectation for
employee work—home integration Work goal
attainment
Work—home | Home-to-work Subjective career
integration preference e transitions success
Exhaustion

FIGURE 1 Research model
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4 | UNGER ET AL.

Work—home integration: preferences and home-to-work transitions

Boundary theory (Ashforth etal., 2000) posits that people's preference for managing the boundary between
work and home domains ranges from integration to segmentation. Individuals with a work—home integra-
tion preference wish to keep flexible and permeable boundaries between the work and home. In contrast,
individuals with a segmentation preference want these boundaries to be strong and impermeable. One's
work—home integration preference is not the same as the integration enactment, representing the extent
to which employees integrate work and home domain (Allen et al., 2014, p. 106). An integral part of the
integration enactment is the frequency of transitions across cognitive, physical and behavioural bound-
aries between work and home “where one exits and enters roles by surmounting boundaries” (Ashforth
et al., 2000, p. 472). It constitutes a cross-domain transition when an individual is engaged in one role and
switches to a different role in another domain. Our study focuses on home-to-work transitions, which
capture individuals' transitions to the work domain while at home (Matthews et al., 2010) such as answer-
ing work-related emails during one's free time at home. Because flexible and permeable boundaries facili-
tate cross-domain transitions (Ashforth et al., 2000; Matthews et al., 2010), individuals with a work—home
integration preference should engage in home-to-work transitions more frequently.

Hypothesis 1 Work—home integration preference is positively related to home-to-work transitions.

Boundary theory (Ashforth et al,, 2000) suggests that the work context can shape individuals'
boundaries and cross-domain transitions by creating a strong situation. In a strong situation, the effect of
individual preferences on behaviour diminishes because there is a social consensus about which behav-
iour is appropriate and expected (Mischel, 1977). Our study focuses on the supervisor. As important
authorities and role models, supervisors can influence employees' behaviours (Derks et al., 2015; Dietz
et al.,, 2020) and provide a norm for adequate boundary management behaviour. In this way, they may
create a strong situation and affect employees' work—home integration (Capitano & Greenhaus, 2018;
Koch & Binnewies, 2015). Irrespective of their preference, employees who perceive the social norm to
engage in home-to-work transitions conveyed by their supervisor will aim to comply with this norm to
avoid punishment (Cialdini & Trost, 1998). Eventually, this strong situation overrides the effect of one's
work—home integration preference. Hence, the positive effect of work—home integration preference on
home-to-work transitions should be weaker when employees perceive a high level of supervisor expecta-
tion regarding their work—home integration.

Hypothesis 2 Perceived supervisor expectation regarding employees' work—home integration moderates the relationship
between work—home integration preference and home-to-work transitions; the effect is weaker when perceived supervi-
sor excpectation for integration is high (vs. low).

Linking work—home integration to subjective career success

Drawing from the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989), we hypothesize that home-to-work
transitions act as a double-edged sword for subjective career success through their effect on work goal
attainment and well-being. A central assumption of the conservation of resources theory is that indi-
viduals aim to obtain, retain and protect resources because they are instrumental for goal attainment
and facilitate the achievement of valued ends. Similatly, Hirschi et al. (2019) assert that allocating and
activating resources are key action strategies that help individuals attain their goals in the work and home
domains. Resources are “anything perceived by the individual to help attain his or her goals” (Halbesleben
et al., 2014, p. 1338). Some of the resources an individual possesses are limited and finite (e.g, time,
attention, energy), which means that once they are used, they are no longer available (Ten Brummelhuis
& Bakker, 2012). When individuals engage in home-to-work transitions, such as answering work-related
emails after work, they re-allocate these limited personal resources from pursuing private goals to
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pursuing work goals. Because personal resources facilitate goal attainment, employees who engage
in home-to-work transitions more frequently should be more successful in attaining their work goals
(Hunter et al., 2019). For instance, imagine an employee working on an important project. When this
employee answers work-related emails in their free time at home, they re-allocate personal resources such
as time and cognitive energy to a work-related goal. Consequently, the employee should be more success-
ful in attaining their work-related goal of finishing the project within a given deadline.

Hypothesis 3  Home-to-work transitions are positively related to work goal attainment.

On the flipside, home-to-work transitions may undermine employees' well-being. The effort-recovery
model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) proposes that the expenditure of resources at work requires restoring
one's capacities after work to prevent negative effects on well-being. When employees invest personal
resources in pursuing work goals while at home, they will have fewer possibilities to restore their capaci-
ties and gain new resources. Additionally, the work demands encountered at home continue to cause strain
before the body functions get back to the baseline level (Meijman & Mulder, 1998), which may impair
well-being. Previous studies have supported this notion by showing that work—home integration can
undermine detachment from work and result in a higher level of exhaustion (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015;
Wepfer et al., 2018). Therefore, we expect that frequently engaging in home-to-work transitions results in
a higher level of exhaustion. Exhaustion is defined “as a consequence of intensive physical, affective and
cognitive strain” (Demerouti et al., 2010, p. 210).

Hypothesis 4  Home-to-work transitions are positively related to exhaustion.

How individuals achieve a high level of subjective career success is one of the most frequently
addressed questions in career research; subjective career success has even been labelled as #hbe ultimate career
outcome (Hirschi et al., 2020; Spurk et al., 2019). We propose that both work goal attainment and exhaus-
tion are antecedents of subjective career success, defined as an individual's “evaluation and experience
of achieving personally meaningful career outcomes” (Spurk et al., 2019, p. 36), with a career being “the
individually perceived sequence of attitudes and behaviors associated with work-related experiences and
activities over the span of the person's life” (Hall, 2001, p. 12). On the one hand, we argue that work goal
attainment is positively related to subjective goal success. Work goals can be part of goal hierarchies, with
career goals operating at the higher level and career anchors operating at the highest level of this hierarchy
(see Carver & Scheier, 1990; Schein, 1996). The attainment of smaller work goals (e.g., meeting project
deliverables, learning new skills) increases the likelihood of achieving bigger, personally meaningful career
goals (e.g,, a promotion). This should ultimately relate to higher subjective career success (Heslin, 2005).
Importantly, work goals might be assigned by the employer, set in a participative manner, or self-set
(Erez, 2015). Achieving goals assigned by the employer or set in a participative manner is essential for job
performance (Motowidlo & Kell, 2013). It means meeting the standards defined in the job description and
providing high-quality work—central determinants of subjective career success (Shockley et al., 2016).
Attaining self-set work goals is part of one's career self-management (Greenhaus et al., 2010). It might
already involve achieving career goals, which should be positively related to subjective career success.

Moreover, goals are “valued or desirable outcomes” (Latham & Locke, 1991, p. 231). Thus, individu-
als should generally be more satisfied when they attain their work goals. This satisfaction should improve
subjective career success (Hirschi et al., 2020).

Hypothesis 5  Work goal attainment is positively related to subjective career success.

On the other hand, we argue that exhaustion is negatively related to subjective career success. Exhaustion
indicates poor psychological well-being (Demerouti et al., 2010). Previously, well-being has mostly been looked
atas an outcome rather than an antecedent of career success (Spurk et al., 2019). However, employees will likely
also evaluate their exhaustion level when gauging subjective career success. Psychological well-being might be
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6 | UNGER ET AL.

a relevant non-work goal, and well-being is a highly valued resource (Hobfoll et al., 2018; Ten Brummelhuis &
Bakker, 2012). Its failed attainment would then feed into poorer ratings of subjective career success (Hirschi
et al., 2020). All other things being equal, high levels of exhaustion (i.e., poor well-being) should also increase
the personal costs attributed to the achievement of career success, thus, reducing its positive evaluation. When
looking at the affective dimension of exhaustion specifically, we assume that experiencing exhaustion will
likely prompt an employee to be more receptive to negative information regarding their career (see Schwarz &
Clore, 1983), tainting the evaluation of subjective career success. Thus, we propose that employees with high
levels of exhaustion experience a lower level of subjective career success.

Hypothesis 6  Exchaustion is negatively related to subjective career success.

Taken these assumptions together, our hypothesizing describes two competing mechanisms linking
work—home integration to subjective career success: a career-enhancing and a career-impairing path. These
hypotheses align with a more contemporary conceptualization of careers that reflect the interface of work
and home domain as potentially facilitating or hindering career success (Greenhaus & Kossek, 2014).
On the upside, work—home integration preference should be positively related to home-to-work tran-
sitions, improving subjective career success through their positive effect on work goal attainment. On
the downside, these transitions should reduce subjective career success by increasing employees' exhaus-
tion. Thus, our research model includes two serial mediations linking work—home integration preference
with subjective career success, both attenuated by perceived supervisor expectation regarding employees'
work—home integration. Both hypothesized conditional effects are derived from the overarching assump-
tion that supervisors can create a strong situation (Mischel, 1977), overriding the effect of an employee's
personal work—home integration preference with consequences for home-to-work-transitions, work goal
attainment, exhaustion, and subjective career success.

Hypothesis 7 There is a positive indirect effect of work—home integration preference on subjective career success throungh
home-to-work transitions and work goal attainment, which is moderated by perceived supervisor expectation; the
indirect effect is weaker when perceived supervisor expectation for integration is high (vs. low).

Hypothesis 8 There is a negative indirect effect of work—home integration preference on subjective career success
through home-to-work transitions and exhaustion, which is moderated by perceived supervisor expectation; the indi-
rect effect is weaker when perceived supervisor expectation for integration is high (vs. low).

Subjective career success as a multi-dimensional construct

So far, researchers have mainly operationalized subjective career success as a unidimensional construct.
For example, Greenhaus et al.' (1990) frequently used catreer-satisfaction scale measures individuals' satis-
faction with their career progress (e.g,, “I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my
goals for income”). Against the backdrop of increasingly diverse career patterns, researchers have called
for more comprehensive conceptualizations of subjective career success that reflect the multi-dimensional
nature of the construct (Dries et al., 2008; Heslin, 2005). In response to these calls, Shockley et al. (2010)
developed a multi-dimensional approach to capturing subjective career success “that extends beyond
satisfaction and represents meaningful dimensions of success in the modern career landscape” (p. 134).
The authors identified eight dimensions of subjective career success (e.g,, recognition, authenticity).

We adopt Shockley et al.'s (2016) approach to consider the vatious aspects that constitute a success-
ful career in today's world of work and account for the multi-dimensional nature of subjective career
success, shedding light on the differential effects of work—home integration on the eight dimensions of
subjective career success. Because few studies use a multi-dimensional conceptualization of subjective
career success, research on determinants of different success dimensions is virtually non-existent (for an
exception, see Haenggli & Hirschi, 2020). Therefore, we refrain from formulating hypotheses and take an
exploratory approach:
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Research Question: Are the effects of work goal attainment and exhaustion on subjective
career success and the indirect effects of work—home integration preference on subjective
career success consistent across different dimensions of success?

METHOD
Procedure

We conducted a three-wave online survey with a time lag of 4weeks between each measurement point
to test our research model. Collecting our data at multiple measurement points helped reduce common
method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The data were collected in May and June 2019 (i.e., before the
COVID-19 pandemic). We used the online panel Proific Acadenic for sample recruitment, enabling us to
test our research model in a diverse sample and enhance the generalizability of our results. Compared to
other crowdsourcing platforms, Prolific Academic offers an exceptionally high sample diversity in combi-
nation with solid response rates and data quality (Buhrmester et al., 2011; Peer et al., 2017). Walter
et al. (2019) found that samples accessed via commercial online providers yield results that have “similar
psychometric properties and produce]...] criterion validities that generally fall within the credibility inter-
vals of existing meta-analytic results from conventionally sourced data” (p. 425). To screen the panel, we
defined several criteria for participation. Participants had to be between 18 and 65years old, live in the
UK, speak English fluently, and work at least 21 hr/week. We also requited them to have a minimum
amount of spatial and temporal flexibility in their job. Therefore, we included only participants who indi-
cated that in their current job, they generally could work in their free time.

At T1, we measured work—home integration preference and perceived supervisor expectation regard-
ing employees' work—home integration. Moreover, participants indicated the work goals they currently
pursue. At T2, we assessed home-to-work transitions, work goal attainment, and exhaustion. At T3,
we measured subjective career success. We included an attention-check item in each survey to ensure
high data quality (see Cheung et al., 2017; Peer et al., 2017). If participants did not pass the item, we
excluded them from our analyses. Participants received £2 for each questionnaire and a bonus of £3 if
they completed all three questionnaires.

Sample

In total, 454 participants met the requirements for study participation and filled in the first survey. Our
final analysis sample included 371 participants who filled in all three surveys completely and passed our
attention check in each of the three surveys, corresponding to 81.7% of those who had filled in the first
survey. The participants in our analysis sample were, on average, 34.94years old (§D = 9.62), and 59.1%
of them were female. They worked in various industries (e.g., education, I'T, construction) and occupa-
tions (e.g, teacher, project manager, marketing manager, engineer, graphic designer). They worked on
average 36.44hr/week (§D = 5.74), and 85.4% wete employed full-time. The patticipants spent most of
their working hours at the workplace: On average, they worked 67.7% of the time on-site, 23.7% at home,
3.9% on the move, 2.3% at customers, and 2.4% at other locations.

Measures

If not indicated otherwise, all items were answered on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree). To ensure the validity of the respective scales, in the instructions, we explained that
the statements about dealing with work-related issues at home were related to participants' free time as
opposed to regularly scheduled telework from home. The Cronbach's alphas of all (sub-)scales were .79
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8 | UNGER ET AL.

or higher. Work—home integration preference was measured at T1 with the 4-item scale by Kreiner (2000). The
scale assesses participants' preference to segment their home domain from their wortk domain (e.g., “I
don't like to have to think about work while I'm at home”). Because segmentation and integration are
two sides of a continuum (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kreiner, 2006), we recoded the scale such that higher
values indicate a preference for work—home integration (see also Gadeyne et al., 2018; Palm et al., 2020;
Paustian-Underdahl et al., 2010).

We adapted the scale by Matthews et al. (2010) to measure perceived supervisor expectation regarding
employees' work—home integration at T1. The original scale uses five items to measure home-to-work
transitions with a frequency response choice (e.g., “In the past four weeks, how often have you answered
work-related emails while at home?”). To assess how strongly the participants perceived their supervisor
to expect these transitions, we adapted the beginning of each item as illustrated by following example:
“My supervisor expects me to answer work-related emails while at home” and asked participants for their
level of agreement.

We measured home-to-work transitions at T2 using the five-item scale by Matthews et al. (2010). A sample
item is “In the past four weeks, how often have you answered work-related emails while at home?”. Partic-
ipants indicated the frequency on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never to 5 = very often).

To assess work goal attainment, we followed the procedure described by Judge et al. (2005). At T1,
participants listed up to five work goals they currently pursued. On average, participants indicated 2.85
goals (§D = 1.30). These goals focused on, for instance, concrete work tasks or projects (e.g,, “Create
presentation and workshop for HR meeting”), building up competencies or skills (e.g., “Continue to
develop skills and knowledge of WordPress”) or career progression (e.g,, ““To be promoted in my next
review in June”). At T2, we listed the work goals the participants had indicated at T1 in their original
wording. The participants then answered two items developed by Judge et al. (2005) to measure goal
attainment for every work goal they had indicated separately (e.g;, “I have made considerable progress
toward attaining this goal”). We averaged participants' responses across goals.

We used the respective eight-item subscale of the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demerouti
et al., 2003) to measure exhaustion at T2 (e.g.,, “There are days when I feel tired before I arrive at work”).

We used the 24-item scale by Shockley et al. (2016) to assess subjective career success. It measures eight
dimensions of career success (i.e., recognition, quality work, meaningful work, influence, authenticity,
personal life, growth and development and satisfaction) with three items each. A sample item of the
Quality Work subscale is “Considering my career as a whole, I am proud of the quality of the work I have
produced.” We calculated the mean across all items to obtain an overall score for subjective career success
and a mean score for each of the eight success dimensions for the exploratory analyses.

Control variables

We considered the following control variables: gender (0 = female, 1| = male), age in years, and work and
home demands. First, although there is mixed evidence about gender differences in career satisfaction, Ng
et al. (2005) have shown that males are more successful in attaining indicators of objective career success.
Moreover, previous studies have found that females report a lower permeability of the home boundary
(Methot & LePine, 2016) and a higher exhaustion level than males (Purvanova & Muros, 2010). Thus,
gender might be related to several variables in our study model. Second, with increasing age, employees
usually have established a higher level of career success (Ng & Feldman, 2014). Thus, they might be less
motivated to invest their personal resources in work-related matters. Finally, individuals with high work
and home demands likely experience a higher level of exhaustion. At the same time, individuals with high
work demands might engage more frequently in home-to-work transitions to handle their workload. Indi-
viduals with high home demands might refrain from investing their personal resources in work-related
matters. We measured work demands with the five-item quantitative workload scale (e.g,, “How often
does your job require you to work very hard?”’; Spector & Jex, 1998). The items were answered on a
5-point Likert scale (1 = never to 5 = very often). We assessed home demands with Peeters et al. (2005), a
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three-item scale. A sample item is “How often do you find that you are busy at home?” The items were
answered on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = never to 5 = very often).

To check whether the control variables affected our results, we ran all analyses once with and once
without control variables. A comparison of the analyses yielded identical results for all hypothesis tests.
We report the results of the analysis without control variables to maximize statistical power and results'
interpretability (Bernerth & Aguinis, 20106).

Construct validity

Using the R package /avaan (Rosseel, 2012), we conducted confirmatory factor analyses to ensure discri-
minant validity of our constructs. At T1, we included work—home integration preference and perceived
supervisor expectation. The analysis showed that all items loaded significantly on their respective factor.
The 2-factor solution (Xz(df:%) =067.41,p<.001, CFT = .98, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .03) fitted significantly
better than the 1-factor solution (AXZ(A ar=1) — 896.40, p<.001). At T2, we included home-to-work transi-
tions, work goal attainment and exhaustion. The results revealed that all items loaded significantly on their
factor, and that the 3-factor solution (Xz(df:87) = 301.04, p<.001, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .07)
had a significantly better fit compared to the 1-factor solution (AXZ<A ar=y — 1327.20, p<.001) and the
best-fitting 2-factor solution (A)(Z(A dr=p) — 48477, p<.001). At T3, we found that a solution including
the eight success dimensions and a higher-order factor for subjective career success (X2< dr=oaay = 130.19,
p<.001, CFI = .91, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .07) fitted the data significantly better than the 1-factor
solution (AX2<Adf:8) = 1756.70, p<.001).

RESULTS

Table 1 displays descriptive statistics and correlations for our study variables. We conducted a path analysis
with the R package /avaan (Rosseel, 2012) to test our research model (see Figure 1). We further modelled
the covariance between exhaustion and work goal attainment. We expected these variables to be inter-
related and included the direct effect of perceived supervisor expectation on home-to-work transitions.

Figure 2 gives an overview of our path analysis results, and Table 2 provides the results. Inspection
of the fit indices revealed that the fit of the model was appropriate (X2< df=6) = 22.09, p =.001, CFI = .95,
RMSEA = .09, SRMR = .04)." As expected, work—home integration preference was positively related to
home-to-work transitions (4 = .23, p<.001). Supporting Hypothesis 1, employees who preferred to inte-
grate work and home were more inclined to engage in home-to-work transitions.

To test our moderation hypothesis, we mean-centred work—home integration preference and
perceived supervisor expectation for building the interaction term (Dawson, 2014). In line with Hypoth-
esis 2, the relationship between work—home integration preference and home-to-work transitions was
moderated by perceived supervisor expectation (4 = —.10, p = .007). As displayed in Figure 3, the posi-
tive effect of work—home integration preference on home-to-work transitions was more pronounced
when perceived supervisor expectation was low rather than high. To further investigate the moderation
effect, we conducted simple slope analyses with the R package pegunod (Mirisola & Seta, 2016). The results
illustrate that perceived supervisor expectation reduced the effect of work—home integration preference
on home-to-work transitions, albeit the simple slope was significant and positive for both low perceived
supervisor expectation (i.e., 1 D below the mean; b = .33, SE = .06, p<.001) and high perceived super-
visor expectation (i.e., 1 SD above the mean; 4 = .12, SE = .06, p = .041). This pattern of results suggests
that perceived supervisor expectation acts as a substitute for work—home integration preference because
both the predictor and the moderator have a positive effect on the criterion, and the relationship between

!Simulation studies have shown that in models with few degrees of freedom—uwhich applies to our path model—the RMSEA is often inflated (Chen
et al., 2008; Kenny et al., 2015). In this case, the RMSEA can exceed the cutoff values for good fit even though the model is correctly specified.
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Perceived supervisor expectation for

employee work—home integration
- Work goal
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Work—home v | Home-to-work H 0.15%%% Subjective career
integration preference 0.23%%% e transitions e success
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FIGURE 2  Overview of path analysis results. Dashed lines represent paths that were not part of our hypotheses. Values
displayed are unstandardized regression coefficients. Integration preference, perceived supervisor expectation, and home-to-work
transitions are mean-centred. For variance explanation and a complete list of regression coefficients, see Table 2. *#*»<.001,
*®p<.01, *p<.05

TABLE 2  Path analysis results

Home-to-work Work goal Subjective career
transitions attainment Exhaustion success

b SE p b SE p b SE p b SE p

Predictors
Work—home integration preference .23 .04 <001 .02 .05 .714 -23 .04 <001 .04 .03 .187
Perceived supervisor expectation 42 .04 <.001
Integration preference X Perceived -.10 .04 .007
supervisor expectation
Home-to-work transitions A2.05 .022 17 .04 <001 .02 .03 .626
Work goal attainment 10 .03 .001
Exhaustion —-.32 .04 <.001
Variance explained R*= 34 R?=.02 R?=.10 R?=.23

Note: N = 371. Integration preference and perceived supervisor expectation are mean-centered. Values displayed are unstandardized coefficients.

the predictor and the criterion is weakened as the moderator increases (Gardner et al., 2017). Notably, the
positive effect of perceived supervisor expectation on home-to-work transitions was significant (b = .42,
p<.001).

In line with Hypotheses 3 and 4, home-to-work transitions were positively related to both work goal
attainment (b = .12, p = .022) and exhaustion (4 = .17, p<.001). We further found that work goal attain-
ment was positively (4 = .10, p = .001), whereas exhaustion was negatively related to subjective career
success (b = —.32, p<.001). Thus, employees rated their career success more favourably when they were
more successful in attaining their work goals and less exhausted, respectively. These results supported
Hypotheses 5 and 6.

To test Hypotheses 7 and 8, we first computed bootstrapped confidence intervals for the indirect
effects using 10,000 bootstrap samples (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). We found significant indirect effects
of work—home integration preference on subjective career success through home-to-work transitions
and work goal attainment (b = .003, SE = .002, 95% CI [.001, .007]), and through home-to-work transi-
tions and exhaustion (4 = —.012, SE = .004, 95% CI [—.002, —.000]). The indirect effect of work—home
integration preference on subjective career success through home-to-work transitions was not significant
(effect =.004, SE = .009, 95% CI [—.013, .021]). This result indicates that the two serial mediation paths
through work goal attainment and exhaustion cancel each other out.

We calculated the index of moderated mediation and bootstrapped confidence intervals for this
index (Hayes, 2015) to test whether perceived supervisor expectation moderate the indirect effects of
work—home integration preference on subjective career success through home-to-work transitions and
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FIGURE 3 Moderating effect of perceived supervisor expectation regarding employees' work—home integration on the
relationship between integration preference and home-to-work transitions

work goal attainment and through home-to-work transitions and exhaustion. Regarding the indirect effect
through work goal attainment, the index of moderated mediation was significant (4 = —.0012, 95%
CI [-.0041, —.0002]). An inspection of the conditional indirect effects showed that the indirect effect
decreased in size with increasing supervisor expectation (low: 4 = .0041, 95% CI [.0008, .0105], medium:
b =.0028, 95% CI [.0005, .0072], high: 4 = .0014, 95% CI [.0001, .0053]), providing support for Hypoth-
esis 7. Regarding the indirect effect through exhaustion, the index of moderated mediation was also
significant (4 = .0055, 95% CI [.0017, .0117]). The inspection of the conditional indirect effects indi-
cated that the indirect effect decreased in size with increasing supervisor expectation (low: 4 = —.0181,
95% CI [—.0314, —.0095], medium: b = —.0122, 95% CI [—.0222, —.0061], high: 4 = —.0064, 95% CI
[-.0162, —.0003]), supporting Hypothesis 8. Thus, perceived supervisor expectation attenuates the indi-
rect effects of work—home integration preference on subjective career success via home-to-work transi-
tions as well as work goal attainment and exhaustion, respectively. Furthermore, the conditional indirect
effects of work—home integration preference on subjective career success via home-to-work transitions
with perceived supervisor expectation moderating the first path of the mediation were not significant
(high perceived supervisor expectation: effect = .005, SE = .012, 95% CI [-.018, .030]; low perceived
supervisor expectation: effect = .002, SE = .005, 95% CI [-.0006, .015]). However, the contrast coef-
ficient between the career-enhancing and the career-impairing path was significantly different from 0
(effect = —.009, SE = .004, 95% CI [-.020, —.002]), indicating that the career-impairing path was stronger
than the career-enhancing path (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).

Exploratory analyses

We conducted another path analysis to investigate whether the effects were consistent across different
dimensions of subjective career success. We included the eight dimensions of subjective career success as
separate outcome variables. Table 3 shows the results of this exploratory analysis.

Work goal attainment had differential effects on the dimensions of subjective career success: It was
positively related to recognition (b = .08, p = .044), quality work (4 = .13, p = .001), meaningful work
(b= .12, p=.028), and growth and development () = .17, p <.001). However, we did not find a significant
effect of work goal attainment on the other four success dimensions (influence: 4 = .08, p = .125; authen-
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WORK-HOME INTEGRATION AND CAREER SUCCESS 13
TABLE 3  Path analysis results for different dimensions of subjective career success
Recognition Quality work Meaningful work Influence
Variable b SE p b SE p b SE p b SE p
Work—home integration 06 .04 178 —.04 .04 297 —.00 .06 978 07 .05 .205
preference
Home-to-work transitions —-.01 .04 733 .09 .04 .024 .04 .06 A81 19 .05 <.001
Work goal attainment .08 .04 .044 13 .04 .001 12 .05 .028 .08 .05 125
Exhaustion -28 .05 <.001 -.23 .05 <001 -—23 .07 .002 —-.33 .06 <.001
Variance explained R?=.12 R*= .11 R*=.05 R*=.13

Indirect effect through work
goal attainment

Indirect effect through
exhaustion

Variable

Work—home integration
preference

Home-to-work transitions

Work goal attainment

Exhaustion

Variance explained

Indirect effect through work
goal attainment

Indirect effect through
exhaustion

b=.002, SE = .002,
95% CI [.0001, .007]

b= -.010, SE = .004

>

b= .004, SE = .002,
95% CI [.001, .010]

b= —.009, SE = .003,

b=.003, SE = .002,
95% CI [.0004, .010]

b= -.009, SE = .004

>

b= 002, SE = .002,
95% CI [~.0002,
008]

b= —-.012, SE = .004,

95% CI [—.020, 95% CI [-.018, 95% CI [-.019, 95% CI [—.024,
—.005] —.004] —.003] —.000]
Growth and
Authenticity Personal life development Satisfaction
b SE p b SE p b SE p b SE p

.09 .05 .092

.03 .05 .563
.07 .05 147
—.48 .06 <.001
R*=.19

b=.002, SE = .002,

95% CI [~.0005,
.008]

b=—018, SE = .006,

95% CI [~.032,
~.009]

.06 .05 160

—.22 .05 <.001
.06 .04 193
—.44 .06 <.001
R?= 24

b=.002, SE = .001,
95% CI [~.0002,
.006]

b=-.017, SE = .006,
95% CI [-.031,
—.008]

.01 .04 789

.01 .04 .816

17 .04 <.001
—-.14 .05 .007
R?=.09

b= 005, SE = .003,
95% CI [.001, .012]

b=—.005, SE = .003,
95% CI [-.013,
-.002]

.10 .06 .079

—.01 .06 921
.09 .06 .103
—47 .07 <.001
R*=.15

b= 003, SE = .002,

95% CI [~.0001,
.009]

b=—018, SE = .006,

95% CI [~.033,
—.009]

Note: N = 371. Values displayed are unstandardized coefficients. p-values are based on two-sided tests. Confidence intervals for the indirect effects
are based on 10,000 bootstrap samples.

ticity: & = .07, p = .147; personal life: b = .06, p = .193; and satisfaction: 4 = .09, p = .103). Accordingly, the
indirect effect of work—home integration preference on subjective career success through home-to-work
transitions and work goal attainment was only significant for the first four success dimensions (see Table 3).

In contrast, our analysis showed that exhaustion had a consistent negative effect on all eight dimen-
sions of subjective cateer success (recognition: » = —.28, p<.001, quality work: b = —.23, p<.001, mean-
ingful work: b = —.23, p = .002, influence: b = —.33, p<.001, authenticity: ¥ = —.48, p<.001, personal
life: b = —.44, p<.001, growth and development: b = —.14, p = .007, and satisfaction: b = —.47, p<.001).
Correspondingly, the indirect effect of work—home integration preference on subjective career success
through home-to-work transitions and exhaustion was negative and significant for all eight dimensions of
subjective career success (see Table 3).

DISCUSSION

This study sheds light on the role of work—home integration for subjective career success with our anal-
ysis revealing a career-enhancing path and a career-impairing path. Following the career-enhancing path,
high work—home integration preference was positively related to subjective career success via increased
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14 | UNGER ET AL.

home-to-work transitions and higher levels of work goal attainment. Following the career-impairing
path, high work—home integration preference was negatively related to subjective career success via
increased home-to-work transitions and higher levels of exhaustion. In this context, home-to-work tran-
sitions function as a double-edged sword as they are positively related to both work goal attainment and
exhaustion with downstream effects on subjective career success. Work—home integration preference's
direct effect on home-to-work transitions as well as indirect effects on subjective career success were
attenuated if perceived supervisor expectation for work-home integration was high. Finally, we found
mixed evidence regarding which edge of the sword is sharper, with our results potentially indicating that
the career-impairing path could be stronger than the career-enhancing path.

In line with boundary theory (Ashforth et al., 2000), individuals with a high work—home integration
preference engaged in home-to-work transitions more frequently. Importantly, when employees perceived
that their supervisor expected them to integrate work and home, the (direct and indirect) effects of
their work—home integration preference on home-to-work transitions and subjective career success were
reduced. When reflecting on the role of work—home integration for subjective career success, what one
wants (e.g, holding a preference for strong and impermeable boundaries) is less relevant than what one
actually does (e.g;, frequently transitioning from home to work) because perceived supervisor expectation
can create a disconnect between work—home integration preference and home-to-work transitions. Here,
supervisot's expectation presumably created a strong situation where the employee perceived a social
norm to integrate work and home with the effect of employees' work—home integration preference on
home-to-work transitions being overridden and downstream consequences for work goal attainment,
exhaustion, and subjective career success. Interestingly, and not hypothesized by us, perceived supervisor
expectation also positively affected home-to-work transitions above and beyond work—home integration
preference. This result would align with the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). The theory posits
that besides behavioural control, attitude towards a behaviour (e.g., work—home integration preference),
as well as the subjective norm (e.g., perceived supervision expectation), are antecedents of behaviour
(e.g., home-to-work transitions). Employees may also (wrongly) attribute or legitimize their home-to-work
transitions to the supetvisot's expectations. Our findings are consistent with previous research showing
that supervisors can considerably affect employees' boundary management (Capitano & Greenhaus, 2018;
Koch & Binnewies, 2015). We add to this literature by showing how personal preferences interact with
contextual expectations in role transition behaviours.

Finally, we provided evidence for differential effects of work—home integration on the eight dimen-
sions of subjective career success, at least regarding those effects that involved work goal attainment.
According to our findings, work goal attainment enables employees to deliver quality work and earn
recognition. Further, it goes along with a sense of meaningful work and growth and development. In
contrast, other relevant aspects of subjective career success are unrelated to work goal attainment. Work
goal attainment might be a necessary but insufficient condition to experience the more social dimensions
of influence, authenticity and personal life. To a certain degree, other people have to cooperate so that
one can exert influence, experience authenticity in one's career path, and enjoy the personal life.

Concerning the non-significant relationship between work goal attainment and satisfaction, the
hedonic treadmill theory (Diener et al., 2006) suggests that an employee will temporarily be more satisfied
after attaining work goals. However, the satisfaction level quickly returns to normal as the employee sets
new, more challenging work goals. These findings underscore the importance of distinguishing different
aspects of subjective career success (Dries et al., 2008; Heslin, 2005; Shockley et al., 2016). We thereby
also contribute to career success research by showing how work experiences differentially predict differ-
ent facets of career success.

Theoretical implications

By generating evidence on the effect of work—home integration on subjective career success, this study
contributes to investigating career-related outcomes of employees' boundary management preferences
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and enactment. Our analysis revealed that work—home integration is linked to subjective career success
through two competing mechanisms, which demonstrates that boundary management has relevant impli-
cations for subjective career success. Neither boundary management nor career research has considered
this so far. These findings illustrate that integrating research on the work—home interface in the study
of cateers contributes to gaining a more holistic understanding of individual careers in today's world
of work (Greenhaus & Kossek, 2014). For example, models on career management and career counsel-
ling (Hirschi, 2020; Hirschi et al., 2019, 2020) could incorporate work—home transitions as one of the
action strategies individuals use to achieve their goals in different life domains. This approach allows us
to develop a more detailed understanding of trade-offs individuals face, given their choices and external
expectations.

Moreover, our findings regarding the moderating role of perceived supervisor expectation emphasize
the importance of addressing interactive effects between individual preferences and contextual factors in
the study of boundary management (Ashforth et al., 2000; Capitano & Greenhaus, 2018). In creating a
strong situation (Mischel, 1977), the supervisor can have a substantial impact on the enactment of individ-
uals' work—home integration preference and, as a result, on the process of linking work—home integration
with subjective career success. In this sense, they might even override the employee's preference with
downstream consequences for work goal attainment, exhaustion and subjective career success. This inter-
active effect demonstrates that supervisors not only affect individuals' careers directly, for example, by
providing access to a broader social network or by acting as mentors supporting employees' career devel-
opment (Ng & Feldman, 2014). Supervisors may also shape the processes resulting in their employees'
subjective career success by conveying specific social norms, such as acting on the work—home integra-
tion preferences and managing the boundaries between work and home. This insight might also benefit
research on the psychological contract between employee and employer, as the direct supervisor acts as
a crucial intermediary in this contract (Doden et al., 2018). Suppose supetvisors' personal norms run
counter to company policy (e.g., family-related human resource management practices). In that case, the
psychological contract may be violated with many negative consequences (see Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2019).

Our study further provides evidence for the importance of differentiating between multiple dimen-
sions of subjective career success (Dries et al., 2008; Heslin, 2005; Shockley et al., 20106). According to
our findings, the career-impairing effect of work—home integration through increased exhaustion holds
consistently true for all relevant aspects of subjective career success. In contrast, the career-enhancing
effect of work—home integration seems to be mainly driven by positive effects of work goal attain-
ment on selected subjective career success dimensions (i.e., quality work, recognition, meaningful work,
and growth and development). In contrast, influence, authenticity, personal life, and satisfaction do not
benefit from work goal attainment. Because work goal attainment is more relevant for some dimensions
of subjective career success than others, we argue that the nomological network of subjective career
success might have a more complicated structure than currently assumed. It could be that social and
personal control over the dimensions is a structuring element here. Our study provides a starting point for
a more in-depth investigation of the nomological networks of the various success dimensions.

Practical implications

Our study also yields practical implications. Employees should be aware of the possible positive and
negative consequences of engaging in home-to-work transitions. Although they may help them achieve
their work-related goals, employees should be aware that these transitions can also impair their well-being,
undermining their subjective career success. Engaging less frequently in home-to-work transitions and
establishing an impermeable boundary around the home domain might be one possibility for employees
to prevent adverse effects on their well-being, Employees who still engage in home-to-work transitions
because they prefer to integrate work and home might develop individual strategies to buffer the potential
downsides of work—home integration. We propose that these strategies could facilitate detachment from
work and thereby improve employees' well-being (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015).
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The insights gained in our study are also relevant for organizations and managers. We found that the
effect of employees' work—home integration preference on home-to-work transitions diminishes when
perceived supervisor expectation are high. In this situation, employees presumably perceive a social norm
they aim to comply with and engage in home-to-work transitions. Employees who prefer to keep work
and home separate might regularly engage in home-to-work transitions because they feel pressured to
do so with negative consequences in terms of higher exhaustion. In this case, the supervisor violates
their duty of care because employees' actual work—home integration preference would have been associ-
ated with lower exhaustion levels if the supervisor were not interfering, Thus, supervisors should reflect
on their expectations regarding their employees' home-to-work transitions. They need to be aware if
they express certain expectations regarding the home-to-work transitions of their employees. In the next
step, employee and supervisor should communicate openly about the employee's work—home integration
preference. If the employee has a strong work—home integration preference, the supervisor should make
them aware of home-to-work transitions' negative consequences on well-being and the career-impairing
path. Then, they can develop buffering strategies together. Although encouraging the employee to engage
in home-to-work transitions likely results in higher work goal attainment, we also demonstrate harmful
effects on employees' well-being. Consequently, the supervisor should refrain from doing so, particularly
when the employee prefers to keep the work and home domain separate.

Limitations and suggestions for future research

Our study has three main limitations. First, although using measurement points, we cannot rule out that
some of our estimates are biased due to common-method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However,
the found interactive effect is an indication for the reduced risk of common-method variance (Siemsen
etal., 2010). We encourage researchers to include additional data sources (e.g., the supervisor) to minimize
the risk further. Moreover, future studies should measure all variables involved in the indirect effects at
different measurement points.

Second, we cannot draw inferences about causality and rule out reversed causality or reciprocal effects. In
line with our theorizing, our results could indicate that less exhausted employees are more satisfied with their
career success because they reflect on their well-being in evaluating their careers. However, it is also conceiv-
able that employees satisfied with their careers have more personal resources available and, thus, experience
better well-being (Leung et al., 2011). Future studies might test the causal relationships implied in our research
model by using longitudinal study designs that span multiple years in employees' careers and thus investigate
changes in subjective career success over time (Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010; Selig & Preacher, 2009).

Third, our study addressed the effect of perceived supervisor expectation regarding employees' work—home
integration on home-to-work transitions. Furthermore, we found that perceived supervisor expectation
and home-to-work transitions were positively related. We need to determine whether the employee's
petception corresponds to the supervisor's actual expectation. Future research could explore how employ-
ees' perceptions of supervisor expectations emerge and develop over time and, in so doing, distinguish
between injunctive and desctiptive norms. Injunctive norms describe “what is typically approved/disap-
proved” (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004, p. 597), thus shaping an individual's perception of which behaviour
is deemed adequate by others. In contrast, descriptive norms describe “what is typically done” (Cialdini &
Goldstein, 2004, p. 597), thus affecting an individual's perception of what behaviour is usually shown by
others. Supervisors shape both injunctive and descriptive norms by signalling their expectations regard-
ing employees' work—home integration and acting as role models for managing the boundary between
work and home. Investigating the formation of injunctive and descriptive norms would generate relevant
insights into how employees' perception of supervisor expectation is shaped.

Both high and low levels of work—home integration preference are legitimate approaches to manag-
ing the interplay of work and home domain. Thus, organizations should not aim to interfere with these
personal preferences. However, we need to identify those factors that buffer the career-impairing path via
exhaustion for employees with a high work—home integration preference. More specifically, it is neces-
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sary to examine those moderators that attenuate the negative effect of home-to-work transitions on
exhaustion. On the flip side, research also needs to shed light on those factors that allow employees with
a low work—home integration preference to experience higher subjective career success via the work goal
attainment route.

Finally, our study provides a starting point for the analysis of subjective career success on a more
fine-grained level by considering different success dimensions. A differential approach to analysing subjec-
tive career success would allow future research to re-analyse previously established relationships. Our
study results show that work—home integration and other vital antecedents of subjective career success
have differential effects on the success dimensions. For instance, networking relates positively to subjec-
tive career success (Wolff & Moser, 2009). This positive effect may be especially pronounced for the
success dimensions of influence and recognition because these dimensions refer to work-related relation-
ships (i.e., having an impact on others within the organization and being recognized by others within the
organization). In contrast, the effect of networking on other success dimensions such as personal life or
authenticity most likely is relatively weak. Future research might re-investigate the effects of established
predictors such as networking on subjective career success by focusing on the differential effects on the
various success dimensions.

CONCLUSION

Our study highlights the relevance of employees' boundary management for their careers. If employees
choose to integrate different life domains and frequently engage in home-to-work transitions, subjective
career success appears to be both impaired as well as enhanced. Moreover, the enactment of individual
preferences is affected by perceived supervisor expectation. We hope that our research stimulates a more
holistic perspective on the relevance of boundary management for careers aiming to identify the individ-
ual and contextual factors blunting the harmful edge of this sword while sharpening the beneficial one.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Dana Unger: Conceptualization; methodology; supervision; writing — review and editing. Angelika
Kornblum: Conceptualization; data curation; formal analysis; funding acquisition; investigation; method-
ology; project administration; writing — original draft. Gudela Grote: Conceptualization; supervision; writ-
ing — review and editing. Andreas Hirschi: Conceptualization; supervision; writing — review and editing.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
This research was supported by the Stiftung Suzanne und Hans Bidsch zur Férderung der Angewandten
Psychologie.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
All authors declare no conflict of interest.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available on request from the corresponding author.
The data are not publicly available due to privacy or ethical restrictions.

ORCID

Dana Unger © https:/ /orcid.org/0000-0003-2628-8914
Abngelika Kornblum © https:/ /orcid.org/0000-0001-7443-1127
Gudela Grote © https:/ /orcid.org/0000-0002-5581-0452
Abndreas Hirschi @ https:/ /orcid.org/0000-0001-8766-3314

1Ju0//'SdNY) SUORIPUOD PUR SWL L 38U} 88S *[2202/2T/0Z] U0 ARiqiT8uluo Aol ‘e L Ag 9THZT doolTTTT 0T/10p/wo0 A8| 1M Aed1puluo gnuyo/sdsday/sdny woj pepeojumod ‘0 ‘Seesryoz

o oM

85U9017 SUOWIWOD A1) 3(qedl jdde au Aq pausenod s ssjole YO ‘8N JO Se|ni Joj Areiqi auluo 481 Uo (SUo1puod-pue


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2628-8914
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7443-1127
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5581-0452
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8766-3314

18 | UNGER ET AL.

REFERENCES

Ajzen, 1. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 179-211. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T

Allen, T. D., Cho, E., & Meier, L. L. (2014). Wotk—family boundary dynamics. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organiza-
tional Behavior, 1(1), 99-121. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091330

Allen, T. D., Merlo, K., Lawrence, R. C,, Slutsky, J., & Gray, C. E. (2021). Boundary management and work-nonwork balance while
working from home. Applied Psychology, 70(1), 60-84. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12300

Ashforth, B. E., Kreiner, G. E., & Fugate, M. (2000). All in a day's work: Boundaries and micro role transitions. Acadeny of Manage-
ment Review, 25(3), 472—491. https:/ /doi.org/10.2307 /259305

Bernerth, ]. B., & Aguinis, H. (2016). A critical review and best-practice recommendations for control variable usage. Personnel Psychol-
gy, 69(1), 229-283. https:/ /doi.org/10.1111/peps.12103

Buhrmester, M., Kwang, T., & Gosling, S. D. (2011). Amazon's mechanical Turk: A new source of inexpensive, yet high-quality,
data? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 3-5. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980

Capitano, J., & Greenhaus, J. H. (2018). When work enters the home: Antecedents of role boundary permeability behavior. Journal
of Viocational Behavior, 109, 87-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jvb.2018.10.002

Catver, C. S., & Scheier, M. E (1990). Origins and functions of positive and negative affect: A control-process view. Psychological
Review, 97(1), 19-35. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.19

Chen, E, Curran, P. J., Bollen, K. A., Kirby, J., & Paxton, P. (2008). An empirical evaluation of the use of fixed cutoff points in
RMSEA test statistic in structural equation models. Sociological methods & research, 36(4), 462—494.

Cheung, J. H., Burns, D. K., Sinclair, R. R., & Sliter, M. (2017). Amazon mechanical Turk in organizational psychology: An
evaluation and practical recommendations. Journal of Business and Psychology, 32(4), 347-361. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10869-016-9458-5

Cho, E. (2020). Examining boundaries to understand the impact of COVID-19 on vocational behaviors. Journal of Vocational Behav-
tor, 119, 103437. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103437

Cialdini, R. B., & Goldstein, N. J. (2004). Social influence: Compliance and conformity. ~Amnunal Review of Psychology, 55(1), 591-621.
https://doi.org/10.1146 /annurev.psych.55.090902.142015

Cialdini, R. B., & Trost, M. R. (1998). Social influence: Social norms, conformity and compliance. In D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, & G.
Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (Vol. 2, 4th ed., pp. 151-192). McGraw-Hill.

Coyle-Shapiro, J. A. M., Costa, S. P,, Doden, W., & Chang, C. (2019). Psychological contracts: Past, present, and future. Annual Review
of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Bebavior, 6, 145-169. https:/ /doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012218-015212

Dawson, J. E (2014). Moderation in management research: What, why, when, and how. Journal of Business and Psychology, 29(1), 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Vardakou, I, & Kantas, A. (2003). The convergent validity of two burnout instru-
ments: A multitrait-multimethod analysis. Ewrgpean Journal of — Psychological = Assessment, 19(1), 12-23. https://doi.
org/10.1027//1015-5759.19.1.12

Demerouti, E., Mostert, K., & Bakker, A. B. (2010). Burnout and work engagement: A thorough investigation of the independency
of both constructs. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 15(3), 209-222. https://doi.org/10.1037 /20019408

Derks, D., Duin, D., Tims, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2015). Smartphone use and work—home interference: The moderating role of
social norms and employee work engagement. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 88(1), 155-177. https://doi.
org/10.1111/joop.12083

Diener, E., Lucas, R. E., & Scollon, C. N. (2006). Beyond the hedonic treadmill: Revising the adaptation theory of well-being, Anzer-
ican Psychologist, 61(4), 305-314. https:/ /doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.61.4.305

Dietz, C., Zacher, H., Scheel, T., Otto, K., & Rigotti, T. (2020). Leaders as role models: Effects of leader presenteeism on employee
presenteeism and sick leave. Work & Stress, 34(3), 300-322. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1728420

Doden, W, Grote, G., & Rigotti, T. (2018). Does leader—member exchange buffer or intensify detrimental reactions to psycho-

logical contract breach? The role of employees' career orientation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 106, 192-208. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.02.004

Dries, N., Pepermans, R., & Catrlier, O. (2008). Career success: Constructing a multi-dimensional model. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
73(2), 254-267. https://doi.org/10.1016/.jvb.2008.05.005

Erez, M. (2015). Goal setting. In Wiky encyclopedia of management (pp. 1-4). Wiley. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118785317.
weom110049

Forrier, A., De Cuyper, N., & Akkermans, . (2018). The winner takes it all, the loser has to fall: Provoking the agency perspective in
employability research. Human Resource Management Journal, 28(4), 511-523. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12206

Gadeyne, N., Verbruggen, M., Delanocije, J., & De Cooman, R. (2018). All wired, all tired? Work-related ICT-use outside work hours
and work-to-home conflict: The role of integration preference, integration norms and work demands. Journal of 1ocational
Bebavior, 107, 86-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jvb.2018.03.008

Gardner, R. G., Harris, T. B,, Li, N., Kirkman, B. L., & Mathieu, ]. E. (2017). Understanding “it depends” in organizational research:
A theory-based taxonomy, review, and future research agenda concerning interactive and quadratic relationships. Organizational
Research Methods, 20(4), 610—638. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117708856

Greenhaus, ]. H., Callanan, G. A., & Godshalk, V. M. (2010). Career management (4th ed.). Sage.

//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD PUe SWIB | 3Y} 88S *[2202/2T/02] Uo Ariqiaulluo AB|IM .1 AQ 9TZT dool/TTTT 0T/I0p/L0 A8 1M Atelqieul|uo gnydAsdsday/sdny wouy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘Szesyoz

o oM

35USD17 SUOWIWIOD 9AITea1D 3|ced| jdde au Aq peusenoh afe sappie YO ‘esn JO Sajni 10} Alelq1auluQ /8|1 UO (SUONIpUOI-pUe


https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091330
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12300
https://doi.org/10.2307/259305
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12103
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393980
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.97.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9458-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9458-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103437
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.142015
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012218-015212
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.19.1.12
https://doi.org/10.1027//1015-5759.19.1.12
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019408
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12083
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12083
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.61.4.305
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1728420
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118785317.weom110049
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118785317.weom110049
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12206
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117708856

WORK-HOME INTEGRATION AND CAREER SUCCESS | 19

Greenhaus, ]. H., & Kossek, E. E. (2014). The contemporary career: A work—home perspective. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 1(1), 361-388. https://doi.org/10.1146 /annurev-orgpsych-031413-091324

Greenhaus, J. H., Parasuraman, S., & Wormley, W. M. (1990). Effects of race on organizational experiences, job performance evalu-
ations, and cateer outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 33(1), 64-86. https://doi.org/10.5465/256352

Grote, G., & Hall, D. T. (2013). Reference groups: A missing link in career studies. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83(3), 265-279.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.jvb.2013.05.001

Haenggli, M., & Hirschi, A. (2020). Career adaptability and career success in the context of a broader career resources framework.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 119, 103414. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103414

Halbesleben, ]. R. B., Neveu, J.-P.,, Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Westman, M. (2014). Getting to the “COR”: Understand-
ing the role of resources in conservation of resources theoty. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1334-1364. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206314527130

Hall, D. T. (2001). Careers in and out of organizations. SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231174

Hall, D. T. (2004). The protean career: A quartet-century journey. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 65(1), 1-13. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.
jvb.2003.10.006

Hayes, A. E (2015). An index and test of linear moderated mediation. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 50, 1-22. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00273171.2014.962683

Heslin, P. A. (2005). Conceptualizing and evaluating career success. Journal of Organizational Bebavior, 26(2), 113-1306. https://doi.
org/10.1002/job.270

Hirschi, A. (2020). Whole-life career management: A counseling intervention framework. The Career Development Quarterly, 68(1),
2-17. https://doi.org/10.1002/cdq.12209

Hirschi, A., Herrmann, A., Nagy, N., & Spurk, D. (2016). All in the name of work? Nonwork orientations as predictors of salary,
career satisfaction, and life satisfaction. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 95—96, 45-57. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/1.jvb.2016.07.006

Hirschi, A., Shockley, K. M., & Zacher, H. (2019). Achieving work—family balance: An action regulation model. Acadeny of Manage-
ment Review, 44(1), 150-171. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0409

Hirschi, A., Zacher, H., & Shockley, K. M. (2020). Whole-life career self-management: A conceptual framework. Journal of Career
Development, 68, 2—17.

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Awerican Psychologist, 44(3), 513-524.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J. R. B., Neveu, J.-P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in the organizational context:
The reality of resources and their consequences. Annunal Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Bebhavior, 5(1),
103-128. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640

Hunter, E. M., Clark, M. A., & Catlson, D. S. (2019). Violating work-family boundaries: Reactions to interruptions at work and
home. Journal of Management, 45(3), 1284-1308. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317702221

Judge, T. A.,Bono, J. E., Erez, A., & Locke, E. A. (2005). Core self-evaluations and job and life satisfaction: The role of self-concordance
and goal attainment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(2), 257-268. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.2.257

Kenny, D. A., Kaniskan, B., & McCoach, D. B. (2015). The performance of RMSEA in models with small degrees of freedom.
Sociological Methods & Research, 44(3), 486-507. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236

Koch, A. R., & Binnewies, C. (2015). Setting a good example: Supervisors as work-life-friendly role models within the context of
boundary management. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20(1), 82-92. https://doi.org/10.1037/20037890

Kreiner, G. E. (2006). Consequences of work—home segmentation or integration: A person-environment fit perspective. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 27(4), 485-507. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.386

Latham, G. P,, & Locke, E. A. (1991). Self-regulation through goal setting. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2),
212-247. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90021-K

Lehtonen, E. E., Nokelainen, P, Rintala, H., & Puhakka, I. (2022). Thriving or surviving at work: How workplace learning oppor-
tunities and subjective career success are connected with job satisfaction and turnover intention? Journal of Workplace Iearning,
34(1), 88—109. https://doi.org/10.1108/JWL-12-2020-0184

Leung, A. S. M., Ha Cheung, Y., & Liu, X. (2011). The relations between life domain satisfaction and subjective well-being. Journal
of Managerial Psychology, 26(2), 155-169. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941111102182

Matthews, R. A., Barnes-Farrell, J. L., & Bulger, C. A. (2010). Advancing measurement of work and family domain boundary char-
acteristics. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 77(3), 447-460. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jvb.2010.05.008

Mayrhofer, W, Meyer, M., & Steyrer, ]. (2007). Contextual issues in the study of careers. In H. Gunz & M. Peiperl (Eds.), Handbook
of career studies. SAGE Publications, Inc. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412976107

Meijman, T. E, & Mulder, G. (1998). Psychological aspects of workload. In P. J. D. Drenth, H. Thierry, & C. J. D. Wolff (Eds.), 4
handbook of work and organizational psychology (2nd ed., pp. 15-44). Psychology Press.

Methot, J. R., & LePine, J. A. (2016). Too close for comfort? Investigating the nature and functioning of work and nonwork role
segmentation preferences. Journal of Business and Psychology, 31(1), 103-123. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9402-0
Mirisola, A., & Seta, L. (2016). Pequod: Moderated regression package (Version 0.0-5). https://cran.t-project.org/package=pequod
Mischel, W. (1977). The interaction of person and situation. In D. Magnusson & N. S. Endler (Eds.), Personality at the crossroads: Current

issues in interactional psychology (pp. 333-352). Lawtrence Erlbaum Associates.
Motowidlo, S. J., & Kell, H. J. (2013). Job performance. In I. Weiner, N. W. Schmitt, & S. Highhouse (Eds.), Handbook of psychology
(Vol. 12, 2nd ed., pp. 82-103). Wiley.

//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD PUe SWIB | 3Y} 88S *[2202/2T/02] Uo Ariqiaulluo AB|IM .1 AQ 9TZT dool/TTTT 0T/I0p/L0 A8 1M Atelqieul|uo gnydAsdsday/sdny wouy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘Szesyoz

o oM

85US017 SUOWILLIOD) BAIT81D) 3|edldde au3 Aq pauienob a1 S8 VO ‘SN 0 S8|N1 10} Afeiqi T 8UIUO AB[IM UO (SUOIpuoD-pUe:


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091324
https://doi.org/10.5465/256352
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103414
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314527130
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231174
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2014.962683
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2014.962683
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.270
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.270
https://doi.org/10.1002/cdq.12209
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2016.07.006
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2016.0409
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.44.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317702221
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.2.257
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124114543236
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037890
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.386
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90021-K
https://doi.org/10.1108/JWL-12-2020-0184
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683941111102182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.05.008
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781412976107
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-015-9402-0
https://cran.r-project.org/package=pequod

20 | UNGER ET AL.

Muller, D., Judd, C. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2005). When moderation is mediated and mediation is moderated. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, §9(6), 852—863. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.852

Ng, T. W. H,, Eby, L. T., Sorensen, K. L., & Feldman, D. C. (2005). Predictors of objective and subjective career success: A
meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 58(2), 367-408. https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1744-6570.2005.00515.x

Ng, T. W. H., & Feldman, D. C. (2014). Subjective career success: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 85(2),
169-179. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.06.001

Nisair, V., & Piszczek, M. (2021). Gender matters: The effects of gender and segmentation preferences on work-to-family conflict
in family sacrifice climates. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 94(3), 509-530. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joop.12361

Palm, E., Seubert, C., & Glaser, J. (2020). Understanding employee motivation for work-to-nonwork integration behavior: A
reasoned action approach. Journal of Business and Psychology, 35(5), 683—696. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09648-5

Park, Y., Fritz, C., & Jex, S. M. (2011). Relationships between work—home segmentation and psychological detachment from work:
The role of communication technology use at home. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(4), 457-467. https://doi.
org/10.1037/20023594

Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., Halbesleben, J. R. B., Catlson, D. S., & Kacmar, K. M. (2016). The work—family interface and
promotability: Boundary integration as a double-edged sword. Journal of Management, 42(4), 960-981. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0149206313506464

Peer, E., Brandimarte, L., Samat, S., & Acquisti, A. (2017). Beyond the Turk: Alternative platforms for crowdsourcing behavioral
research. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 70, 153—163. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/.,jesp.2017.01.006

Peeters, M. C., Montgomery, A. J., Bakker, A. B., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2005). Balancing work and home: How job and home demands
are related to burnout. International Journal of Stress Management, 12(1), 43—61. https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.12.1.43

Ployhart, R. E., & Vandenberg, R. J. (2010). Longitudinal research: The theory, design, and analysis of change. Journal of Management,
36(1), 94-120. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309352110

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A
critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. E. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects in simple mediation models. Behavior
Research Methods, 36(4), 717-731. https:/ /doi.org/10.3758 /BF03206553

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple
mediator models. Bebavior Research Methods, 40(3), 879-891. https://doi.org/10.3758 /BRM.40.3.879

Purvanova, R. K., & Muros, J. P. (2010). Gender differences in burnout: A meta-analysis. Journal of 1 ocational Behavior, 77(2),168—185.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.jvb.2010.04.006

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of Statistical Software, 48(2), 1-306. https://doi.
org/10.18637 /jss.v048.102

Schein, E. H. (1996). Career anchors tevisited: Implications for career development in the 21st century. Acadenry of Management
Perspectives, 10(4), 80—88. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1996.3145321

Schwarz, N., & Clore, G. L. (1983). Mood, misattribution, and judgments of well-being: Informative and directive functions of
affective states. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(3), 513-523. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513

Selig, J. P., & Preacher, K. J. (2009). Mediation models for longitudinal data in developmental research. Research in Human Development,
6(2-3), 144-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/15427600902911247

Shockley, K. M., Ureksoy, H., Rodopman, O. B, Poteat, L. E, & Dullaghan, T. R. (2016). Development of a new scale to measute
subjective career success: A mixed-methods study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37(1), 128-153. https://doi.org/10.1002/
i0b.2046

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., & Oliveira, P. (2010). Common method bias in regression models with linear, quadratic, and interaction
effects. Organizational Research Methods, 13(3), 456—476. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109351241

Smale, A., Bagdadli, S., Cotton, R., Dello Russo, S., Dickmann, M., Dysvik, A., Gianecchini, M., Kase, R., Lazarova, M., Reichel, A.,
Rozo, P, & Verbruggen, M. (2019). Proactive career behaviors and subjective career success: The moderating role of national
culture. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40(1), 105-122. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2316

Sonnentag, S., & Fritz, C. (2015). Recovery from job stress: The stressor-detachment model as an integrative framework. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 36, 72-103. https:/ /doi.org/10.1002/job.1924

Spector, P. E., & Jex, S. M. (1998). Development of four self-report measures of job stressors and strain: Interpersonal conflict
at work scale, organizational constraints scale, quantitative workload inventory, and physical symptoms inventory. Journal of
Oceupational Health Psychology, 3(4), 356-367. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356

Spurk, D., Hirschi, A., & Dries, N. (2019). Antecedents and outcomes of objective versus subjective career success: Competing
petspectives and future directions. Journal of Management, 45(1), 35-69. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318786563

Sun, L.-Y,, Pan, W, & Chow, I. H. S. (2014). The role of supervisor political skill in mentoring: Dual motivational perspectives.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(2), 213-233. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1865

Ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A resource perspective on the work—home interface: The work—home resources
model. American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556. https:/ /doi.org/10.1037 /20027974

Walter, S. L., Seibert, S. E., Goering, D., & O'Boyle, E. H. (2019). A tale of two sample sources: Do results from online panel data
and conventional data converge? Journal of Business and Psychology, 34(4), 425-452. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y

//:Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD PUe SWIB | 3Y} 88S *[2202/2T/02] Uo Ariqiaulluo AB|IM .1 AQ 9TZT dool/TTTT 0T/I0p/L0 A8 1M Atelqieul|uo gnydAsdsday/sdny wouy papeojumoq ‘0 ‘Szesyoz

o oM

35USD17 SUOWIWIOD 9AITea1D 3|ced| jdde au Aq peusenoh afe sappie YO ‘esn JO Sajni 10} Alelq1auluQ /8|1 UO (SUONIpUOI-pUe


https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.852
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00515.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2014.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12361
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12361
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09648-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023594
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023594
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313506464
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313506464
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.12.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309352110
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03206553
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.04.006
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1996.3145321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.45.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1080/15427600902911247
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2046
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2046
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428109351241
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2316
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1924
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.3.4.356
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318786563
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1865
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y

WORK-HOME INTEGRATION AND CAREER SUCCESS | 21

Wepfer, A. G., Allen, T. D., Brauchli, R., Jenny, G. J., & Bauer, G. F. (2018). Work-life boundaries and well-being: Does work-to-life
integration impair well-being through lack of recovery? Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(6), 727-740. https://doi.
org/10.1007/510869-017-9520-y

Wolff, H.-G., & Moser, K. (2009). Effects of networking on career success: A longitudinal study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1),
196-206. https://doi.org/10.1037 /20013350

How to cite this article: Unger, D., Kornblum, A., Grote, G., & Hirschi, A. (2022). Boundaries
for career success? How work—home integration and perceived supervisor expectation affect
careets. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 00, 1-21. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joop.12416

//'Sd1Y) SUORIPUOD PUB SWR L 3L 885 *[2202/2T/02] U0 ARIqI1auiuo A|im ‘8L Aq 9TyZT doo(TTTT 0T/10p/00"AB| 1M A Reiq 1 BuluO gnuydAsdsday/Sdny woaj pepeojumoq ‘0 ‘Seesiyoz

o oM

85U9017 SUOWIWOD A1) 3(qedl jdde au Aq pausenod s ssjole YO ‘8N JO Se|ni Joj Areiqi auluo 481 Uo (SUo1puod-pue


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9520-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9520-y
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013350
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12416
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12416

	Boundaries for career success? How work–home integration and perceived supervisor expectation affect careers
	Abstract
	BACKGROUND
	
          Work–home integration: preferences and home-to-work transitions
	Linking work–home integration to subjective career success
	Subjective career success as a multi-dimensional construct

	METHOD
	Procedure
	Sample
	Measures
	Control variables
	Construct validity

	RESULTS
	Exploratory analyses

	DISCUSSION
	Theoretical implications
	Practical implications
	Limitations and suggestions for future research

	CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


