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Sharing is caring: The role of compassionate love for sharing coworker work-family 

support at home to promote partners’ creativity at work 

Abstract 

Integrating the work-family facilitation model with the integrated model of human energy, 

we advance a process perspective involving both members of a couple (i.e., actor and 

partner). We examine the effects of coworker work-family support at work onto actor work-

family support provision at home (i.e., work-to-family facilitation) as well as the 

consequences of partner work-family support receipt at home for partner work-related 

creativity through a resource gain spiral process at work (i.e., positive affect, flow, and need 

satisfaction at work; family-to-work facilitation). We further test whether actor 

compassionate love moderates the dynamic mechanisms that connect coworker work-family 

support to partner’s creativity. Results of two experience-sampling studies support our model. 

We find that on weeks with higher coworker work-family support, couples report greater 

work-family support provision and receipt, which leads to resource gain spirals at work and 

higher work-related creativity for partners. Furthermore, actor compassionate love 

strengthens the positive work-home dynamics that follow from coworker work-family 

support and promote partner’s work-related creativity. We critically discuss our findings and 

reflect on practical interventions, which may encourage greater work-family support 

provision at work and at home. 

Keywords: work-family support, facilitation, gain spiral, creativity, compassionate love. 
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Sharing is caring: The role of compassionate love for sharing coworker work-family 

support at home to promote partners’ creativity at work 

Introduction 

Over the last half century the prevalence of dual-earner couples has been steadily rising to 

a point where dual-earners now make up the majority of households in high-income countries 

(OECD, 2017; Sullivan, 2020). Notwithstanding the benefits of a dual-earner setup (e.g., a 

higher annual household income), recent research exposed that the COVID-19 pandemic 

further exacerbated the already challenging demands dual-earners face when managing work 

and family (Shockley, Clark, Dodd, & King, 2021; Vaziri, Casper, Wayne, & Matthews, 

2020), resulting in unprecedented levels of workload and stress (Craig & Churchill, 2021). 

To assist dual-earners in navigating the pitfalls of contemporary careers, scholars started to 

focus research attention on how organizations can best support their employees in achieving 

greater work-family balance (Greenhaus & Kossek, 2014; Masterson & Hoobler, 2015). 

Beyond the evident benefits for the home domain (see Kossek et al., 2011; Lapierre et al., 

2018 for metaanalytic evidence), organizational work-family support (i.e., behaviors of 

organizational members that are supportive of individual’s family roles; Hammer, Kossek, 

Yragui, Bodner, & Hanson, 2009) has also been shown to positively affect the work domain 

by fostering the creativity of those employees receiving greater support (McKersie, 

Matthews, Smith, Barratt, & Hill, 2019), and its reach even extends to improving the work-

based relationships of employees’ partners (Booth-LeDoux, Matthews, & Wayne, 2020). 

While this rich research stream has provided useful insights into the enriching effects of 

work-family support on dual-earner couples’ home and work lives, it is not matched by an 

equally rich understanding of a) who is best suited to provide work-family support at work, b) 

how work-family support affects both home and work domains, and c) when work-family 

support is more likely to promote positive consequences for dual-earner couples. 
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Much of the existing research has examined supervisors as sources of work-family 

support (Crain & Stevens, 2018), presumably because they tend to have greater access to 

organizational resources that could be used to support employees’ work-family balance. 

Supervisors are considered informal sources of work-family support (French & Shockley, 

2020) as opposed to institutionalized, formal sources, such as organization-level policies 

(e.g., parental leave; Masterson, Sugiyama, & Ladge, 2021). There is also evidence that 

employees tend to favor informal over formal sources of work-family support (e.g., 

Thompson, Beauvaus, & Lyness, 1999). However, although other organizational members, 

such as coworkers, have previously been highlighted as viable sources of informal work-

family support (French & Shockley, 2020), scholars have only recently started to empirically 

explore their utility in this respect (McMullan, Lapierre, & Li, 2018). This lacuna is 

surprising because, in contrast to supervisors, coworkers can be regarded as more proximal 

sources of work-family support that can be expected to more readily provide emotional (e.g., 

talking through stressful work-family experiences) or instrumental support (e.g., helping out 

with work tasks if they conflict with family needs) in a way supervisors due to their 

hierarchical position and various obligations could not (McMullan et al., 2018). Given the 

crucial role of coworkers as informal sources of support and the surprisingly scant research 

attention to date, the first aim of our research is to examine the consequences of coworker 

work-family support at work. We contribute to the work-family literature by examining 

alternative sources of work-family support that have so far been overlooked despite research 

demonstrating that generalized social support from coworkers and spouses can be at least as 

helpful if not more effective (e.g., French et al., 2018) than support provided by supervisors. 

The purpose of organizational work-family support is to equip employees with resources 

(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) that, in turn, may be shared 

among members of a couple to promote positive outcomes at work and at home (Hirschi, 
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Shockley, & Zacher, 2019; Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007). For example, 

resources gained at work, such as supervisor support, can positively influence both the 

employee’s as well as their partner’s marital satisfaction through perceived work-family 

enrichment (Carlson, Thompson, Crawford, & Kacmar, 2019), that is, “the extent to which 

experiences in one role (e.g., work) improve the quality of life in another role (e.g., family)” 

(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73). However, prior research has tended to use global 

assessments of work-family enrichment that may mask the concrete processes by which the 

work and home domains enrich each other for both members of a couple (Matthews, Wayne, 

& McKersie, 2016). In direct response to this oversight, our second aim is to examine the 

concrete mechanisms that follow from receiving work-family support at work and that result 

in work-family enrichment. We specifically posit that resource gain spirals can explain how 

resources obtained at work facilitate positive outcomes at home and vice versa. In doing so, 

we extend previous research that has mostly focused on work-to-family (e.g., Ilies, Wilson 

Schwind, & Wagner, 2009) and family-to-work enrichment (e.g., Du, Derks, & Bakker, 

2018) in isolation (see Booth-LeDoux et al., 2020 for an exception) and thus provide a more 

complete picture of the dynamic processes that govern the work-home interface. 

Although resources received at work can lead to improved work and home outcomes, this 

does by no means imply that work-family enrichment has to follow from organizational 

work-family support provision. This is because individuals who acquire resources at work 

also have to intentionally invest these resources at home (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten 

Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Yet, implicit in prior research and theorizing on the role of 

resources in the context of the work-home interface is the assumption that work-family 

support provision at work will invariably lead to enrichment at home (Hakanen, Peeters, & 

Perhoniemi, 2011; Heskiau & Mccarthy, in press; Siu et al., 2015) because members of a 

couple naturally share the associated resources among each other (Booth-LeDoux et al., 
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2020; Carlson, Thompson, Crawford, et al., 2019; Hirschi et al., 2019). This theoretical 

stance, however, clashes with prior research on exchange equity in close relationships (Clark 

& Reis, 1988; Grote & Clark, 2001; Sprecher, 1992, 2001), which shows that relationships 

can be inequitable in that one partner may invest more resources into a relationship than the 

other. This suggests that not all relationships have to be about sharing and caring, and that 

resources received via work-family support do not always have to be passed on to one’s 

partner. The third aim of this research is to address this inconsistency in the work-family 

enrichment literature by examining when work-family support promotes the enriching work-

home dynamics that facilitate positive outcomes for dual-earner couples. For the purposes of 

our research, we refer to members of a couple that pass on work-family support at home as 

actors and to those receiving work-family support as partners. We specifically examine 

whether actor work-family support provision following coworker work-family support 

depends on whether actors compassionately love their partners. By investigating the role of 

compassionate love, we respond to various calls that advocate for greater integration of 

organization studies with relationship science (Gulati, Kilduff, Li, Shipilov, & Tsai, 2010; 

Thomas, Martin, Epitropaki, Guillaume, & Lee, 2013) and test whether a relational factor, 

such as love, that was traditionally avoided by organizational scholars (Tasselli, 2019) can be 

a key enabler of positive work-home dynamics. 

We draw from the work-family facilitation model (W-FF; Wayne et al., 2007) and the 

integrated model of human energy (IMHE; Quinn, Spreitzer, & Lam, 2012) to examine how 

and when coworker work-family support obtained by actors predicts partner’s work-related 

creativity, defined as the generation of novel and useful ideas at work (Amabile, 1996). We 

focus on creativity in our research because it is one of the most important determinants of 

organizational success (Anderson, Potocnik, & Zhou, 2014) that can be impacted by 

relationships at home (Harrison & Wagner, 2016). Figure 1 depicts our conceptual model. 
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------------------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

------------------------------------------------ 

Theoretical Background  

To understand the relationship between coworker work-family support and a partner’s 

work-related creativity, our theorizing integrates the W-FF model (Wayne et al., 2007) and the 

IMHE (Quinn et al., 2012). The W-FF model advances a resource-gain-development 

perspective according to which individuals proactively seek to obtain resources in one domain 

(e.g., work) to facilitate improved system functioning in another domain (e.g., family). 

Although the concepts work-family facilitation and work-family enrichment (see Greenhaus & 

Powell, 2006) share similarities, such as a focus on how resources travel across the work-home 

interface, facilitation is distinct in that it adopts a wider systems perspective (Wayne et al., 

2007). Importantly, the inherent systems view of the W-FF allows for predictions concerning 

how resources gained by one member of a couple at work may improve family and work 

outcomes of the other member via bidirectional facilitation processes (i.e., work-to-family and 

family-to-work). Given its focus on resources, the W-FF model draws from insights of 

conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989, 2002), which proposes that individuals 

strive to obtain, retain, and protect resources (Hobfoll, 2002). Resources are described as 

objects (e.g., a house), personal characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy), conditions (e.g., marital 

status), or energies (e.g., cognitive energy) that persons value or that serve as a means for the 

attainment of further objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energies. According to 

both the W-FF model and COR theory, individuals may utilize their existing resources to gain 

further resources, resulting in the accumulation of personal resources also referred to as gain 

spirals (Hobfoll, 2002). 

Historically, the notion of gain spirals, or that resource gain begets even greater gain, has 

featured prominently in general (Hobfoll, 1989, 2002) and domain-specific (Wayne et al., 
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2007) resource theories. Yet, current theorizing on the subject of gain spirals lacks detail on 

which resources lead to the obtainment of which further resources as well as the concrete 

process underlying gain spiral development. However, the IMHE (Quinn et al., 2012), 

integrating insights from a variety of energy-based theories such as COR or self-determination 

theory (e.g., Deci, Olafsen, & Ryan, 2017), would allow for more specific predictions 

concerning gain spirals based on the consequences of energetic activation for psychological 

growth and associated personal resource development. The IMHE suggests that states of 

energetic activation, such as positive affect, facilitate engagement in self-directed activities 

(e.g., intrinsic motivation, flow, or job crafting) that lead to increased psychological growth by 

becoming more proficient at relevant activities through continued practice, thereby prescribing 

a concrete pathway to gain spiral development. In line with the systems perspective of the W-

FF model, recent theorizing (Hirschi et al., 2019) extends this view by arguing that couples 

adopt a range of resource strategies to reach joint goals as a family unit that have the potential 

to affect home and work outcomes. Specifically, adopting a resource change strategy, for 

instance, by relying on greater spousal involvement in childcare increases the focal individual’s 

available energy to invest into work activities, thereby implying the potential for the 

development of a gain spiral at work for members of a couple receiving resources at home. 

In addition to this, the W-FF model also specifies when work-family facilitation is more 

likely to happen by emphasizing the role of demand characteristics, defined as attributes of 

individuals that elicit responses from the social environment that either promote or undermine 

person-environment interactions (Grzywacz, 2002). Operating in ways to “demand particular 

responses from the environment,” demand characteristics can determine greater availability of 

resources as well as allow for greater exploitation of existing resources (Wayne et al., 2007, p. 

66). According to the W-FF model, demand characteristics, such as demographic (e.g., status, 

gender) or individual differences (e.g., personality), can strengthen the relationship between 
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environmental resources and work-family facilitation (Wayne et al., 2007). Taken together, 

based on our integration of the W-FF model with the IMHE, in the following we develop a 

theoretical model that specifies how and when coworker work-family support leads to greater 

work-related creativity of employees’ partners involving bidirectional facilitation, the 

development of gain spirals at work, and the crucial role of demand characteristics. 

Work-To-Family Facilitation: Coworker Work-Family Support at Work and Actor 

Work-Family Support Provision at Home 

Theorizing and research on work-family support at work has centered around supervisors 

as primary sources of support (Crain & Stevens, 2018; Hammer et al., 2009), overlooking other 

possible sources such as coworkers. We contend that coworker work-family support should be 

more effective than other, more distant sources of work-family support, such as from 

supervisors, because it tends to involve more targeted support provision regarding work-family 

issues at hand in a more timely fashion. Conversely, because of their hierarchical position and 

associated responsibility for numerous employees, work-family support from supervisors may 

be more generic in nature, such as granting a more flexible work schedule (Las Heras, 

Rofcanin, Bal, & Stollberger, 2017), and only available much later when the need for work-

family support may have already subsided (Madjar, 2008). 

Actors can take advantage of receiving more targeted and timely coworker work-family 

support and invest the resources obtained at work to improve their home lives by providing 

work-family support to their partners (Hirschi et al., 2019). Drawing from the W-FF model 

(Wayne et al., 2007), we propose that coworker work-family support represents an 

environmental resource at work that leads to increases in developmental gains of actors (e.g., 

increased skills and abilities to effectively balance work and home commitments; Carlson, 

Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006), thereby facilitating work-family support provision at 

home. In support of our work-to-family facilitation proposition, previous research linked 
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generalized coworker social support at work to greater work-family enrichment (see Lapierre 

et al., 2018 for metaanalytic evidence). Similarly, in recognition of the integral role that 

coworkers play in enhancing employees’ work-life balance, qualitative (McMullan et al., 2018) 

and quantitative (Lu, Siu, Spector, & Shi, 2009) research highlights the positive association of 

domain-specific coworker work-family support with work-to-family facilitation. Based on this 

rationale, we predict: 

Hypothesis 1: Within persons, coworker work-family support at work is positively related 

to actor work-family support provision at home. 

Resource Transferal: Work-Family Support Provision and Receipt at Home 

One way in which available resources can be invested at home is by providing work-family 

support to one’s partner (Hirschi et al., 2019). In this way, work-family support and associated 

resources received from coworkers at work, as suggested above, can be transferred between 

members of a couple at home. For example, actors can help their partners to open up about and 

resolve work-home conflicts, demonstrate to them how to juggle work and home 

responsibilities, and exert effort to organize work and home lives to benefit both the family and 

the partner’s work (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Likewise, receiving work-family support at 

home is particularly crucial when both members work full time as a dual-earner couple as such 

a work setup leaves them with less time to devote to family responsibilities, household chores, 

and other nonwork duties (Crawford, Thompson, & Ashforth, 2019; Ford, Heinen, & 

Langkamer, 2007). Our rationale is in line with the W-FF model (Wayne et al., 2007) that 

suggests the more resources a person gains from one domain (e.g., work), the greater the 

potential for facilitation in another domain (e.g., family), including the improved functioning 

of other system members at home such as partners. In support of our argumentation, recent 

meta-analytic evidence suggests that spousal support reduces work-family conflict, both in 
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terms of work interference with family and family interference with work (French et al., 2018). 

Hence, we propose: 

 Hypothesis 2: Within persons, actor work-family support provision is positively related to 

partner’s work-family support receipt at home. 

Family-to-Work Facilitation: Partner Work-Family Support Receipt and Work-Related 

Creativity Through a Gain Spiral at Work 

Although research on the work-home interface predominantly examined facilitation 

processes from work-to-family, there is also research supporting a reverse facilitation from 

family-to-work (e.g., Du et al., 2018; ten Brummelhuis, Haar, & Roche, 2014). As members 

of a couple share intimate, interdependent relationships, the quality of their home life naturally 

affects the quality of their work (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 

2012). According to the W-FF model, the receipt of caring behaviors from spouses at home, 

for instance in the form of work-family support, elicits positive experiences that have the 

potential to foster generative behaviors at work, such as creativity (Grzywacz, Carlson, 

Kacmar, & Wayne, 2007; Wayne et al., 2007). However, how this positive family-to-work 

facilitation process unravels is less clear (Matthews et al., 2016). Based on our integration of 

the W-FF model with the IMHE, we posit that partner receipt of work-family support from 

actors at home leads to greater partner work-related creativity through a gain spiral process at 

work. 

Specifically, we propose that partners receiving work-family support from actors at home 

experience a gain spiral at work, including positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at work, 

which we suggest links partner’s work-family support receipt to partner’s work-related 

creativity. The IMHE states that social interactions generate energetic activation in the form of 

positive affect (Quinn et al., 2012). In the context of partners receiving work-family support 



WORK-FAMILY SUPPORT AND CREATIVITY 

 
12 

from actors, this relationship can be explained by the way within-couple resource transferal at 

home enables greater resource availability at work. Specifically, as part of a resource change 

strategy partners may choose to rely on work-family support provided by actors (e.g., involving 

taking care of childcare, sharing effective work-family balance strategies, allowing for greater 

focus at work) to free up energy that can subsequently be invested in work activities (Hirschi 

et al., 2019; see also Carlson et al., 2006 for a discussion on resource gains involved in family-

to-work facilitation). Indeed, research shows that receiving support from one’s spouse at home 

elicits positive affect (Rafaeli, Cranford, Green, Shrout, & Bolger, 2008) which can spill over 

across home and work domains (Madjar, Oldham, & Pratt, 2002; Song, Foo, & Uy, 2008). 

According to the IMHE, positive affect at work can foster engagement in self-directed 

activities that promotes psychological growth by becoming more proficient at work tasks 

through continued practice (Quinn et al., 2012). We argue that flow, an enjoyable state of 

optimal experience and development (Csikszentmihályi, 1990), reflects engagement in self-

directed activities at work and propose that work-related flow experiences lead to 

psychological growth because they foster continued practice of relevant work tasks. 

Specifically, while in flow, individuals experience an optimal level of challenge, which 

stretches existing skills, and helps develop a more complex set of capacities for action 

(Nakamura & Csikszentmihályi, 2002). Furthermore, because flow experiences are enjoyable, 

individuals seek to replicate them, resulting in continued practice of relevant work activities 

and associated psychological growth (Nakamura & Csikszentmihályi, 2002; Quinn, 2005; 

Quinn et al., 2012), which we operationalize as basic need satisfaction at work (Deci & Ryan, 

2000; Gagné & Deci, 2005). 

In the context of the present study, we propose that because flow at work involves a sense 

of control over one’s actions, immediate and unambiguous task feedback, and is most 

enjoyable when experienced with others, it satisfies the basic psychological needs of autonomy, 
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competence, and relatedness at work. Specifically, when entering flow, individuals have a 

sense of control over their actions that allows them to readily respond to any changes regarding 

their situation (Csikszentmihályi, 1990) that, if experienced at work, implies a degree of 

freedom over work activities that should satisfy the basic need for autonomy at work. 

Furthermore, when in flow, individuals are so engrossed in their activities that they are able to 

continuously monitor their progress through immediate task-based feedback and adjust their 

approach accordingly (Nakamura & Csikszentmihályi, 2002) that, while at work, should 

increase task proficiency and satisfy the basic need for competence at work. Although typically 

conceptualized as a solitary experience, flow states have in fact been found to be most 

enjoyable when experienced socially because individuals partly associate the enjoyment of the 

flow-inducing activity with the involvement of others (Walker, 2010). Because the social 

aspects of flow are most likely to emerge in environments that are highly interdependent and 

require cooperation, such as at work (Salanova, Rodríguez-Sánchez, Schaufeli, & Cifre, 2014), 

we believe that experiencing work-related flow should satisfy the need for relatedness at work. 

A number of studies support the notion that resources, such as positive affect and energy, are 

needed in order to enter flow experiences at work (Debus, Sonnentag, Deutsch, & Nussbeck, 

2014; Salanova, Bakker, & Llorens, 2006; Tobert & Moneta, 2013) and that work-related flow 

leads to basic need satisfaction at work (Ilies et al., 2017). 

Finally, the W-FF model allows for the prediction that, as a result of family-to-work 

facilitation, a gain spiral at work enhances partner’s work-related creativity. Basic need 

satisfaction at work as the final link in a process involving work-family support receipt at home 

as well as positive affect and flow at work should enable partners to be more intrinsically 

interested in the completion of work tasks for their own sake (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Specifically, 

the satisfaction of basic needs should foster involvement in “an ongoing, cyclical process of 

seeking out (or creating) optimally challenging situations and then attempting to conquer those 
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challenges” (Deci & Ryan, 1980, p. 42). Because work-related creativity can be seen as a 

process of trial and error requiring repeated engagement in idea generation and revision 

(Amabile, 1996), we argue that basic need satisfaction sustains the effort required to surmount 

problems and arrive at creative solutions at work. The relationship between basic need 

satisfaction at work and work-related creativity has previously been theoretically proposed 

(Gagné & Deci, 2005) and empirically supported (Martinaityte, Sacramento, & Aryee, 2019; 

see also metaanalytic evidence by van den Broeck, Ferris, Chang, & Rosen, 2016). Our 

preceding rationale leads us to formulate the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: Within persons, partner’s work-family support receipt is positively related 

to partner’s work-related creativity via a gain spiral at work, consisting of positive affect, flow, 

and need satisfaction at work. 

The Role of Actor Compassionate Love as a Demand Characteristic 

Thus far, our theoretical arguments follow the general rationale applied in prior research 

on the work-home interface, that is, resources that are received at work are invariably shared 

at home creating a work-family facilitation effect (e.g., Carlson, Thompson, Crawford, et al., 

2019; Heskiau & Mccarthy, in press; Siu et al., 2015). The implicit assumption underlying 

this rationale is that close relationships at home are without exception characterized by 

sharing and caring. However, we suggest that such a unidimensional view negates the wealth 

of diversity that is found in how members of a couple negotiate their relationships and the 

resources that exist between them (Rafaeli et al., 2008). Indeed, close relationships can be a 

source of positivity, negativity, or evoke disinterest among members of a couple (Gable, 

Reis, & Downey, 2003). In the context of our research, this begs the question of whether all 

actors receiving coworker work-family support at work pass on such support to their partners 

at home or whether we can expect some actors to be more inclined than others to share the 

resources they gained at work with their partner at home. 
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The W-FF model (Wayne et al., 2007) highlights the role of demand characteristics as the 

reason why some individuals are better at generating new resources as well as optimally 

utilizing their existing environmental resources. With relevance for the present research, 

demand characteristics include relational factors such as social power or occupational status 

which allow for better interpersonal resource management (Wayne et al., 2007). 

Building on this, we propose an actor’s love for their partner as a relational demand 

characteristic that acts as a catalyst for actor work-family support provision at home. Love 

can be defined as a predisposition to think, feel, and behave in positive ways toward another 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), and scholars typically distinguish between three different love 

styles: Companionate, romantic, and compassionate love (Berscheid, 2010; Tasselli, 2019). 

Whereas companionate love involves high levels of trust and commitment more akin to a 

friendship, romantic love emphasizes beauty and physical attraction, and compassionate love 

incorporates compassion and gratuity for significant others (Berscheid, 2010; Tasselli, 2019). 

In the current research, we focus on compassionate love as opposed to other love styles for 

two reasons. First, in contrast to those motivated by romantic love for their own personal 

benefit, compassionately loving individuals are most likely to display behaviors focused on 

caring, concern, and have a general orientation towards supporting and helping others 

(Sprecher & Fehr, 2005; Tasselli, 2019). Second, contrary to relationships characterized by 

companionate love that emphasize reciprocal exchange, compassionate love forms the basis 

of communally responsive relationships in which individuals selflessly attend to their 

partner’s needs and welfare without requiring a quid pro quo (Berscheid, 2010; Tasselli, 

2019). 

Following from this for the present research, based on the W-FF model we propose that 

whether or not actors pass on environmental resources, such as coworker work-family 

support, at home depends on their compassionate love for their partner. More specifically, 
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because of their other-directed orientation we suggest that actors with high levels of 

compassionate love should both be able to more readily detect when their partners are in need 

of support and more willingly engage in supportive and helping behaviors. As a result, we 

propose that actors with high levels of compassionate love for their partners will be more 

likely to engage in work-family support provision at home after having received coworker 

work-family support at work. Lending credence to our argumentation, previous research 

shows that compassionate love is positively related to empathy, helpfulness, and social 

support provision to significant others (Sprecher & Fehr, 2005). Conversely, actors with low 

levels of compassionate love should be less likely to detect if their partner is in need of 

support and more reluctant to display supportive behaviors. Consequently, we expect actors 

with low levels of compassionate love for their partners to refrain from work-family support 

provision at home after receiving coworker work-family support at work. In support of our 

rationale, previous research suggests that relational factors such as positive relationship 

emotions matter for spousal support provision (Iida, Seidman, Shrout, Fujita, & Bolger, 

2008). 

With Hypotheses 1-3 in place, we propose a serially mediated relationship between 

coworker work-family support and partner work-related creativity through actor provision 

and partner receipt of work-family support at home and a subsequent gain spiral at work for 

partners that is moderated by actor compassionate love for their partner. Specifically, we 

expect a stronger positive serially mediated relation between coworker work-family support 

and partner work-related creativity in case the work-family-support-providing actor has high 

levels of compassionate love for his or her partner. We expect this because high-love spouses 

are more likely to engage in work-family support provision at home and pass on 

environmental resources received via coworker work-family support, leading to the 

aforementioned gain spiral at work for partners that promotes their work-related creativity. In 
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case of low levels of compassionate love, we expect actors to be less likely to pass on the 

contextual resources received from coworker work-family support at work to their partners, 

and as a result, the serially mediated relation between coworker work-family support and 

partner work-related creativity should be comparatively weaker. Taken together, we expect 

actor compassionate love to act as a catalyst for the dynamic work-family facilitation 

processes associated with partner work-related creativity. We thus hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4: Actor compassionate love for their partner moderates the positive indirect 

relationship between coworker work-family support at work and partner work-related 

creativity via actor provision and partner receipt of work-family support at home and a gain 

spiral at work (i.e., positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at work) for partners such that 

the relationship becomes stronger for actors with high levels of compassionate love for their 

partners. 

Overview of Studies 

Given that we were interested in work-home dynamics, we tested our model across two 

experience sampling studies (Beal, 2015)1. Differences between the two studies are illustrated 

in Figure 1 and involve a more narrow (Study 1; consisting of partner’s flow at work) versus 

more comprehensive (Study 2; consisting of partner’s positive affect, flow, and need 

satisfaction at work) test of our hypothesized gain spiral process at work (i.e., Hypothesis 3). 

Additionally, apart from replicating and extending Study 1, Study 2 also serves to rule out a 

number of alternative explanations, such as whether coworker work-family support provision 

explains variance above and beyond other types of organizational work-family support (e.g., 

supervisor work-family support, organizational work-family culture) and whether our results 

hold when controlling for other love types such as companionate love. 

 
1 Project title: “Family support and creativity”; due to the absence of a formal IRB process at the 

university that coordinated data collection (i.e., IESE Business School), ethical approval was obtained 
in writing from the Head of the Managing People in Organisations Department.  
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Study 1: Method 

Sample and Procedure 

We chose a weekly interval (as opposed to a daily interval) as part of our experience 

sampling design because our hypothesized work-family facilitation processes (i.e., receiving 

coworker work-family support at work, engaging in work-family support provision at home, 

performing creatively at work) likely involve activities that stretch beyond a single day (see 

Lin, Scott, & Matta, 2019; Madrid, Patterson, & Birdi, 2014 for a similar reasoning). 

Study participants were full-time employed, dual-earner couples from the United States, 

recruited via ROI Rocket, a leading provider of high-quality research services (see Mayer, 

Ong, Sonenshein, & Ashford, 2019; Touré-Tillery & Light, 2018 for recent publications 

using data supplied by this service). In exchange for participation, couples received on 

average $130 as monetary incentive for survey completion. We collected all data via online 

surveys. First, a baseline survey was sent to both members of a couple one week before the 

experience sampling phase. The partner survey contained measures of demographics and the 

actor survey contained measures of demographics and compassionate love. Next, in the 

experience sampling phase of the study, actors and their partners received a survey at the end 

of each week for six consecutive weeks. We used a fixed delivery schedule that was kept 

constant throughout the experience sampling phase of the study. Specifically, participants 

were sent survey links on Fridays at 4pm. Further, participants had a three-hour window to 

respond after which the respective survey was closed. Doing so guaranteed that we captured 

participants’ experiences sufficiently close to the conclusion of events reported in the survey 

both at work as well as at home. The actors’ weekly survey included assessments of their 

coworker work-family support at work and work-family support provision to their partner at 

home. The partners’ weekly surveys included assessments of work-family support receipt 

from the actor at home, flow at work, and work-related creativity. 
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Out of 150 dual-earner couples (i.e., actors and their partners) that initially agreed to 

participate, 145 completed 663 weekly matched surveys (each couple completed an average 

of 4.57 weekly surveys, corresponding to a response rate of 76%). Participants in our study 

worked in a variety of different industries, including consulting, information technology, 

banking, healthcare, and education. Regarding demographic characteristics, our sample 

consisted of heterosexual couples and thus had an even gender split of 50% females and 50% 

males, 87.6% of couples had children. The remaining actor demographics were as follows: 

average age was 41.25 years (SD = 9.14), the average tenure in their current organization was 

9.45 years (SD = 7.81), and 51.7% of actors were in a leadership position, with 1.4% not 

reporting information about leadership position. The remaining partner demographics were as 

follows: the average age was 42.05 (SD = 9.53), the average organizational tenure 10.18 

years (SD = 8.95), and 51% of partners were in a leadership position. 

Measures 

All items reported below were scored on a 7-point rating scale (ranging from 1 = not at 

all to 7 = very much). Addressing concerns of potentially overburdening participants during 

experience sampling studies, we followed recommendations by Beal (2015) and Ohly, 

Sonnentag, Niessen, and Zapf (2010) to assess the Level 1 constructs with abbreviated 

measurement scales without compromising their psychometric properties. 

Coworker work-family support at work. We measured coworker work-family support 

at work (averaged α across weeks = .88) using an adapted version of Hammer, Kossek, 

Bodner, and Crain’s (2013) four-item short form of the family supportive supervisor behavior 

scale, which was generated using a referent shift logic (e.g., the basic meaning of the 

consturct remains unchanged but the referent was shifted from supervisors to coworkers; 

Chan, 1998). Actors assessed whether they received coworker work-family support over the 

past week. Example items are: “At least one of your coworkers has made you feel 
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comfortable talking about your conflicts between work and non-work,” and “At least one of 

your coworkers has demonstrated effective behaviors in how to juggle work and non-work 

issues.” 

Actor work-family support provision and partner work-family support receipt at 

home. Using the same referent shift approach, we measured work-family support provision 

and receipt at home by adapting Hammer and colleagues’ (2013) four-item short form of the 

family supportive supervisor behavior scale. Actors assessed whether they provided work-

family support to their partners over the past week (averaged α across weeks = .86), whereas 

partners assessed whether they received work-family support from actors over the past week 

(averaged α across weeks = .88). Example items for actor work-family support provision are: 

“You have demonstrated to your partner effective behaviors on how to juggle work and non-

work issues” and “You have worked effectively to creatively solve your partner’s conflicts 

between work and non-work.” Example items for partner work-family support receipt are: 

“Your partner has made you feel comfortable talking about your conflicts between work and 

non-work” and “Your partner has worked effectively to creatively solve your conflicts 

between work and non-work.” 

Partner flow at work. We captured partner flow at work (averaged α across weeks = 

.90) using ten items from the Flow Short Scale (Rheinberg, 2008; for a previous study using 

this measure see e.g., Debus et al., 2014). Partners assessed the extent to which they 

experienced flow over the past week. Example items are: “You felt just the right amount of 

challenge,” and “Your thoughts / activities ran fluidly and smoothly.” 

 Partner work-related creativity. Partner (averaged α across weeks = .88) work-related 

creativity was measured using three items developed by Tierney, Farmer, and Graen (1999). 

Partners reported their engagement in creative behaviors over the past week. Example items 
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are: “You have demonstrated originality in your work,” and “You have generated novel but 

operable work-related ideas.” 

Actor compassionate love for their partner. We measured actor compassionate love for 

their partner (α  = .86) using the compassionate love subscale of the Love Attitudes Scale 

Short Form (Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998). Actors reported the extent to which they 

agree with each of the four statements comprising the scale. Example items are: “I cannot be 

happy unless I place my partner’s happiness before my own,” and “I am usually willing to 

sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve his / hers.” 

Control variables. We controlled for actor and partner gender (coded 1 = male, 2 = 

female) as previous research showed that men are more likely to provide emotional support 

to their partners than women (Iida et al., 2008). 

Analytical Strategy 

Given the nested structure of our data (i.e., weeks nested in couples), we used multilevel 

path analysis to test our hypotheses using Mplus Version 8.0 and maximum likelihood 

estimation with robust standard errors (Preacher, Zyphur, & Zhang, 2010), which allows for 

missing data under the missing at random assumption (see Gielnik, Spitzmuller, Schmitt, 

Klemann, & Frese, 2015 and Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011 for a 

similar approach). We specifically modeled actor compassionate love as a Level 2 variable 

and coworker work-family support and actor work-family support provision as well as 

partner work-family support receipt, flow at work, and work-related creativity as Level 1 

variables. We tested all hypotheses simultaneously in one model, specified random slopes for 

Level 1 paths, and allowed the disturbances of all hypothesized Level 1 paths to covary 

(Beal, 2015; Koopman, Lanaj, & Scott, 2016). To further take into account potential time 

effects, we controlled for a) a linear time index for all relationships to model the time trend 
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across waves of data (Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013) as well as for b) lagged partner work-

related creativity (Time t-1) (see Madrid et al., 2014 for a similar approach). 

Following recommendations by Ohly and colleagues (2010), we grand-mean centered the 

Level 2 predictor and person-mean centered Level 1 predictors. We calculated the magnitude 

of hypothesized mediation and moderated mediation effects using the formula recommended 

by Bauer, Preacher, and Gil (2006). To test the significance of our hypotheses involving 

mediation and moderated mediation, we followed Preacher and Selig (2012) and used a 

Monte Carlo bootstrapping method to create 95% confidence intervals (CI) with 20,000 

replications around the point estimates of the mediation and moderated mediation effects, 

respectively (for a similar application of this method, see Koopman et al., 2016; Lin et al., 

2019). 

Study 1: Results 

Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables. Using 

null models to partition the amount of variance in our Level 1 variables into within- and 

between-person portions revealed that a considerable proportion of variance existed at the 

within-person level2 (i.e., 40% for coworker work-family support, 42% for actor work-family 

support provision, 37% for partner work-family support receipt, 40% for partner flow at 

work, 33% for partner work-related creativity) suggesting that multilevel modeling was 

appropriate. Prior to hypothesis testing, we conducted a multilevel confirmatory factor 

analysis (MCFA) to ensure that our study variables are conceptually distinct. Specifically, at 

the within-person level we included variables pertaining to coworker work-family support 

and actor work-family support provision as well as partner work-family support receipt, flow 

 
2 For comparative purposes, in addition to empirically determining within- and between portions of 

variance in Level 1 variables, we offer a visual illustration of the temporal pattern of Level 1 variables 

in both Study 1 and Study 2 for twelve randomly selected couples, which can be found in 
supplemental materials.    
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at work, and work-related creativity. At the between-person level, we included actor 

compassionate love for their partner. MCFA results demonstrate acceptable model fit 

(Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999) for the first-order six-factor model (χ2(267) = 

1023.33, p < .001, TLI = .92, CFI = .93, SRMR within = .04, SRMR between = .04, RMSEA 

= .07) as well as superior model fit compared to three alternative models3. Thus, MCFA 

results provide overall support of the distinctive factor structure of our study variables. 

Hypothesis tests4 

Multilevel path modeling results are presented in Figure 2 below. Hypothesis 1 predicted 

a positive, work-to-family facilitation effect of coworker work-family support on actor work-

family support provision. Our results showed that coworker work-family support was 

positively associated with higher actor work-family support provision (γ = 0.11, SE = .05, t = 

2.27; p < .05), supporting Hypothesis 1. Furthermore, and in support of Hypothesis 2, actor 

work-family support provision was positively associated with partner work-family support 

receipt at home (γ = 0.33, SE = .07, t = 4.67; p < .001), lending credence to our proposition 

of a resource transferal by means of work-family support provision and receipt among 

members of a couple. 

In Study 1, Hypothesis 3 involved a more narrow test of our gain spiral proposition at 

work, specifically that partner work-family support receipt positively predicts partner work-

related creativity via flow at work (H3). Our results showed that partner work-family support 

receipt was positively related to flow at work (γ = 0.25, SE = .05, t = 4.74; p < .001), which 

 
3 Alternative MCFA model 1 combined actor work-family support provision and partner work-family 

support receipt (χ2(271) = 1508.33, p < .001, TLI = .87, CFI = .89, SRMR within = .06, SRMR 
between = .04, RMSEA = .08), alternative MCFA model 2 combined partner flow and creativity 

(χ2(271) = 1528.82, p < .001, TLI = .87, CFI = .88, SRMR within = .05, SRMR between = .04, 

RMSEA = .08), and MCFA model 3 combined coworker work-family support and actor work-family 
support provision (χ2(271) = 2025.09, p < .001, TLI = .82, CFI = .84, SRMR within = .08, SRMR 

between = .04, RMSEA = .10). 
4 Mplus syntax files have been made public on the Open Science Framework and are available at 

https://osf.io/3m49y/?view_only=e3f47cdfe2fa4d22bac7cc9bf3c66113  
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in turn was positively associated with partner work-related creativity (γ = 0.40, SE = .12, t = 

3.34; p < .01). In support of the family-to-work facilitation Hypothesis 3, the indirect effect 

of partner work-family support receipt on partner work-related creativity via flow at work 

(indirect effect = 0.0995, 95% CI Low = 0.0336; CI High = 0.1840), was positive and 

significant. 

Finally, Hypothesis 4 predicted that actor compassionate love for their partner would 

moderate the serially mediated relationship between coworker work-family support and 

partner work-related creativity via work-family support provision and receipt at home and a 

gain spiral at work (i.e., in Study 1 flow at work for the partner receiving support). Our 

results showed that actor compassionate love for their partner did exhibit a cross-level 

moderating effect (γ = 0.05, SE = .02, t = 3.13; p < .01), such that the relationship between 

coworker work-family support and actor work-family support provision was more positive 

for actors with high (+1 SD above the mean; γ = 0.18, SE = .05, t = 3.46; p < .01) as opposed 

to low (-1 SD below the mean; γ = 0.05, SE = .05, t = 0.96; ns) levels of compassionate love 

for their partner. Figure 3 illustrates the cross-level interaction. In addition, the indirect effect 

of coworker work-family support on partner work-related creativity via actor work-family 

support provision, partner work-family support receipt and flow at work was more positive 

for actors with high (+1 SD above the mean; conditional indirect effect = 0.0188, 95% CI 

Low = 0.0013; CI High = 0.0138) as opposed to low (-1 SD below the mean; conditional 

indirect effect = 0.0147, 95% CI Low = -0.0017; CI High = 0.0063) levels of compassionate 

love, and the difference between these conditional indirect effects was significant (difference: 

.0171; 95% CI Low = .0008; CI High = .0101). Taken together, these results support 

Hypothesis 4. 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 and Figure 2 and Figure 3 about here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Study 1: Discussion 

In support of our hypotheses, couples reported greater work-family support provision and 

receipt on weeks where actors experienced higher coworker work-family support, and this led 

to higher work-related creativity for partners via a gain spirals at work (i.e., in Study 1: flow 

at work). Furthermore, our results demonstrated that coworker work-family support only 

enabled positive work-home dynamics for partner work-related creativity in case actors had 

high levels of compassionate love for their partners. However, this study has two limitations. 

First, we examined the influence of coworker work-family support on its own, which is why 

our work cannot speak to whether this influence holds when controlling for other common 

sources of work-family support, such as supervisors or a more generalized organizational 

work-family culture (French & Shockley, 2020). Second, although theoretically described, 

we have not empirically tested important conceptual linkages concerning how coworker 

work-family support is connected to partner work-related creativity, such as positive affect 

and needs (see Quinn et al., 2012). We addressed these limitations in a second study. 

Study 2: Method 

Sample and Procedure 

We used the same procedure as in Study 1. Using ROI Rocket, we recruited full-time 

employed, dual-earner couples from the United States to participate in our study. In exchange 

for participation, couples received on average $87 as monetary incentive for survey 

completion. Out of 141 dual-earner couples (i.e., actors and their partners) that initially 

agreed to participate, 115 completed 610 weekly matched surveys (each couple completed an 

average of 5.30 weekly surveys, corresponding to a response rate of 88%). Participants 

worked in a variety of different industries, including consulting, information technology, 

banking, healthcare, and education. Regarding demographic characteristics, our sample 

consisted of heterosexual couples and thus had an even gender split of 50% females and 50% 



WORK-FAMILY SUPPORT AND CREATIVITY 

 
26 

males, 80% of couples had children. The remaining actor demographics were as follows: 

average age was 35.10 years (SD = 9.82), the average tenure in their current organization was 

9.30 years (SD = 8.27), and 47.8% of actors were in a leadership position, with 1.7% not 

reporting information about leadership position. The remaining partner demographics were as 

follows: average age was 34.97 (SD = 9.86), the average organizational tenure 9.15 years (SD 

= 8.39), and 55.7% of partners were in a leadership position. 

Measures 

All items reported below were scored on a 7-point rating scale (ranging from 1 = not at 

all to 7 = very much). We used the same items as in Study 1 to measure coworker work-

family support (averaged α across weeks = .92), actor work-family support provision 

(averaged α across weeks = .86), partner work-family support receipt (averaged α across 

weeks = .89), partner flow at work (averaged α across weeks = .91), partner work-related 

creativity (averaged α across weeks = .91), as well as actor compassionate love for their 

partner (α = .86). Measurement scales that have been added in Study 2 are listed in the 

following. 

Partner positive affect at work. We assessed partner positive affect at work using the 

six-item positive arousal subscale of the JAS (Burke, Brief, George, Roberson, & Webster, 

1989) to reflect states of energetic activation as outlined by the IMHE (Quinn et al., 2012). 

Partners indicated how they had felt at work during the past week (averaged α across weeks = 

.93). Example items include “Peppy” and “Excited.” 

Partner need satisfaction at work. We used the twelve-item basic need satisfaction 

scale developed by Chiniara and Bentein (2016) to measure partner need satisfaction at work, 

which involved partners to indicate how satisfied they were with the following aspects at 

work in the past week. Example items are “The level of autonomy you have in your job” 

(autonomy), “The feeling of being competent at doing your job” (competence), and “The 
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close friends you have at work” (relatedness). According to self-determination theory, the 

three basic needs are interdependent (Deci & Ryan, 2000) and “each facilitates the 

satisfaction of the other under most circumstances,” thus a unidimensional conceptualization 

of basic needs is generally appropriate (Deci et al., 2017; p. 248). Following the approach of 

previous research conceptualizing basic need satisfaction as unidimensional (e.g., Foulk, 

Lanaj, & Krishnan, 2019; Foulk, Lanaj, Tu, Erez, & Archambeau, 2018; Lanaj, Johnson, & 

Lee, 2016), we operationalized basic need satisfaction by averaging across all twelve items 

(averaged α across weeks = .90). 

Control variables. As in Study 1, we controlled for actor and partner gender (coded 1 = 

male, 2 = female). We also controlled for supervisor work-family support as well as work-

family culture at work to ensure that coworker work-family support explains variance above 

and beyond alternative informal sources of work-family support at work (see Kossek et al., 

2011). We used the four-item short form developed by Hammer et al. (2013) to measure 

supervisor work-family support (averaged α across weeks = .95). Actors assessed whether 

their supervisor provided them with work-family support over the past week (e.g., “Your 

supervisor made you feel comfortable talking to him/her about your conflicts between work 

and non-work” and “Your supervisor demonstrated effective behaviors in how to juggle work 

and non-work issues”). We assessed work-family culture using five items from the ten-item 

managerial support subscale of Thompson et al.’s (1999) work-family culture measure. We 

chose the managerial support subscale because its content most closely reflects organizational 

perceptions of work-family support relevant for our study. From this subscale, we chose 

those five items that do not refer to active involvement of managers in work-family support 

provision (e.g., “In this organization, employees are encouraged to strike a balance between 

their work and family lives” and “This organization encourages employees to set limits on 

where work stops and home life begins”) so as to avoid conceptual overall between our work-
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family culture measure with the supervisor work-family support measure also used in this 

study. Finally, we controlled for actor companionate love for their partner because as a love 

type companionate love is associated with constructs such as friendship, liking, and trust in 

interpersonal relationships (Berscheid, 2010; Tasselli, 2019) and may thus also influence 

actor work-family support provision at home. We measured actor companionate love (α = 

.85) for their partner using four items of the Love Attitudes Scale Short Form (Hendrick et 

al., 1998; e.g., "Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship" and "Our 

love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion"). 

Analytical Strategy 

Our analytical strategy was identical to that implemented in Study 1. 

Study 2: Results 

Table 2 summarizes descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables. Null 

models partitioning the variance in our Level 1 variables into within- and between-person 

portions revealed that for all Level 1 variables a considerable portion of variance resided at 

the within-person level (ranging from 29% - 48%), thus suggesting the appropriateness of 

multilevel modeling. To ensure that our study variables are distinct, we conducted a series of 

MCFAs. At the within-person level we included coworker work-family support, supervisor 

work-family support, and actor work-family support provision as well as partner work-family 

support receipt, positive affect, flow, a second-order factor for need satisfaction at work, and 

work-related creativity. At the between-person level, we included actor compassionate and 

companionate love for their partner as well as organizational work-family culture. MCFA 

results demonstrate acceptable model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999) for 

the first-order seven-factor, second-order one-factor model (χ2(1065) = 3078.80, p < .001, 

TLI = .91, CFI = .92, SRMR within = .06, SRMR between = .08, RMSEA = .06) as well as 
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superior model fit compared to three alternative models5. Thus, MCFA results provide 

overall support of the distinctive factor structure of our study variables. 

Hypothesis tests6 

Multilevel path modeling results for Study 2 are presented in Figure 4. Hypothesis 1, 

which predicted a positive relation of coworker work-family support with actor work-family 

support provision, was supported (γ = 0.19, SE = .06, t = 3.18; p < .01). Hypothesis 2, which 

predicted a positive association of actor work-family support provision with partner work-

family support receipt at home, was also supported (γ = 0.25, SE = .08, t = 3.17; p < .01). 

Study 2 featured a more comprehensive test of our gain spiral proposition at work, 

specifically that partner work-family support receipt positively predicts partner work-related 

creativity via positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at work (H3). Results demonstrated 

a positive association between partner work-family support receipt and partner positive affect 

at work (γ = 0.19, SE = .06, t = 3.16; p < .01), partner positive affect at work was positively 

related to flow at work (γ = 0.48, SE = .05, t = 10.19; p < .001), which, in turn, predicted 

partner need satisfaction at work (γ = 0.46, SE = .05, t = 10.30; p < .001), and subsequent 

work-related creativity (γ = 0.57, SE = .11, t = 5.43; p < .001). Supporting the family-to-work 

facilitation proposition of Hypothesis 3, the indirect effect of partner work-family support 

receipt on partner work-related creativity via positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at 

work (indirect effect = 0.0363, 95% CI Low = 0.0063; CI High = 0.0517), was positive and 

significant. 

 
5 Alternative MCFA model 1 combined actor’s work-family support provision and partner’s receipt 

(χ2(1072) = 3986.67, p < .001, TLI = .87, CFI = .88, SRMR within = .07, SRMR between = .08, 
RMSEA = .07), alternative MCFA model 2 combined partner flow and creativity (χ2(1072) = 

4102.70, p < .001, TLI = .86, CFI = .87, SRMR within = .07, SRMR between = .08, RMSEA = .07), 

and MCFA model 3 combined coworker work-family support, supervisor work-family support, and 
actor work-family support provision (χ2(1078) = 5371.06, p < .001, TLI = .81, CFI = .82, SRMR 

within = .08, SRMR between = .08, RMSEA = .08). 
6 Mplus syntax files have been made public on the Open Science Framework and are available at 

https://osf.io/3m49y/?view_only=e3f47cdfe2fa4d22bac7cc9bf3c66113 
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that actor compassionate love for their partner would moderate 

the serially mediated relationship between coworker work-family support and partner work-

related creativity via work-family support provision and receipt at home as well as a gain 

spirals at work (i.e., positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at work for the partner 

receiving support). Our results showed that actor compassionate love for their partner did 

exhibit a cross-level moderating effect (γ = 0.03, SE = .01, t = 2.47; p < .05), such that the 

relationship between coworker work-family support and actor work-family support provision 

was more positive for actors with high (+1 SD above the mean; γ = 0.22, SE = .06, t = 3.81; p 

< .001) as opposed to low (-1 SD below the mean; γ = 0.15, SE = .06, t = 2.44; p < .05) levels 

of compassionate love for their partner. Figure 5 illustrates the cross-level interaction. In 

addition, the indirect effect of coworker work-family support on partner work-related 

creativity via actor work-family support provision and partner work-family support receipt at 

home as well as positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at work was more positive for 

actors with high (+1 SD above the mean; conditional indirect effect = 0.0203, 95% CI Low = 

0.0003; CI High = 0.0030) as opposed to low (-1 SD below the mean; conditional indirect 

effect = 0.0199, 95% CI Low = 0.0001; CI High = 0.0023) levels of compassionate love, and 

the difference between these conditional indirect effects was significant (difference: .0194; 

95% CI Low = .0000; CI High = .0011). In sum, these results support Hypothesis 4. 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 and Figure 4 and Figure 5 about here 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

Study 2: Discussion 

The results of Study 2 replicate and extend our prior findings. First, we replicated both 

the work-family facilitation processes as well as the moderated mediation effect of actor 

compassionate love as a catalyst for work-family facilitation of Study 1. Second, we extended 

prior findings by conducting a more comprehensive test of our gain spiral hypotheses at work 

as well as by controlling for both alternative sources of work-family support (i.e., supervisor 
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work-family support and organizational work-family culture) and with companionate love for 

another love type relevant in the context of interpersonal support7. 

General Discussion  

Contemporary careers, where both members of a couple pursue full-time jobs as dual-

earners, have taken center stage in the study of work-home phenomena because of the unique 

challenges they entail. Recently, scholars highlighted the need for organizations to adapt to 

this new reality by developing more effective work-family support strategies to allow their 

employees to better balance their work and home lives (Hirschi et al., 2019; Masterson & 

Hoobler, 2015; Shockley et al., 2021). Thus far, the extant literature allowed for the 

conclusion that work-family support is best obtained informally from supervisors (Crain & 

Stevens, 2018), and that upon receipt of work-family support at work dual-earner couples 

without exception experience beneficial home and work outcomes (Kossek et al., 2011; 

Lapierre et al., 2018). We submit that this conclusion may be premature and important 

questions remain concerning the role of other informal sources of work-family support, such 

as coworkers, as well as the utility of a more nuanced understanding of how and when work-

family support provision is impactful. 

To that end, we show the potential value of using an integrative resource-based 

framework involving both members of a couple to better understand the consequences of 

work-family support for dual-earner couples. Work-family phenomena are fundamentally 

about resources traveling across domain boundaries (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten 

Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), and by drawing from the W-FF model that distinguishes 

between different work-based sources of environmental resources, we juxtapose the effects of 

 
7 Results of Study 2 demonstrated that both supervisor work-family support (γ = 0.00, SE = .04, t = 

0.08; ns.) and organizational work-family culture (γ = 0.03, SE = .07, t = 0.38; ns.) were unrelated to 
actor work-family support provision. Additionally, supplemental analyses revealed that actor 

companionate love did not moderate the coworker work-family support – actor work-family support 

provision relation (γ = 0.01, SE = .01, t = 1.13; ns.), thereby precluding tests of mediation and 
moderated mediation. 
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various informal sources (e.g., coworkers, supervisors, work-family culture; French & 

Shockley, 2020) and highlight the efficacy of coworkers as providers of work-family support 

at work. Moreover, by integrating the W-FF model with the IMHE, we delineate the 

mechanisms – within-couple resource transfer and partner resource gain spirals at work – 

through which coworker work-family support influences relevant work outcomes of 

employees’ partners, such as creativity. Finally, we rely once more on the W-FF model to 

advance actor compassionate love for their partner as a demand characteristic and boundary 

condition on the effects of coworker work-family support, such that high levels of 

compassionate love strengthened the positive relationship between coworker work-family 

support and partner work-related creativity through dynamic work-family facilitation 

processes. Our research highlights the relevance of coworkers, dynamic processes, and the 

role of compassionate love for work-family facilitation and elucidates who is best suited to 

provide work-family support at work as well as how and when work-family support leads to 

positive consequences, such as the promotion of partner’s work-related creativity in our case. 

Theoretical Implications 

These findings have important theoretical implications for research on the work-home 

interface. First, we advance the academic discourse in the work-family support literature 

from the predominant view on the utility of supervisors as informal sources of support (Crain 

& Stevens, 2018) to discussing the efficacy of coworkers as alternative, more proximal 

sources. Our research not only demonstrates the positive consequences of coworker work-

family support for dual-earner couples but findings from Study 2 also highlight their relative 

effectiveness compared to two additional sources that have been extensively examined in the 

literature, specifically, supervisors and organization-level perceptions of a work-family 

culture (e.g., Kossek et al., 2011). Although scholars have also proposed supervisors and 

organizational work-family cultures as informal sources of work-family support (French & 
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Shockley, 2020), their relative inefficacy in our research could be explained by their positive 

association with employees’ use of formal work-family policies (Allen, 2001; Thompson et 

al., 1999), thus underscoring the potential role of supervisors and organizational cultures as 

gatekeepers and conduits, respectively, of formal organizational policies, services, or benefits 

concerning work-family support. Importantly, employees are less inclined to take advantage 

of work-family support provided by means of formal organizational policies and practices as 

they have been associated with stigmatization that is perceived to negatively affect support 

recipients’ career trajectory (Almer, Cohen, & Single, 2004; Konrad & Yang, 2012), which 

may explain an increased reliance on coworkers where a link to formal organizational work-

family supports is arguably not given. Besides benefits, there may also be drawbacks from 

relying on coworkers for work-family support. Recent research on work spouses (i.e., 

relationships among coworkers that go beyond friendships without being romantic in nature; 

McBride & Bergen, 2015; Whitman & Mandeville, 2021) highlights that partners at home 

can get jealous and upset about such close work-based relationships. Thus, although 

coworkers represent a viable and effective source for work-family support, due to the 

personal nature of work-family issues and depending on the degree of intimacy between 

colleagues, future research could examine the potential of “work spouses” to promote work-

family conflict with actual spouses. 

Second, we extend the work-family literature by contributing to how researchers explore 

work-family facilitation processes. Over a decade ago, Wayne and colleagues (2007) outlined 

a concept of allied work and family lives that they termed work-family facilitation. Our 

findings are in line with the core tenets advanced by the W-FF model (Wayne et al., 2007), 

for instance, that environmental resources from the work domain can benefit the family 

domain (i.e., work-to-family facilitation) and vice versa (i.e., family-to-work facilitation). 

However, by integrating the W-FF model with the IMHE (Quinn et al., 2012) we also refine 
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existing theory by adopting a more nuanced approach and examining the concrete 

mechanisms that link environmental resources, such as coworker work-family support, to the 

work-related creativity of employees’ partners: within-couple resource transferal (i.e., work-

family support provision and receipt) and partner resource gain spirals at work (i.e., flow at 

work in Study 1 and positive affect, flow, and need satisfaction at work in Study 2). 

Furthermore, although prior research showed that a) personal and organizational resources 

are necessary for experiencing resource gain spirals at work (e.g., Salanova et al., 2006) and 

b) need satisfaction at work predicts work-related creativity (Martinaityte et al., 2019; van 

den Broeck et al., 2016), our findings provide initial evidence that resources received from 

one’s spouse at home can also facilitate resource gain spirals at work, thereby further 

contributing to the literatures on gain spiral development (Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & 

Westman, 2018) and work-family facilitation (Wayne et al., 2007).  

Given that our integrative resource-based framework highlights the importance of 

adopting a dyadic process perspective, beyond our research on resource gain spirals there 

may also be value to examining in more depth the determinants of resources losses and their 

consequences for family and work outcomes of both support-providing and support-receiving 

members of dual-earner couples. As resources are finite (Hobfoll et al., 2018), support-

providing spouses may experience ego depletion (Lanaj, Johnson, & Wang, 2016) or fatigue 

(Bolino, Hsiung, Harvey, & LePine, 2015) after prolonged periods of work-family support 

provision that can have adverse consequences for their relationship quality at home (e.g., 

Grote & Clark, 2001) and may also make them less efficacious at work (e.g., Carlson, 

Thompson, & Kacmar, 2019). Similarly, support-receiving spouses may get accustomed to 

the work-family support provided to them at home to an extent where they could become 

dependent on it for their own work functioning (Feeney, 2007; Kark, Shamir, & Chen, 2003). 

Removing work-family support provision in such situations may equally promote family-



WORK-FAMILY SUPPORT AND CREATIVITY 

 
35 

work conflict that could lead to detrimental family and work outcomes for support-receiving 

spouses and their partners (French et al., 2018). Combined, these directions for future 

research hold promise because they could elucidate potential dynamics of resource losses for 

dual-earner couples. 

Third, we add to the W-FF model (Wayne et al., 2007) by examining compassionate love 

as a relational boundary condition that enables dynamic work-family facilitation processes. 

Although previous research provided empirical evidence that answers how environmental 

resources lead to work-family facilitation (e.g., Booth-LeDoux, Matthews, & Wayne, 2020; 

Carlson, Thompson, Crawford, et al., 2019), the examination of when this is more or less 

likely to occur received comparatively little research attention. Here, we introduce 

compassionate love as a demand characteristic that facilitates the mobilization of 

environmental resources in intimate relationships at home. Albeit prior theorizing proposed 

occupational status as a relational demand characteristic (Grzywacz, 2002; Wayne et al., 

2007), this is more likely to apply to interpersonal resource management at work with an 

established hierarchy and chain of command. We thus extend the W-FF model by 

demonstrating that relational factors related to the home domain can also act as demand 

characteristics and influence the processes that shape work-family facilitation.  

Although compassionate love as a concept represents a relatively stable predisposition to 

think, feel, and behave towards others (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986), some scholars have 

suggested that it can change over time (Berscheid, 2010; Vangelisti, Reis, & Fitzpatrick, 

2002), particularly so if relationships are confronted with difficult life challenges such as a 

spouse falling seriously ill (Bolger, Foster, Vinokur, & Ng, 1996). In conjunction with the 

aforementioned point on loss spirals, future research could explore whether love can either 

withstand tests in relationships over time, such as on-going support inequity (Grote & Clark, 

2001), care responsibilities (Las Heras, De Jong, Van Der Heijden, & Rofcanin, 2017), and 
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the need to de-prioritize one’s career to meet family commitments (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, 

Granrose, Rabinowitz, & Beutell, 1989), or whether such challenges would lead to couples 

falling out of love. Another fruitful perspective on the potential for love to change over time 

is to look at love in relationships at different stages considering their relationship length (e.g., 

new, co-habiting, and long-term or married couples). Given that our samples were 

predominantly comprised of married couples (i.e., Study 1: 100%; Study 2: 95%), this was 

beyond the scope of our current manuscript. 

Practical Implications  

Several practical implications emanate from our research. First, our findings underscore 

the business case of fostering coworker work-family support to promote positive family and 

work outcomes for dual-earner couples. Given our research echoes prior scholarship (see 

French & Shockley, 2020 for a recent review) on the crucial role of work-family support 

provision via informal sources, such as coworkers, as opposed to formal organizational 

policies, managers in collaboration with HR departments ought to reflect on how to facilitate 

the availability of informal means of work-family support in their organizations. Importantly, 

results of Study 2 revealed that some sources of informal work-family support are less 

effective than others, specifically, whereas perceptions of an organizational work-family 

culture or supervisor work-family support did not predict the dynamic work-family 

facilitation processes we examined as part of our research, coworker-provided work-family 

support yielded positive effects, thus stressing the crucial importance of coworkers for 

informal work-family support provision in organizations. As a result, instead of formalizing 

work-family support procedures that employees need to adhere to, organizational initiatives 

to promote work-family support may equally have to be more informal in nature to allow 

employees the necessary space to organically develop their own, collective work-family 

support networks (McMullan et al., 2018). Such space could be created by more generously 
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allowing employees to adopt flexible working schedules as opposed to treating it as a perk to 

be negotiated with one’s supervisor (Las Heras, Rofcanin, et al., 2017), which would enable 

employees to better help themselves. The availability of flexible working arrangements could 

also be paired with delegating greater responsibility to employees for managing more 

proximal, day-to-day work-family support needs (e.g., a coworker’s child falling ill) that may 

not always be covered by formal organizational work-family policies. 

Second, our work also highlights that simply enabling coworkers to provide work-family 

support to each other on its own is not sufficient. In fact, our results show that the positive 

consequences for work-related creativity following from coworker work-family support 

depend on actors’ compassionate love for their partners. Although we do not suggest that 

organizations get involved in influencing whether or not their employees love their partners, 

they may be able to indirectly contribute to the quality of employees’ relationships at home. 

For example, organizations may put policies and procedures in place to limit work practices 

that could cause work-family conflict (e.g., excessive work hours, expectations of constantly 

responding to work e-mails), which demonstrably leads to negative consequences at work 

and at home, such as lower work performance and greater marital dissatisfaction (Amstad, 

Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). In a first step, organizations could assess the 

support needs of their workforce to be able to provide a more targeted and bespoke offering 

as well as signal their readiness to contribute to employee efforts at maintaining a work-life 

balance. Doing so can lead to more positive outcomes for both members of a couple and has 

implications for both the organization employing the actor and the one employing the partner. 

As a final point, actors receiving work-family support at work should consider their 

crucial role in supporting their partners at home. The transferal of work-family support at 

home is shown to predict the work-related creativity of partners via a gain spiral at work. 

Being aware of how work-family support provision at home is connected to the partner’s 
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work-related creativity could be beneficial in instigating a more directed and instrumental 

support provision at home. For example, actors and partners could have conversations to 

establish whether they perceive that they are meeting both their work and family goals as 

well as to gauge whether work-family support provision is required (Hirschi et al., 2019). 

Limitations 

Strengths of our research include the use of experience sampling methods with data 

collected from full-time employed dual-earner couples, our replication and extension of our 

theoretical model across two studies, and the integration of novel concepts such as coworker 

work-family support and compassionate love in the context of work-family research. 

However, some limitations need to be noted. Firstly, despite the experience sampling design, 

we measured our focal variables at the same time and thus our research cannot establish 

causality. Future research could adopt a longitudinal design with separated time intervals8 as 

well as experimental designs in order to tease out the causal order of our proposed 

associations (Beal, 2015). Relatedly, because we measured several constructs (i.e., affect, 

flow, need satisfaction) as part of our gain spiral hypothesis at the same time, we cannot rule 

out an alternative ordering or the existence of reciprocal effects among them. Instead of 

theoretically inferring the ordering of our variables, future research may want to empirically 

confirm the casual ordering of constructs that make up gain spirals as part of work-family 

facilitation. Furthermore, although self-reports of actor (e.g., work-family support provision) 

and partner (e.g., creativity) behaviors may have social desirability issues, our approach to 

group-mean center all predictors should address this concern because it effectively removes 

between-person confounds such as response biases (Beal, 2015; Gabriel, Lanaj, & Jennings, 

 
8 A weekly, time-separated approach may involve assessing coworker work-family support and 

within-couple work-family support transferal on Monday, partner’s positive affect at work on 

Tuesday, partner’s flow at work on Wednesday, partner’s need satisfaction at work on Thursday, and 
partner’s work-related creativity on Friday. 
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in press). A second limitation is that although we followed established research convention to 

use a focal member of a couple as a starting point for research on work-family facilitation 

(Booth-LeDoux et al., 2020; Carlson, Thompson, Crawford, et al., 2019; Carlson, Thompson, 

& Kacmar, 2019), collecting all measures from both members of a couple would have 

allowed for a stronger test of our hypotheses. Finally, although our study highlights the 

benefits of work-family support provided by coworkers relative to supervisors, there is scope 

for future research to further validate and refine the measures used to capture distinct 

coworker work-family supportive behaviors. We believe that the qualitative work by 

McMullan and colleagues (2018) could offer a viable jumping-off point for such scale 

development efforts. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this research advances the work-family literature by demonstrating that 

coworker work-family support translates into positive outcomes for dual-earner couples, such 

as the promotion of partner’s work-related creativity, via dynamic work-family facilitation 

processes. By also highlighting the key role of compassionate love as a catalyst for work-

family facilitation, we hope to pave the way for scholars to draw from relationship science 

and explore exciting new avenues for future research on the work-home interface. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of how coworker work-family support influences partner work-related creativity. Boxes with Study 2 in parentheses 
denote constructs that have solely been tested as part of Study 2. Control variables are not displayed for ease of reading. H = hypothesis. 
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Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for Study 1a 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Level 1 predictors  
 

    
          

1. Coworker work-family support  5.28 1.16               

2. Actor work-family support provision  5.76 0.92   .22**              

3. Partner work-family support receipt  5.75 1.03   .06  .22**             

4. Partner flow at work  5.23 0.93   .02  .11**  .12**            

5. Partner creativity at work  5.16 1.27   .13**  .12**  .17** .10**           

Level 2 predictors                 

6. Actor genderb  1.55 0.50 .03   .03   .08  -.07  -.04          

7. Partner genderb  1.45 0.50 .01  -.01  -.06 .08 .05 -1**         

8. Actor age 41.25 9.14 .09 .14 .07 .11 .04 .04  -.04        

9. Partner age 42.05 9.53 .07 .15 .12 .11 .02 .25** -.22** .88**       

10. Presence of childrenc  1.12 0.33  -.04  -.01 .05  -.07 -.16 .00 .00 .03 .01      

11. Actor job tenure  9.45 7.81 .12  .21* .16 .24** .12 -.01 .01 .37** .39** -.10     

12. Partner job tenure 10.18 8.95 .11  .18*  .18* .27** .13 .13  -.14 .32** .39** -.06 .57**    

13. Actor leadership positiond  1.48 0.50 -.25** -.23** -.17* -.28** -.23** .15 -.17* .16 .15  .10 -.18**  -.07   

14. Partner leadership positiond  1.49 0.50  -.14 -.25** -.24* -.23** -.19* -.09 .07 .06  -.05  .01 -.21** -.24**   .43**  
15. Actor compassionate love  5.64 1.08   .24** .56** .52** .37** .35** -.04 .04 .08 .12  .05 .16 .23**  -.05 -.05 

Note. aLevel 1 N = 664; Level 2 N = 145. Correlations for the Level 1 variables represent group mean centered relationships among the weekly variables at the  

within-person level of analysis. Level 1 variables were aggregated to provide correlations with Level 2 variables. * p < .05 ** p < .01. 
bActor gender and partner gender (1 = female, 2 = male). 
cPresence of children (1 = yes, 2 = no). 
dActor leadership position and partner leadership position (1 = yes, 2 = no). 
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Figure 2. Study 1: Multilevel path modeling results, Level 1 N = 664, Level 2 N = 145. 

Unstandardized coefficients are presented. The following paths were included but not displayed for 
ease of reading: Direct effects of coworker work-family support on partner work-related creativity, 

control variable paths of actor gender as well as partner gender. Using null models and the formula 

from Bryk and Raudenbush (1992) as recommended by LaHuis, Hartman, Hakoyama, and Clark 

(2014; see also Gabriel, Lanaj, & Jennings, in press) our model explained 29% of the variance in actor 
work-family support provision, 39% of the variance in partner work-family support receipt, 8% of the 

variance in partner work-related flow, and 63% of the variance in partner work-related creativity.  
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Figure 3. Study 1: Moderating effect of actor compassionate love on the relationship between 
coworker work-family support and actor work-family support provision. 
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Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Study Variables for Study 2a 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Level 1 predictors  
 

     
           

1. Coworker work-family support   4.95 1.26                 

2. Supervisor work-family support   4.86 1.45 .32**                
3. Actor work-family support provision   5.80 0.81 .19** .05               

4. Partner work-family support receipt   5.93 0.90  -.01 .01 .24**              
5. Partner positive affect at work   4.99 1.17  -.04  -.01 .01 .11**             

6. Partner flow at work   5.26 0.95 .03  -.03  .09* .23** .54**            
7. Partner need satisfaction at work   5.62 0.79  -.03 .07 .03 .22** .50** .50**           

8. Partner creativity at work   5.43 1.13 .03  .10* .07 .18** .36** .42** .55**          
Level 2 predictors                   

9. Actor genderb   1.50 0.50  -.05  -.01  -.01 .01 .08 .18 .09  -.01         
10. Partner genderb   1.50 0.50 .05 .01 .01  -.01  -.08  -.18  -.09 .01 -1**        

11. Actor age 35.10 9.82 .30** .34** .14 .15 .14  -.03 .12 .09  -.01 .01       
12. Partner age 34.97 9.86  .23* .31** .03 .03 .11  -.06 .01 .05 -.24*  .24* .85**      

13. Presence of childrenc   1.20 0.40  -.21*  -.10  -.12 .04  -.02  -.00  -.04  -.16  -.15 .15  -.04 .07     
14. Actor job tenure   9.30 8.27  -.17 -.28**  -.17 -.29**  -.10  -.04  -.05  -.18 .11  -.11 .59** .50**  -.06    

15. Partner job tenure   9.15 8.39 .10  -.14 .08  -.02 .07 .10 .04 .13 .12  -.12 .45** .52**  -.13 .47**   
16. Actor leadership positiond   1.51 0.50 -.28** -.35** -.22* -.23* -.28**  -.10 -.28**  -.14  -.08 .08 -.19*  -.15 .10  -.02 .03  
17. Partner leadership positiond   1.44 0.50  -.16  -.15  -.14  -.11 -.25** -.33** -.36** -.33**  -.08 .08  -.04 .01 .12  -.12  -.10 .16 

18. Work-family culture   4.95 1.18 .26** .38** .18  .23*  .22* .18  .22* .10 .18  -.18 .30** .23** .02 -.21*  -.15  -.16 

19. Actor compassionate love   5.66 1.16 .07 .04 .12 .06 .25** .18  .21* .26**  -.11 .11  -.18  -.09 .02 .09  -.03  -.02 

20. Actor companionate love   5.13 1.64 .28**  .22*  .22*  .19* .27** .16  .23* .13  -.10 .10 .01 .03  -.13  -.03 .00 -.24* 

Note. aLevel 1 N = 610; Level 2 N = 115. Correlations for the Level 1 variables represent group mean centred relationships among the weekly variables at the within-person level of analysis. 
Level 1 variables were aggregated to provide correlations with Level 2 variables. * p < .05 ** p < .01.     
bActor gender and partner gender (1 = female, 2 = male).   
cPresence of children (1 = yes, 2 = no).   
dActor leadership position and partner leadership position (1 = yes, 2 = no).   

 



WORK-FAMILY SUPPORT AND CREATIVITY 

 
57 

 
Figure 4. Study 2: Multilevel path modeling results, Level 1 N = 610, Level 2 N = 115. Unstandardized coefficients are presented. The following paths were 

included but not displayed for ease of reading: Direct effects of coworker work-family support on partner work-related creativity, control variable paths of 
supervisor work-family support, organizational work-family culture, actor companionate love for partner, as well as actor gender and partner gender. Our 

model explained 4% of the variance in actor work-family support provision, 7% of the variance in partner work-family support receipt, 12% of the variance in 

partner work-related positive affect, 44% of the variance in partner work-related flow, 39% of the variance in partner work-related needs satisfaction, and 

69% of the variance in partner work-related creativity (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). 
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Figure 5. Study 2: Moderating effect of actor compassionate love on the relationship between 
coworker work-family support and actor work-family support provision. 

 


