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Abstract 

Drawing upon Affective Events Theory (AET), we propose a model of work interfering with 

family (WIF, a form of work-family conflict), work-to-family resentment, and organizational 

deviance with consideration of the leader’s use of transformational and transactional leadership 

styles as a contextual moderator of an employee’s emotional and behavioral responses. Owner 

and employee data were collected from 221 employees at 55 small businesses in a large southern 
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U.S. metropolitan area. Multi-level modeling results revealed that work-family resentment fully 

mediated the relation between WIF and deviance, but this mediated relationship was independent 

of leadership style. Unexpectedly, we found a direct effect of the three-way interaction on 

deviance, such that the direct WIF-deviance linkage was strongest when leaders reported being 

low in transformational leadership and high in transactional leadership. These results suggest that 

employees who work for leaders who exhibit higher levels of transactional leadership in 

combination with lower levels of transformational leadership may not necessarily experience 

higher levels of work-to-family resentment (contrary to our expectations), but may be more 

likely to retaliate by committing acts of deviance directed toward their organization. We discuss 

the theoretical and managerial implications of the empirical linkage between WIF and deviance 

through work-to-family resentment, and the ways leaders might mitigate detrimental effects. 

Keywords: Work-to-family interference (WIF); work-family conflict; affect; emotion; deviance; 

counterproductive work behavior 

Funding: This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the public, 

commercial, or not-for-profit sectors. 

The Angry Implications of Work-to-Family Conflict: Examining Effects of Leadership on 

an Emotion-based Model of Deviance 

Every parent or caregiver can attest to the range of emotions experienced from the 

constant juggling of work and family roles. It is likely that if asked, any one of them could recite 

a time when conflicting events occurred, triggering strong feelings that influenced their decisions 

and/or behaviors. The focus of this research is on the emotional and behavioral responses 

associated with work-family conflict (i.e., the extent to which a person experiences work 

pressures that are incompatible with family pressures; Carlson, Kacmar, & Williams, 2000; 
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Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Holahan & Gilbert, 1979; Kopelman, Greenhaus, & Connolly, 

1983).  

Despite the vast literature on work-family conflict (for a synthesis see Eby, Casper, 

Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Lambert, 2007), 

scholars acknowledge that work-family research is hamstrung by its limited use of theory 

(Kossek, Baltes, & Matthews, 2011). Matthews et al. (2016) suggest that one emerging 

theoretical paradigm poised to move work-family research forward is Affective Events Theory 

(AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), because the study of emotion, which is a centerpiece of 

AET, is particularly relevant to work-family research, as it helps us to understand the effects of 

stable conditions (e.g., family supportive organizations) on affective moods and states.  

The overarching premise of AET is that varied work situations (i.e., events) cause 

individuals to respond with affective states (e.g., emotions), and in turn, form attitudes and 

exhibit behaviors. There are many environmental conditions that may cause emotional responses, 

including organizational constraints, role stressors, interpersonal conflict, justice, electronic 

communications (Butts, Becker, Boswell, 2015), and psychological contracts (Spector & Fox, 

2002). In line with Carlson, Kacmar, Zivnuska, Ferguson, and Whitten (2011), the current 

research examines one of these environmental conditions – role stressors (i.e., work interfering 

with family conflict; WIF) – as a representation of accumulating stressful events. We study 

effects of WIF on one’s tendency to respond to work-to-family conflict with an anger-based 

emotional response (i.e., work-to-family resentment), and corresponding behaviors (i.e., 

organizational deviance). We also examine how managers’ leadership styles can mitigate or 

aggravate these negative effects of WIF. 
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This research contributes in three key ways. First, we apply AET to propose a model of 

WIF (as an accumulation of negative events), work-to-family resentment (emotion), and 

organizational deviance (behavior). In this we make a second contribution by offering empirical 

research to support the emerging connections between work-family affect and voluntary 

behavior, specifically the link between work-to-family resentment and deviance targeted at the 

organization. Third, we examine the role of the leader’s use of transformational and transactional 

leadership styles, likely a salient influence on employees, as a moderator in our AET-driven 

model of work-family conflict and affect. We explore the way these two leadership styles, as 

reported by the leader, rather than the follower, and thus representing the environmental 

conditions fostered by the leader, work together to influence the otherwise detrimental effects of 

WIF on emotion and behavior. 

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

In line with AET (MacDermid, Seery, & Weiss, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), 

empirical research from a variety of topic areas supports the notion that events are the proximal 

causes of emotion (e.g., Weiss & Beal, 2005). In Weiss and Cropanzano’s original writings on 

AET, they draw from Frijda (1993), which describes how a series of sub-events with affective 

significance creates distinct, emotional responses. Spector and Fox’s (2002) conceptual 

framework proposing that emotion mediates the relation between environmental conditions (i.e., 

situations or events) and behavior offers additional support for this proposition by suggesting 

that negative emotions are responses to environmental conditions (e.g., role stressors), which in 

turn increase the likelihood of deviant behaviors. Indeed, Ayoko, Callan, and Hartel (2003) 

demonstrated that conflict-based events (i.e., bullying) lead to negative emotional reactions (i.e., 

frustration, anger) and ultimately, counterproductive work behaviors (CWB). Similarly, Miles, 
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Borman, Spector, and Fox (2002) reveal that negative environmental conditions lead to negative 

emotions, and therefore CWB. We seek to apply these established AET-based connections 

between emotion and deviance to the work-family domain.  

Carlson et al. (2011) features the most relevant application of AET in the work-family 

domain to our research. They explore a four-step model testing the relations between 

accumulating work-family events (i.e., work-family enrichment), affective responses to those 

events (i.e., positive mood), and resulting attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction) and behaviors (i.e., job 

performance). Work-family enrichment is a process at the work-life interface whereby 

participation in one role improves contributions in the other role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). 

The authors’ measured perceptions of work-family enrichment in order to capture possible 

“synergistic effects.”  That is, an event’s “momentary emotional impact of a particularly 

enriching event builds on other similar events, creating an overall affective mood state” (p. 298). 

Specifically, Carlson et al. (2011) theorize that it is the accumulation of a series of single events 

that create an experience, which “in turn acts as an antecedent to attitudes upon which we act” 

(p. 298).  Across two samples, their results revealed an indirect relationship between perceptions 

of work-family enrichment and job performance through positive mood, in support of AET and 

predominant hypotheses about work-family enrichment.  

Drawing upon AET and Carlson et al.’s (2011) work, we examine a three-step model on 

the flip side of work-family processes: stressful events (i.e., WIF), negative affective responses 

(i.e., work-to-family resentment), and resulting negative behavior (i.e., organizational deviance). 

Although related, WIF and work-to-family resentment are conceptually independent. WIF is a 

self-assessment of the extent to which stressful work events interfere with family, whereas work-

to-family resentment describes an employee’s inclination to become angry when WIF occurs. 
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Thus, WIF reflects events occurring in the environment, whereas work-to-family resentment is 

focused on individual, internal responses to work-family events. Similar to Carlson et al., we 

examine perceptions of WIF to capture how these stressful events may shape affective reactions 

and behavior. We agree with Carlson et al. that one incident of WIF may or may not, by itself, be 

enough to elicit strong emotional reactions, but it may build upon any other stressful events 

experienced, thereby eliciting a negative affective reaction or a behavioral response. For example, 

an isolated incident of an employee being held up in a meeting, making it such that he/she is late 

to pick-up his/her child from school, may not in and of itself elicit an adverse emotional response.  

However, we argue that repeat instances of similar events foster a stronger tendency to 

experience resentment anytime similar events occur, which in turn encourages the employee to 

engage in deviant behaviors.  This is akin to stress research that shows these negative events and 

influences build over time (see Fuller et al., 2003).    

Moreover, as an employee experiences events that are appraised as detracting from, or 

infringing upon, their family role (i.e., WIF events), an individual’s “background state” related to 

work-family is formed (Spector & Fox, 2012). According to Spector and Fox (2012), a 

“background state is caused by events that have been ongoing, both inside and outside of the 

workplace” (p. 275), which contributes to an individual’s baseline emotional state. We propose 

that an individual’s baseline emotional state, or background state, related to work-family 

influences the appraisal process and subsequent experience of emotions as one reacts to work-

family events. For example, an individual who experiences more WIF events may have a 

proclivity or enhanced sensitivity towards an emotional response, specifically, work-to-family 

resentment, than an individual who experiences fewer WIF events. Therefore, we would expect 

there to be a positive relation between WIF and work-to-family resentment, as “background 
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emotional state affects an individual’s threshold” (Spector & Fox, 2012, p. 276).  When an 

individual has reached one’s threshold (i.e., the summation of repeated interferences), we argue 

that he/she is more likely to appraise WIF events with negative emotion.  Given a combination of 

factors (e.g., personality, background state) affects emotional response, and no two individuals 

will have the same response, each person’s threshold will be different.  Therefore, the appraisal 

is central to determining the strength of the emotion-based response.  Leaders may engage in 

interventions to help individuals elicit control over stressful situations and thereby reduce 

negative emotions and deviance (Ayoko et al., 2003; Spector & Fox, 2002). Thus, we explore 

how managers’ leadership styles can mitigate or aggravate the negative effect of WIF on work-

to-family resentment, and ultimately organizational deviance. We build our conceptual model 

below, beginning with work-to-family conflict, or stressful events experienced by the individual. 

Work-to-Family Conflict 

Work-family conflict is associated with a range of consequences categorized as work-

related, family-related, and domain-unspecific (Amstad, Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 

2011). The work-family conflict construct is largely conceptualized and studied as bi-directional; 

that is, work interferes with family (WIF) or family interferes with work (FIW; Mesmer-Magnus 

& Viswesveran, 2005). Our paper focuses on one direction, work-to-family, which we refer to as 

work-interfering-with-family (WIF). This is “a form of inter-role conflict in which the general 

demands of, time devoted to, and strain created by the job interfere with performing family-

related responsibilities” (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996, p. 401). Moreover, WIF is 

measured by capturing individuals’ perceptions of situations or events where work interferes 

with family. Contemporary measures of work-family conflict (e.g., Carlson et al., 2000) ask 

individuals to reflect and report on a compilation of sample situations or events (e.g., When I get 

ACCEPTED MANUSCRIPT



AC
CEP

TE
D M

AN
USC

RIP
T

Running head: Work-Family Conflict, Resentment, and Deviance 8 
 

home from work, I am often too frazzled to participate in family activities/responsibilities.). In 

effect, WIF is an individual’s perception of a series of representative situations or events. As 

previously discussed, as work consistently interferes with family, those stressful events likely act 

as drivers of negative emotions and behaviors. We offer both empirical and theoretical rationale 

for the inclusion of WIF (versus FIW) below.  

First, two meta-analyses reveal that WIF is more strongly associated with work-related 

outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, 

absenteeism/withdrawal, job performance, career satisfaction, career success and organizational 

citizenship behavior;) and FIW (versus WIF) is more strongly related to family-related outcomes 

(e.g., family satisfaction Amstad et al., 2011; Byron, 2005). Despite the range of outcomes of 

work-family conflict considered in the literature, deviance has not been studied extensively (for 

exceptions see Darrat, Amyx, and Bennett, 2010; Ferguson, Carlson, Hunter, & Whitten, 2012). 

Deviant workplace behaviors overlap with related constructs, such as immoral behaviors and 

CWB (Sackett & DeVore, 2001), and can be financially costly to organizations (Bennett & 

Robinson, 2000). Organizationally deviant behaviors relevant to WIF include misuse of time and 

resources and withdrawal (e.g., arriving late or leaving early; Darrat et al., 2010; Ferguson et al., 

2012; Gruys & Sackett, 2003). Given that the focus of the current research is on understanding 

affective drivers of a work-related outcome – organizational deviance – we believe it is therefore 

appropriate to examine WIF (rather than FIW).   

Second, deviant behavior is akin to retaliatory behavior, which is often the result of a 

perceived violation of one’s psychological contract (Bordia, Restubog, & Tang, 2008; Rousseau, 

1995), or expectations for how work should interact with family. The psychological contract 

literature suggests that attributions affect the interpretation process (Morrison & Robinson, 
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1997). In effect, individuals look for explanations and seek to assign responsibility (or blame) for 

the breach. In the case of our research, which is focused on deviant behavior, the source of the 

violation to produce such a behavioral response is the organization, not family. Therefore, we 

believe it is appropriate to examine the work domain as the source of responsibility for the 

perceived breach (i.e., WIF).   

Work-to-Family Conflict and Deviance 

Deviance describes voluntary behavior that violates expected ways of behaving in an 

organization, and is conceptualized as directed toward an organization or an individual 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995). We focus on organizational deviance, which includes behaviors 

such as taking property without permission, intentionally dragging out work, taking longer than 

acceptable breaks, putting little effort into work, or littering the work environment. Dalal’s 

(2005) meta-analysis revealed that the organizational and interpersonal deviance dimensions 

were highly correlated (r = .70), but we hypothesize that organizationally-targeted deviance is 

most relevant to our model because the focus of our independent variable, WIF, is on the work 

unit and/or organization (not on specific individuals). However, we argue that even if an 

individual at work induces WIF (e.g., a supervisor requires an employee to work late often), the 

employee will retaliate against the organization (not the individual), as the supervisor is an agent 

of the larger entity. In short, in an effort to maintain referent alignment in our model between the 

independent and dependent variables, we examine organizationally-directed deviance. 

Although several studies have explored relations between work-family conflict and one 

category of deviance, withdrawal behaviors (see Allen et al., 2000; Amstad et al., 2011; Bowling 

& Eschelman, 2010; Boyar, Maertz, & Pearson, 2005; Hammer, Bauer, & Grandey, 2003, 

Kirchmeyer & Cohen, 1999), there is limited research on its effect on deviance more broadly 
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(Darrat et al., 2010; Ferguson et al., 2012). Individuals who experience role stressors such as 

work-to-family conflict are likely to respond in ways that allow them to retaliate (Aquino, Tripp, 

& Bies, 2006), conserve resources (Ferguson et al., 2012), or cope with the stress (Bowling & 

Eschelman, 2010; Cullen & Sackett, 2003; Krischer, Penney, & Hunter, 2010; Spector & Fox, 

2002). Therefore, we explore how the presence of the chronic stressor, WIF, is related to the full 

construct of organizational deviance (beyond only withdrawal).   

The Mediating Role of Work-to-Family Resentment  

Scholars have recently urged researchers to examine emotions related to work-family 

issues (Eby, Maher, & Butts, 2010; Matthews et al., 2016), as this examination may help 

conceptualize and capture employee reactions to work-family conflict.  Such research may allow 

for a distinction to be made between stable and affective moods or emotions, which may shed 

light on relevant outcomes and their timing (i.e., immediate versus lagged; Matthews et al., 

2016). We propose and examine work-to-family resentment as such an emotion.  

Work-to-family resentment is the experience of an emotion rooted in anger, targeted 

toward specific events involving work-family conflict. (Based on this definition, we use the 

terms resentment and anger interchangeably). Anger is the most intense, negatively-valenced 

emotion and often arises when individuals attribute their own failure to attain goals to the 

intentional actions of others (Lerner & Keltner, 2001). It is accompanied by long-term frustration 

and an inclination toward aggression (Berkowitz, 1989; Carver & Harmon Jones, 2009), targeted 

at the entity perceived to be in control of unfavorable events (Barclay, Skarlicki, & Pugh, 2005; 

Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). We propose that WIF events will generate 

a higher likelihood to experience resentment as an emotional response, when a work-based event 
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(e.g., meeting runs long) is the reason for the work-family conflict (e.g., late to pick up child or 

shortened play time with child).  

 Consistent with research that shows affect is associated with relevant performance-related 

behaviors (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), several studies have shown that the experience of anger 

is likely to lead to some form of retaliatory behavior, such as deviance. Deviance may “settle the 

score” and prevent future negative events (Averill, 1983; Barclay et al., 2005; Bies & Tripp, 

2002; Weiner, 1985). The root of this type of revenge behavior is often due to perceived 

violation of rules, norms, or promises (Bies, Tripp, & Goldman, 2012), which can include 

violations of fairness norms (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Taking this idea a step further, we 

propose employees may hold psychological contracts, or implied exchange agreements, with 

their employer (Rousseau, 1995) that are both transactional and relational in nature (Robinson & 

Rousseau, 1994). When there is violation of workers’ expectations (i.e., psychological contract) 

related to WIF, they feel resentment toward the organization and may be motivated to correct the 

perceived injustice through a retaliatory behavioral response targeted at the organization. Indeed, 

the heightened emotional state of anger can act as an energizer toward retaliatory behavior 

(Barclay et al., 2005; Bordia et al, 2008). Thus, consistent with AET, we predict the following 

mediated model: 

Hypothesis 1.Work-to-family resentment mediates the relation between WIF and 

organizational deviance.  

Moderating Role of Leadership 

  

A leader is a salient force in the life of employees, whose influence is largely determined 

by the style of leadership used (DeRue, Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011; 

Nanjundeswaraswamy & Swami, 2014). A leader provides or withholds resources required by 
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employees to do their jobs and to develop a sense of belonging in the workgroup and 

organization. Although much research theorizes about the important role of the leader in 

influencing follower emotion, there is less empirical evidence on this relation (Brief & Wiess, 

2002). One exception is empirical research on the role of emotion in teams, which identifies 

leadership style, specifically, transformational and facilitative, as a moderator of the relation 

between obstacles (events) and affective team climate (Pirola-Merlo, Hartel, Mann, & Hirst, 

2002). Building on these efforts, we position transformational and transactional leadership 

behaviors as moderators of the effect of WIF on an individual’s work-to-family resentment. 

Although many leadership styles could be considered relevant to our proposed model, we 

focused on transformational and transactional leadership, as rated by the leader, for a number of 

reasons. First, “theories of transformational and transactional leadership are among the most 

dominant perspectives of leadership behavior” (Holtz & Harold, 2008, p. 738). Thus, better 

understanding the effects of these popular leadership theories is critical to continue to build on a 

body of literature on leadership but also literature on all the areas leaders touch (including work-

family issues). Second, by using leader ratings of their own behavior, rather than employee 

ratings of the leader’s behavior, we attempt to capture the context, or the broader environment, in 

which the employee works. Thus, as we assess relationships between employee reports of their 

WIF, work-to-family resentment, and deviance behaviors, we simultaneously explore the cross-

level, contextual moderating effects of transformational and transactional leadership, as reported 

by the leader. This is consistent with AET’s handling of contextual factors as moderators (Weiss 

& Cropanzano, 1996), and with Spector and Fox’s (2002) conceptualization of environmental 

conditions determining emotion and deviance. We posit that these leader reports represent 

contextual factors better than employee reports because they are external and independent of the 
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employee (and any bias the employee may have in responding). Even if the leader and employee 

do not agree on the behaviors the leader actually exhibits, the leader’s reports of what leadership 

styles he/she intends to exhibit is telling of the type of environment he/she fosters for employees.  

Finally, a third reason we consider these particular leadership styles to the exclusion 

many others, is to build upon a notable and growing body of literature already linking AET with 

transformational leadership in particular (e.g., Goswami, Nair, Beehr, & Grossenbacher, 2016; 

Holz & Harold, 2008; Kuonath, Specht, Kühnel, Pachler, & Frey, 2017; Lanaj et al., 2016; 

Pirola-Merlo et al., 2002; Walter & Bruch, 2009). The emphasis on emotions in each of these 

theories (transformational leadership and AET) means they are naturally aligned to help explain 

workplace phenomena (Lanaj et al., 2016; Walter & Bruch, 2009), including the emotion-based 

model we propose. Although transformational leadership has been the primary focus of these 

efforts, we were also interested in transactional leadership to get a more accurate perspective of 

the overall leadership profile (Bass & Avolio, 1993; Gavan O'Shea, Hauenstein, & Bycio, 2009). 

AET separates events from affective reactions, arguably creating space for leadership 

style to influence one’s affective reactions. AET proposes, akin to the justice literature (see 

Weiss, Suckow, & Cropanzano, 1999), that events are appraised in a two-step process: 1) 

evaluate relevance to the individual and 2) interpret meaning that results in the emotional or 

affective response. We propose that as WIF events accumulate, they are indeed evaluated as 

relevant, but not always meaningful, depending upon the particular balance of transformational 

and transactional behaviors the leader exhibits in the broader workplace context. Some scholars 

position transformational leadership as an event experienced by employees under AET (Lanaj et 

al., 2016), but because we explore leader reports of their own behaviors rather than employee 

perceptions of leader behaviors, we believe the leadership constructs in our model are more 
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appropriately characterized as contextual moderators (Spector & Fox, 2002; Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996). 

Transformational leaders foster a sense of trust, empowerment, and motivation among 

their followers (Bass, 1990; Lanaj et al., 2016; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 

1990). They accomplish this by fostering personal relationships with each individual and the 

team as a whole (i.e., individual and group-focused; Goswami, Nair, Beehr, & Grossenbacher, 

2016), and by inspiring followers to think and act in accordance with an optimistic vision for the 

future (Bass, 1990). Transformational leaders thus inspire positive emotions among their 

followers, often inspiring a social exchange process, or reciprocation of positive emotions, 

attitudes, and behaviors (Holtz & Harold, 2008; Lanaj et al., 2016; Walter & Bruch, 2009).  In 

contrast, transactional leadership focuses on economic-based, contractual exchanges, whereby 

the follower does his/her job and the leader rewards those efforts in accordance with expectations 

(Hao, Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007; Holtz & Harold, 2008; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe, 

Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Both forms of leadership can play an important role in 

motivating and supporting employees, and they are likely most insightful when considered 

together (Gavan O'Shea et al., 2009).  

First, transformational leadership is likely to foster an atmosphere of trust and respect 

among leaders and followers (Goswami et al., 2016; Podsakoff et al., 1990). We theorize that in 

this context, a WIF event may be appraised as relevant but not meaningful to the individual. That 

is, WIF is not likely to be attributed to the leader, and the follower may be better equipped to 

cope with it, considering the presence of their highly transformational leader, and therefore to 

avoid an immediate anger reaction (Ashkanasy & Tse, 2000; Goswami et al., 2016). Instead, 

followers may persist in addressing the root of the problem, perhaps by engaging further with 
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their leader as a source of support and guidance (To, Tse, & Ashkanasy, 2015). Transformational 

leaders also experience more positive affect themselves (Lanaj, Johnson, & Lee, 2016), and they 

generally exhibit a greater ability to manage the emotional climate of a situation (Ashkanasy & 

Tse, 2000; Walter & Bruch, 2009), positioning them to better help followers deal with 

difficulties. Thus, transformational leadership may act as a buffer to the otherwise detrimental 

effects of WIF, reducing the meaningfulness of the accumulation of such events as personally 

threatening, and thereby weakening the likelihood of resentment and deviance. We expect this 

buffering effect to emerge regardless of the level of transactional leadership, which is a good (but 

not required) complement to transformational leadership (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; 

Kuhnert & Lewis, 1987; Lowe et al., 1996). 

In contrast, when a leader reports lower levels of transformational behaviors, trust, 

respect, and positive affect may be lower, fostering a less ideal work environment that 

exacerbates the effects of WIF. Here, an individual who experiences WIF may interpret such 

events as more meaningful (i.e., threatening) to themselves. They may be more likely to place 

blame on their leader for stressful events, feel ill-supported by their leader, and thus experience 

resentment in response to WIF. In this scenario, the accompanying level of transactional 

leadership behaviors may provide important insight (Bass & Avolio, 1993).  

When a leader does not exhibit the characteristic behaviors of transformational 

leadership, but does exhibit a strong expectation for economic, contractual exchange (high 

transactional; Holtz & Harold, 2008), the ill effects of WIF may be particularly exacerbated. This 

type of leader (low-transformational, high-transactional) may come across as demanding, 

uncaring, and even unjust. Thus, WIF may be appraised by individuals as particularly threatening 

because they are not well-supported by their leader to handle WIF or any other demands, and the 
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difficulties may be at least partially induced by the highly transactional leader. These appraisals 

lead to more negative affective responses and subsequent deviant reactions from employees, and 

create norms of reciprocity for any negative circumstances that arise (Allred, Mallozzi, Matsui, 

& Raia, 1997; Eisenberger, Lynch, & Aselage, 2004; McLean Parks, 1998). Therefore, when an 

employee experiences WIF, a likely affective response will be resentment toward that uncaring 

leader and their (perhaps) unreasonable demands (Barclay et al., 2005). In turn, that resentment 

is likely to build up and manifest into a behavioral reaction of deviance, as the employee 

attempts to settle the score or prevent future injustices, likely by withdrawing one’s investments 

in the job and perhaps even actively seeking revenge on the leader and the organization 

represented. 

When transformational and transactional leadership are both low, this may represent a 

laissez-faire style of leadership (Bass, 1997; Jones & Rudd, 2008; Skogstad, Einarsen, Torsheim, 

Aasland, & Hetland, 2007), in which leaders are not an active participant (or influencer) in the 

lives of their employees. They may instead seem absent – not particularly caring but also not 

particularly demanding. Thus, as WIF is experienced, we do not expect the leader plays an active 

role in either helping or inhibiting the individual’s response to it. We specify the direct and 

indirect effects of the three-way interaction below. See Figure 1 for the full proposed model.  

Hypothesis 2. There is a negative three-way interaction among the two leadership styles 

and WIF in predicting work-to-family resentment. When leaders are low in 

transformational leadership and high in transactional leadership, the effect of WIF is 

strongest. When leaders are high in transformational leadership, the positive moderating 

effect of transactional leadership on the relation between WIF and resentment is 

weakened. 
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Hypothesis 3. There is a negative three-way interaction among the two leadership styles 

and WIF in predicting deviance via work-to-family resentment. When leaders are low in 

transformational leadership and high in transactional leadership, the indirect effect of 

WIF on deviance via resentment is strongest. When leaders are high in transformational 

leadership, the positive moderating effect of transactional leadership on the indirect effect 

of WIF on deviance via resentment is weakened. 

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

Insert Figure 1 here 

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

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

 We collected owner interview and survey data and employee survey data from 221 

employees at 55 different small businesses in a large southern U.S. metropolitan area. On 

average, the businesses employed 21 total employees (range: 3-212), and represented a diverse 

set of industries, including home services and products (i.e., remodeling, landscaping, roofing, 

flooring), health and beauty services (i.e., massage, chiropractic, salons, veterinary clinic), 

restaurants, convenience stores, auto-related services and sales, storage facilities and services, 

educational and enrichment facilities (i.e., preschools, dance), a law firm, and an insurance 

agency.  The previous year’s gross sales for the businesses ranged from $60,000 to $26 million. 

According to the owners, average employee pay ranged from minimum wage to $53,000 per 

year, with the maximum pay rates ranging from $9 per hour to $240,000 per year. 

Approximately 81% of the owners reported employing at least one family member (average 

percentage of the number of family employees out of the total number of employees was 27%; 

range: 0 to 11 family member employees). 
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Of the employees who responded to the survey, the average age was 35.3 years and 

average organizational tenure was 5.2 years. The employee sample was 50% male and the 

ethnicity makeup was 37% Hispanic, 33% Caucasian, 15% African-American, 11% Asian, and 

4% other. Pay rates reported by employees who completed the survey ranged from minimum 

wage to $100,000 per year. Approximately 27% of the sample reported being a family member 

of the owner or a top-ranking manager.  

 We contacted the businesses using a service-learning project assigned to undergraduate 

business students, who attended a medium-sized urban university with a large commuter, 

minority, and older student population. We carefully controlled this snowball sampling 

methodology through specific assignment instructions, frequent milestones, and instructor 

oversight. The assignment required each team of students to provide consulting services to a 

small- or medium-sized business who may not otherwise be able to engage in such an 

organizational development activity. Students were given a standard culture survey to distribute 

to at least 3 employees at one organization, and they generally chose a business in which they 

worked or had a family member or friend who was the owner or a high-ranking employee. 

Students were also required to conduct a structured interview with the owner (using standard 

informational questions written by the research team and validated scales for leadership styles). 

During this approximately one-hour meeting, students were given a standard script to use with 

interview questions (the answers of which were only used for contextualization purposes), 

followed by a paper survey for the owners to complete, rating their own leadership behaviors.  

On average, we obtained surveys from 4 employees per business (range: 1-11) and 

interview data from 55 owners. In return for their participation, each owner received a summary 
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of their results in a formal report including several recommendations written by the students and 

approved by the research team. 

 All employee surveys were distributed in hard copy format, delivered by the students to 

the company. In some instances, students held a session for employees to complete the surveys 

during work hours, but in most cases the students simply collected the surveys a few days after 

delivering them, so employees could complete them at their convenience. In all cases, employees 

were informed that their employers would not know whether or not they completed the survey 

and that only aggregated trends would be shared with the owner (never individual responses or 

data that could identify any one employee).  

Measures 

 We used established measures that have been previously validated in the extant literature.  

Unless otherwise noted, all measures used a 5-point response scale from 1 = “Strongly Disagree” 

to 5 = “Strongly Agree.” All measures were collected from the employees, with the exception of 

the leadership measures. We asked owners to report their own leadership style in an effort to 

assess the moderating effects of these as contextual variables in our model, rather than as 

additional perceptions of the employees. This helps reduce concern about perceptual bias, and 

gives a marker of the type of environment fostered by the owners via their leadership styles. 

 Deviance.  We used the 12-item organizational deviance subscale of the Bennett and 

Robinson measure (2000; α = .95). Employees were asked to rate how often they performed each 

behavior at work in the past year (e.g., “Neglected to follow your boss’ instructions”) on a 5-

point frequency scale (1 = “Never or Almost Never” to 5 = “Daily”).  

 Work-to-family resentment. We used the 5-item subscale from Netemeyer et al. (1996; α 

= .93) to assess employees’ resentment about work-family conflict (e.g., “I feel resentful (i.e., 
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angry) when, due to work-related duties, I have to makes changes to my plans for family 

activities”). Respondents also had a sixth response option for “not applicable” in case they felt 

they could not reasonably respond due to irrelevance of work-family conflict to their life. We 

coded these responses as missing data. Two to four respondents selected this choice on each 

item. 

 Work-interfering-with-family (WIF) conflict. We used the work interference with family 

subscale of Carlson et al.’s (2000) work-family conflict scale (9 items; α = .89) to assess the 

degree to which employees felt their work interfered with family. Sample items include: “My 

work keeps me from my family activities more than I would like”, “When I get home from work, 

I am often too frazzled to participate in family activities/responsibilities”, and “The problem-

solving behaviors I use in my job are not effective in resolving problems at home.” As with 

resentment, we offered a response option for “not applicable” for WIF as well, and recoded these 

responses as missing data. Three respondents or fewer selected this choice on any item, and for 

most items no one selected this choice. 

 Transformational and transactional leadership. We used Podsakoff et al.’s (1990) 

transformational (23 items; e.g., “You make it clear to the employees that you expect them to 

give 110 percent all of the time”; α = .92) and transactional (7 items; e.g., “You let the 

employees know about it when they perform poorly”; α = .80) leadership scales to collect the 

owner’s ratings of their own leadership behaviors. This provided a separate source of 

information (beyond the employees’ perceptions) about the work context. 

Control Variables 

We expected six possible control variables to be associated with deviance and/or 

resentment, so we included them in order to examine the unique effects of the hypothesized 
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variables. First, we included negative affect as a control when modeling both work-to-family 

conflict and resentment (8 negative affect items from the PANAS; α = .92; Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988).  

Second, we used the 5-item family-to-work guilt subscale (Netemeyer et al., 1996; e.g., 

“I feel guilty when the demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-related 

activities”; α = .92; 5-point response scale plus one “not applicable” option, which was recoded 

as missing data) also as a control when modeling both of these outcomes. We considered guilt as 

a control variable (and not as a hypothesized variable) to build on extant literature in this area. 

Research suggests there is not a direct effect of WIF on guilt (Judge & Livingston, 2008), 

possibly because “working Americans may be generally desensitized to the inevitable 

interference with their family life” (p. 213)”, and it has been suggested that other emotions than 

guilt may better capture individual emotions associated with these interferences.  Thus, with our 

specific examination of resentment, we control for any residual effects guilt may have, to focus 

instead on other antecedents and outcomes of resentment. Because correlations between guilt and 

other variables in the model are significant, the model would be misspecified if guilt was not 

included (Becker, 2005).  

Finally, we also included (for both outcomes) two D-statistics (i.e., Euclidian distance) 

representing the average difference between owner ratings of leadership styles (transformational 

and transactional) and all employee ratings from that owner’s organization (using the same items 

as in the owner surveys). The D-statistics were calculated as the square root of the sum of 

squared differences of each item (see also Liao, Joshi, & Chuang, 2004; Perry, Lorinkova, 

Hunter, Hubbard, & McMahon, 2016). In contrast to simple difference scores, D-statistics are 

generally acceptable as a dissimilarity index when calculated using multi-source data, as we did 
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(Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, Giles, & Walker, 2008; Liao et al., 2004; Perry, Dubin, & Witt, 

2010; Tisak & Smith, 1994). Larger D-statistics represent a perception gap (i.e., psychological 

distance) between the leader and the employee; as such, these are important to consider to better 

understand the degree to which the leader and follower are “on the same page.” We felt it 

important to include these indices because one of the strengths of our model is its multi-source 

data, using owner perceptions of their own leadership styles as moderators. But we also 

acknowledge that follower and owner perceptions may be very different; the D-statistics help 

control for any residual effects those differences in perceptions may have on our outcomes of 

interest. Also, due to the significant correlations between the transactional D-statistic and the 

other variables in the model, we felt it important to include these to avoid model 

misspecification.  

For deviance only, we additionally included gender (1 = male, 2 = female) as a control 

because gender is thought to be a relevant factor in the experience of work-family conflict and 

subsequent deviance, given traditional gender roles and dispersion of family responsibilities 

(Ferguson et al., 2012; Shockley, Shen, DeNunzio, Arvan, & Knudsen, in press). For resentment 

only, we also included employee age (in years) as a control because age has been shown to be an 

important factor in work-family experiences and the experience of anger is likely to be stronger 

in younger (versus older) employees, particularly during the age range when employees are more 

likely to have children at home (Chung & Kim, 2017; Kunzmann, Rohr, Wieck, Kappes, & 

Wrosch, 2017).  Based on the findings of Becker (2005), which emphasize the importance of 

only including control variables that are correlated with the outcome of interest in a particular 

model, we only included each of these with the outcome that was significantly correlated with it 

(Becker, 2005). 
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Analysis 

The Intraclass Correlation (ICC1) for deviance was .70, which suggests that a significant 

amount of variance (70%) in the dependent variable is explained by the employing organization. 

Therefore, we used mixed-effects multilevel modeling with random intercepts in SAS Proc 

MIXED to test our hypotheses, which takes non-interdependence of employees into 

consideration. After testing each piece of the multi-level model to test each hypothesis, per 

traditional recommendations by Baron and Kenney (1986) and Shrout and Bolger (2002), we 

also used the RMediation tool (Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011), which utilizes bootstrapping to 

calculate indirect effects with confidence intervals (CIs) for all models. This tool, therefore, 

allowed us to calculate indirect effects consistent with processes used in the more recently 

introduced macro for mediation testing, PROCESS (Hayes, 2013), while still accounting for the 

multi-level nature of our data (PROCESS does not have this capability as of this writing). Before 

creating interaction terms, we grand-mean-centered the moderators (owner-rated leadership 

styles) and WIF. We had only one owner score for each organization (owner self-ratings of their 

own leadership styles) and therefore could not group-mean center those constructs. 

Before conducting our hypothesis tests, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) using MPLUS as evidence that our work-family constructs were indeed distinct. Namely, 

we compared a two-factor versus a one-factor model of the WIF items and the work-family 

resentment items. The two-factor model exhibited better fit than the one-factor model (two-factor 

model: χ2(27) = 90.13, p = .00; CFI = .95; TLI = .93; RMSEA = .10; SRMR = .05; AIC 

=5817.70; one-factor model: χ2(28) = 187.35, p = .00; CFI = .88; TLI = .84; RMSEA = .16; 

SRMR = .08; AIC = 5913.01. 

Results 
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See Table 1 for descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations. Overall correlations 

(not accounting for grouping) are shown below the diagonal and average within-group 

correlations are shown above the diagonal.  The latter refers to a clearer picture of the true 

correlations by taking into account the correlations of study variables for each business 

individually and then taking the average of all of those business-specific correlations. 

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

Insert Table 1 here 

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

Hypothesis 1 predicted that resentment would mediate the WIF – deviance relationship 

(see Table 2, Hypothesis 1). Following Baron and Kenny’s (1986) classic approach, we tested 

this in three steps. In Step 1 (XY), the direct effect of WIF on deviance was nonsignificant (b 

= .06, ns). However, Shrout and Bolger (2002) have subsequently noted that if the effect size is 

small or if the mediator is acting as a suppressor variable, then Step 1 is not required. In Step 2 

(XM), WIF was significant in predicting resentment (b = .62, p < .01). In Step 3 (X+MY), 

we added the resentment (M) was significant in predicting deviance (b = .11, p < .05). The 

RMediation tool (Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011) revealed that the indirect effect of WIF on 

deviance via resentment was significant (μ = 0.07, SE = 0.03; 95% CI [.019, .125]). Thus, 

Hypothesis 1 was fully supported. 

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

Insert Table 2 here 

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

Next, Hypothesis 2 proposed that owner-rated transformational and transactional 

leadership styles moderate the effect of WIF on resentment (see Table 3). We used a hierarchical 

approach to testing this hypothesis, to show the unique effect of each set of predictors. In Step 1, 

we entered only the main effects of the controls and predictors. Of the three predictors, only WIF 
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was significant (b = .62, p < .01). In Step 2, we added the two-way interactions; none were 

significant (see Table 2, Step 2). In Step 3, we added the three-way interaction term, which 

missed the typical p < .05 criterion (b = .17; p = .08), and also had a positive coefficient (as 

opposed to the negative coefficient we predicted). 

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

Insert Table 3 here 

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

Given that three-way interactions typically require higher power to detect because they 

are higher-order terms, included in regression models consisting of main effects and two-way 

interaction terms as well, we still sought to better understand the form of this three-way 

interaction. Namely, we plotted four simple slopes using cutoffs at +/- 1 SD of each moderator 

(Dawson & Richter, 2006; Stone & Hollenbeck, 1989). As shown in Figure 2 and Table 4, all 

simple slopes except condition 3 (low transformational, high transactional) were significant and 

positive, and none of the four slopes was significantly stronger or weaker than any other. Thus, 

these results do not support Hypothesis 2. 

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

Insert Table 4 and Figure 2 here 

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

 Next Hypothesis 3 proposed that work-to-family resentment would mediate the effect of 

the three-way interaction on deviance (see Table 2, Hypothesis 3). We again used a three-step 

approach to testing this mediation hypothesis. In Step 1, the direct effect of the three-way 

interaction on deviance missed the typical significance criterion of p < .05, but it was negative as 

we had originally predicted for work-to-family resentment  (b = -.09, p = .10). In Step 2 (also 

tested in Hypothesis 2 above), the three-way interaction narrowly missed the typical significance 

criterion in predicting resentment, and was positive instead of negative (b = .17, p = .08). Finally, 
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in Step 3, we added the mediator, resentment, into the full model as a predictor of deviance, and 

it was significant (b = .12, p < .01). As expected from the nonsignificant effect of the three-way 

on the mediator, RMediation (Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011) confirmed that the indirect effect of 

the three-way interaction missed the traditional cutoff of p < .05 (μ = 0.02, SE = 0.01; 90% CI 

[.000, .046]). In all, these results failed to support Hypothesis 3. 

However, in this full model, the three-way interaction was significant (b = -.11, p < .05), 

revealing a direct effect on deviance. This suggests that the behavioral response of deviance may 

occur without the emotional response of work-family resentment as individuals experience WIF, 

and unlike for resentment, the direct effect of WIF on deviance appears to depend on leadership 

style. Thus, we plotted the significant direct effect of the three-way interaction on deviance, 

following the same procedures as above (see Table 4 and Figure 3). Only employees with low-

transformational, high-transactional leaders (condition 3) exhibited a different slope from the rest 

and it was indeed positive and significant (slope = .39, t = 4.67, p < .01).  

Although these results do not support Hypotheses 2 or 3, they suggest that low-

transformational, high-transactional leadership may indeed be the least ideal combination as WIF 

directly increases, in terms of deviant behavior. WIF is positively associated with resentment, 

and in turn deviance, regardless of the level of leadership. However, unexpectedly, we found that 

leadership affects the direct relationship of WIF with deviance such that low-transformational, 

high-transactional leaders may have subordinates who are more likely to commit deviance as 

WIF increases, compared to all other leadership combinations.   

Discussion 

The current research applied AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) to propose and test a 

three-step model of stressful events (i.e., WIF), affective responses (i.e., work-to-family 
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resentment), and behavior (i.e., organizational deviance). We treated the work-family constructs 

as conceptually independent; WIF is a self-assessment of the extent to which work is interfering 

with family (events occurring at work) whereas work-to-family resentment is about an 

employee’s inclination to become angry when WIF occurs (individual, internal response profile). 

Our research offers some support for Spector and Fox’s (2002) emotional model of 

counterproductive work behavior, which suggests that negative emotions are responses to 

environmental conditions (e.g., role stressors), which in turn increase the likelihood of deviant 

behaviors. It is accepted that behaviors are driven by emotions (Weiss & Beal, 2005), however 

we expand the field’s understanding of this relation by exploring how leadership styles can 

impact emotions and deviant behavior caused by WIF. This is a key contribution for work-family 

research, as our findings reinforce the importance of considering employees’ affective reactions, 

as well as the potential role of the leader in mitigating or aggravating negative behaviors (work-

to-family) directed towards the organization.  

In short, our results revealed that work-to-family resentment fully mediated the relation 

between WIF and organizational deviance. In effect, an employee’s inclination to become angry 

over the extent to which work interferes with family explains one’s reported organizationally-

deviant behavior. Furthermore, although the combination of leadership styles did not appear to 

affect the relationship between WIF and resentment in our sample, high levels of transactional 

leadership combined with low levels of transformational leadership did directly elicit a stronger 

behavioral response of organizationally-directed deviance as WIF increased, compared to other 

leadership profiles. Thus, our results provide evidence reinforcing the relation between perceived 

affective responses and voluntary behavior, and expand it to the work-family domain.  
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Our examination of two leadership styles as joint moderators in our AET-driven model of 

WIF and deviance revealed similar increases in resentment as conflict increases, across three of 

the four combinations of leadership styles. Although the lack of support for Hypothesis 2 

suggests leadership styles may not matter as much for emotions as we originally theorized, it 

reinforces the finding in Hypothesis 1 that WIF predicts resentment, which in turn translates to 

deviance, independent of leadership style. This is an important contribution as “organizational 

literature is populated with many more ideas about the leader’s role in the production of moods 

and emotions than it is with relevant data” (Brief & Wiess, 2002, p. 289). Drawing upon AET, 

we hypothesized that employees experiencing stressful WIF events may be even more likely to 

appraise such events as personally meaningful (i.e., higher work-family resentment) when there 

was a lack of trust and respect (i.e., low transformational) with expectations for contractual 

exchanges (high transactional), which in turn may result in deviance. We did not find support for 

this notion in predicting resentment, but we did find support in the three-way interaction’s direct 

prediction of deviance (which we did not hypothesize).  

Instead of the mediated effect, we found a direct effect of the three-way interaction on 

deviance, such that employees who have low-transformational, high-transactional leaders appear 

to retaliate by committing acts of deviance directed toward their organization, but not necessarily 

because of their inclination to become angry about WIF (i.e. work-to-family resentment).  

Perhaps this is due to a different emotion, or perhaps a cognitive or social process occurring in 

the face of WIF instead. Future research investigating these possibilities would be valuable. We 

hypothesized that these employees are inclined to become angry as a result of the sense-making 

process that occurs after WIF events, and therefore the employee seeks to retaliate against the 

organization in an effort to “right the wrong,” or provide payback for events. This is consistent 
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with research that suggests individuals who experience role stressors such as work-family 

conflict are likely to respond in ways that allow them to retaliate (Aquino et al., 2006). However, 

the direct effect of the three-way interaction on deviance suggests that employees may be more 

likely to act on WIF by retaliating through deviant behavior, even when they are not prone to feel 

resentful about it (i.e., as reflected in the direct effect of WIF on deviance), when leaders exhibit 

a combination of low transformational and high transactional behaviors.  

In comparing the results of our tests of Hypotheses 2 and 3, another interesting finding 

emerged. In contrast to the positive WIF-resentment relationship, which three of the four 

combinations of leadership appeared to elicit (see Figure 2), the direct effect of WIF on deviance 

appeared flat and was significantly weaker for all combinations other than low-transformational, 

high-transactional leadership (see Figure 3). This suggests that all other leadership combinations 

may encourage the employee to avoid reacting behaviorally with deviance when facing WIF 

(even if inclined to experience a stronger affective reaction – resentment). For the low-low 

combination (laissez-faire), perhaps the employee does not attribute the conflict-based event as 

the hands-off leader’s (or organization’s) fault. For the high-high and high-low leader profiles, 

perhaps high levels of transformational leadership are indeed a key requirement for fostering a 

good relationship that helps the employee avoid deviance even when experiencing WIF, 

regardless of the level of transactional leadership. However, when the leader has a low-

transformational, high-transactional style, perhaps the employee feels justified or motivated to 

engage in deviant, revenge-seeking behavior, in part because s/he blames the leader for the 

experience(s), but not necessarily because this type of leader fosters more inclination of 

resentment than any other leader might, as s/he faces WIF.  

Practical Implications 
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The insights from this study are important because deviance is costly to organizations 

(Bennett & Robinson, 2000); understanding that a key driver of such behavior results from 

experiences that occur at work, may assist organizations in their efforts reduce it. First, WIF’s 

effect on outcomes associated with the work domain, in this case deviance, reinforce meta-

analytic research (see Amstad et al., 2011) illustrating that WIF events are strongly associated 

with work-related outcomes. Thus, we encourage organizations to monitor WIF. For high-WIF 

jobs, leaders should pay attention to employee resentment and deviance and attempt to find ways 

to help employees, rather than assuming that most of the consequences of WIF will be borne by 

families. For example, managers who understand that by holding a meeting that runs past 

regularly scheduled work hours may cause interference with workers’ childcare arrangements 

(e.g., late to pick-up, need to ask one’s partner or friend to pick-up, cuts into planned family 

time), which may foster resentment and/or fuel deviant behavior directed towards the 

organization, may make sincere efforts to reduce WIF by being respectful of meeting end-times. 

Given extant research offering empirical support for the leader’s role in the emotional and 

behavioral responses of employees, and our findings, leaders should be informed that the nature 

of their own behaviors, particularly low-transformational and high-transactional behaviors, may 

exacerbate deviant behavior. Leaders may not be able to control or prevent all WIF events, 

however, they can control their interactions and behaviors with their followers, and attempt to 

foster highly individualized, inspirational leadership rooted in respect and trust, and limit 

expectations or overly contractual exchanges when such transformational relationships are not 

present or strong. 

Limitations and Future Research 
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Despite the strengths of the current research, including field data from diverse 

participants and multiple sources, there are several limitations. First, we used a convenience 

sample comprised of employees in small businesses whose experiences may not generalize to 

workers in larger organizations. Second, we used a cross-sectional approach to data collection 

and therefore are unable to determine causality associated with study variables. However, our 

AET driven-model suggests the proposed ordering of study variables is theoretically sound, and 

we therefore argue that indeed conflict-based experiences elicit emotional responses that result in 

affect-driven behaviors. Future research is needed to confirm and extend our findings regarding 

the effects of leadership and WIF on resentment, and subsequent deviance. A final limitation is 

that our research is focused on one domain of work-family conflict - WIF. There exists also 

family-interfering-with-work (FIW), however, and based upon previous research we argue that 

FIW events result in a different emotional response (i.e., perhaps guilt; see Botsford & King, 

2012; Judge & Livingston, 2008). Nonetheless, the present research does not study FIW and 

therefore cannot make empirically supported statements about these relations.   

In addition to the suggestions already raised for future research, the limitations of the 

current study give rise to additional research opportunities.  First, we suggest future research 

consider a longitudinal approach to data collection in order to establish causality among 

variables in AET-driven work-family research. The longitudinal study of emotion, specifically 

AET, may be particularly helpful to the theory on the work-family interface, as it helps 

researchers to consider the role of time appropriately. For example, some work-family events 

may trigger immediate emotion-based reactions, whereas others take time to manifest. 

Experience sampling methods are particularly promising for the longitudinal study of emotions 

(see for example, Butts et al., 2015). 
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Second, we encourage future researchers to conduct more robust study of relevant 

emotional responses to work-family conflict events. We measured both guilt and resentment, but 

focused our theoretical model on antecedents and outcomes we believed most aligned with 

resentment (controlling for guilt). Future research could consider these in conjunction with one 

another and the relevant antecedents and outcomes of each, in order to shed further light on their 

unique effects. Specifically, given previous research suggests that guilt is correlated with FIW 

(Botsford & King, 2012; Judge & Livingston, 2008), it would likely be helpful to test these 

variables in one model that includes WIF and FIW events, resentment, guilt, and organizational 

deviance and non-work outcomes (such as family well-being), in order to clarify the nature of the 

mechanisms. It would also be helpful to consider other work-family emotions such as 

excitement, pride, or anxiety in conjunction with FIW and WIF events.  

Finally, work-family research considers crossover effects (i.e. from one partner to 

another; see Ferguson et al., 2012; Hammer, Allen, Grigsby, 1997; Westman, 1991; Westman & 

Etzion, 1995) to have a more complete understanding of the effects of conflict-based 

experiences. It is plausible that an individual’s partner may also be impacted by WIF (e.g., 

picking up children with little notice), which may negatively impact the partner and potentially 

have broader or time-lagged implications for family life. It is worthwhile for future research to 

consider such crossover effects, particularly when examining WIF and emotions.   

In conclusion, our research applies AET and offers empirical evidence establishing 

connections between work-family affect and voluntary behavior, specifically deviance targeted 

at the organization. Additionally, we add to the limited empirical evidence reinforcing the 

importance of leader relations with followers in the context of WIF. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Inter-Correlations of Study Variables 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Deviance (.95) .26** .07   -.17† -.15† .08 .17† -.15† -.08 

2. Work-to-family resentment  .40** (.93) .51**   .04 -.10 .35** .19* -.10 -.07 

3. WIF  .43** .60** (.89)   .06 -.02 .27** .30** -.04 .11 

4. Owner self-rated 

transformational leadership 

-.15* -.20** -.27** (.80)        

5. Owner self-rated 

transactional leadership 

-.10 -.17* -.25** .73** (.80)       

6. D-statistic transformational 

leadership 

-.10 .09 .06 .01 .06  .55* -.05 -.08 -.01 .07 

7. D-statistic transactional 

leadership 

-.13† -.23** -.18** .14* .17* .35**  -.27** -.12 -.13 .15† 

8. Work-family guilt  .31** .45** .34** -.02 .05 -.10 -.22** (.92) .07 -.03 .04 

9. Negative affect  .53** .39** .52** -.16* -.10 -.03 -.21** .37** (.92) -.01 .07 

10. Gender -.22** -.11 -.07 -.06 -.02 .06 -.08  -.09 -.15*  .02 

11. Age -.02 -.14† .04 .10 .12† .01 .10 -.02 -.09 .01  

Mean 1.40 2.68 2.51 5.84 5.98 9.11 5.21 2.68 1.71 1.50 35.25 

Standard Deviation   .73 1.13   .90   .74   .83 2.84 1.99 1.07   .84   .50 12.32 

Overall correlations, ignoring groupings, are reported below the diagonal. Average within-business correlations are reported above 

diagonal. Cronbach’s alphas are presented in the diagonal.   

†p < .10 

* p < .05 

** p < .01
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Table 2 

Mediation Results: Hypotheses 1 and 3 

Predictor Step 1 

(XY) 

 Step 2 

(XM) 

 Step 3 

(X+MY) 

 

 b SE B SE b SE 

Hypothesis 1: Work-Family Conflict (X)  Resentment (M)  Deviance (Y) 

Intercept 1.63** .22 2.90** .35 1.62** .22 

Negative affect .19** .06 .04 .09  .19** .06 

Work-family guilt .03 .04 .25** .07 -.01 .05 

Gender -.20** .07   -.19* .08 

Age   -.01* .01   

WIF .06 .05 .62** .09 -.01 .05 

Work-to-family resentment (M)      .11* .04 

Indirect Effect of X on Y via M: .07 (SE = .03); 95%CI[.019, .125] 

Hypothesis 3: Work-Family Conflict ×Transformational × Transactional (X)  

Resentment (M)  Deviance (Y) 

Intercept 1.68** .22 2.87** .36 1.66** .22 

Negative affect .17** .06 .06 .09 .16** .06 

Gender -.20** .07   -.19* .07 

Age   -.01* .01   

Work-family guilt .02 .04 .25** .07 .0003 .04 

D-statistic transformational 

leadership 

-.02 .02 .06* .03 -.03 .02 

D-statistic transactional 

leadership 

-.01 .02 -.07* .04 .01 .02 

Work-to-family resentment (M)     .12** .04 

WIF (A) .11† .06 .50** .10 .05 .06 

Transformational leadership (B) -.28† .16 -.04 .16 -.27† .16 

Transactional leadership (C) .05 .15 .03 .14 .05 .15 

A×B -.16† .09 .04 .15 -.16† .09 

A×C .07 .07 -.07 .13 .07 .07 

B×C -.14 .11 -.13 .11 -.10 .11 

A×B×C -.09† .05 .17† .10 -.11* .05 

Indirect Effect of Three-Way Interaction on Y via M: .02 (SE = .01); 90%CI[0, 0.046] 

†p < .10 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 
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Table 3 

Hierarchical Moderation Results for Resentment: Hypothesis 2 

Predictor Step 1 

(Main 

Effects) 

 Step 2 

(Two-Way 

Interactions) 

 Step 3 

(Three-Way 

Interaction) 

 

 b SE b SE b SE 

Intercept 2.90** .36 2.85** .36 2.87** .36 

Negative affect .04 .09 .03 .09 .06 .09 

Work-family guilt .24** .07 .24** .07 .25** .07 

Age -.01* .01 -.01* .01 -0.01* .01 

D-Statistic Transformational 

Leadership 

.05* .03 .06* .03 .06* .03 

D-Statistic Transactional 

Leadership 

-.07† .04 -.07† .04 -.08* .04 

WIF (A) .62** .09 .57** .09 .50** .10 

Transformational Leadership (B) -.04 .15 -.08 .16 -.04 .16 

Transactional Leadership (C) .03 .13 .01 .14 .03 .14 

A×B   -.03 .14 .04 .15 

A×C   -.16 .12 -.07 .13 

B×C   -.12 .11 -.13 .11 

A×B×C     .17† .10 

†p < .10 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 
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Table 4 

Simple Slopes and Slope Differences for Three-way Interaction Predicting Work-to-Family 

Resentment and Deviance 

Outcome: Work-to-Family Resentment 

Category Simple Slope t-value  

(1) High Transformational, High Transactional .64 2.35* 

(2) High Transformational, Low Transactional .44 2.44* 

(3) Low Transformational, High Transactional .22 1.27 

(4) Low Transformational, Low Transactional .70 2.22* 

t-values for Slope Differences 

 1            2 3            

1   

2  .31  

3  1.01       .46  

4 -.25       -.71 -1.47 

Outcome: Deviance 

Category Simple Slope t-value  

(1) High Transformational, High Transactional -.15 -0.99 

(2) High Transformational, Low Transactional -.07 -0.57 

(3) Low Transformational, High Transactional  .39  4.67** 

(4) Low Transformational, Low Transactional  .03  0.17 

t-values for Slope Differences 

 1            2 3            

1   

2 -.13  

3 -2.26*   -1.69†  

4 -1.01      -.91 2.11* 

†p < .10 

* p < .05 

** p < .01 
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Figure 1 

Proposed Model 
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Figure 2 

Three-way Interaction Predicting Work-to-Family Resentment 
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Figure 3 

Three-way Interaction Predicting Organizational Deviance 
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Highlights: 

 Responds to calls to increase the theoretical rigor of work-family research.  

 Work-family resentment mediates the relation between WIF and organizational deviance. 

 Leadership style is a moderator in model of work-family conflict and deviance 
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