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Work-family conflict mediates the association between core self-evaluations and relationship satisfaction: A dyadic analysis
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Confirmatory factor analysis and testing for metric invariance
To assess the structural validity of the applied measures, multiple confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) were conducted (Supplementary Table 1). 
Supplementary Table 1
Construct Validity: Model Fit and Model Comparison for measures applied
	
	χ2
	df
	GFI
	CFI
	TLI
	SRMR
	RMSEA
	AIC
	BIC

	Core Self-Evaluations Scale (Judge et al., 2003)

	One-factor model
	348.71***
	54
	.888
	.789
	.742
	.076
	.10
	16182.56
	16285.64

	[bookmark: _Hlk159281357]Two-factor model with one common second-order factor
	236.61***
	52
	.929
	.868
	.832
	.062
	.081
	16074.46
	16186.14

	Work-Family Conflict Scale (Carlson et al., 2000)

	Two-factor model distinguishing WFC and FWC represented with 6 items each
	721.71***
	53
	.789
	.755
	.695
	.10
	.153
	17711.39
	17818.77

	Four-factor model distinguishing time- and strain-based WFC and FWC represented with 3 items each
	106.27***
	48
	.969
	.979
	.971
	.042
	.047
	17105.95
	17234.81

	Short measure of work-family enrichment (Kacmar et. al., 2014)
	
	
	

	One-factor model
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	4108.42
	4134.19

	Perceived Relationship Quality Components (PRQC; Fletcher et al., 2000)

	One-factor model
	55.78***
	9
	.967
	.973
	.955
	.034
	.098
	7967.86
	8019.40


Note. * p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01; ***p ≤ .001.

The results lend support to the one-factor models for relationship satisfaction and work-family enrichment. However, regarding the Core Self-Evaluations Scale, the goodness-of-fit indices indicated a suboptimal fit between the proposed one-factor model and the observed data, attributable to common method variance. Notably, the six items with negative coding tended to coalesce into a distinct factor. Conversely, a two-factor model incorporating a common second-order factor yielded more favorable results, supporting the adoption of a summed score approach. Furthermore, suboptimal fit was identified for a two-factor model of the Work-Family Conflict Scale, delineating the sources of conflict, and differing the 6 items assessing work-family conflict (WFC) from the 6 items of family-work conflict (FWC). A more nuanced four-factor model delineated specific forms of conflict for each direction encompassing more precisely time-based WFC and FWC, as well as strain-based WFC and FWC, each comprising three items. 
We assessed the commensurability of core self-evaluations, role conflicts, and relationship satisfaction measures for both women and men, employing the approach recommended by Saris et al. (2009). This method examines whether item loadings on the general factor significantly differ between genders, thus identifying specific misspecifications within the model. Unlike the traditional approach that primarily relies on chi-square tests and goodness-of-fit indices, this method offers a more nuanced evaluation of model adequacy. If a significant misspecification or modification index is detected, contingent upon adequate power and expected change parameters, the model is deemed suboptimal. In our analysis, metric invariance was tested using a combination of the cfa function from the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012) and the miPowerFit function from the semTools package (Jorgensen et al., 2022). Method 1 was employed to determine relevant misspecifications. Overall, the results suggest that the measures exhibit commensurability across genders. In four analyses, only one misspecification was found for the Core self-evaluations scale administered to in women. Finally, at the end of this material, we provide the code applied and the results of these analyses for further details.
Testing for mediation effects of work-family enrichment
[bookmark: _Hlk159880385]Our research seeks to understand the role of CSE in the prediction of intra- and interindividual transmission of work-family interface and relationship satisfaction of romantic partners. While we primarily adopt a conflict perspective, the literature acknowledges the potential advantages of engaging in multiple roles. The role expansion perspective posits that involvement in various roles offers individuals increased opportunities and resources, fostering growth and effective functioning across different life domains (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Work-family enrichment (WFE) denotes the extent to which positive experiences in one role enhance performance and wellbeing in another role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
The concept of WFE has been associated with numerous benefits, including improved mental and physical health, stronger organizational commitment, heightened job satisfaction, and reduced levels of stress. The theoretical framework proposed by Bolger and Zuckerman (1995) is frequently invoked to explain the relationship between CSE and inter-role enrichment. This framework suggests that personality influences the types of situations individuals encounter, select, and experience, leading to differential exposure and reactivity to stressors. Empirical evidence, such as that provided by Westring and Ryan (2010), supports the hypothesis that individuals with more positive CSE perceive greater levels of WFE. Furthermore, previous studies, such as Kacmar et al. (2014), have demonstrated moderate associations between WFE and family satisfaction. In a dyadic sample of 215 dual-earner couples, van Steenbergen et al. (2014) found that WFE accounted for variance in individual marital satisfaction beyond the effects of WFC, and crossover effects were found from husband’s WFE to wife’s satisfaction. Here we present the evaluation of the mediating role of WFE in the relationship between CSE and one’s own or partner’s relationship satisfaction.
To assess WFE we utilized the Short measure of work-family enrichment (Kacmar et. al., 2014) comprising three items (e.g. „My work helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me be a better family member”). Participants rated these items on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The Actor-Partner Interdependence Mediation Model (APIMeM) was implemented using the MEDYAD macro for SPSS (Coutts et al., 2019) with bootstrapped 95 % confidence intervals (10000 iterations). Supplementary Table 2 presents the results.
[bookmark: _Hlk159356148]Supplementary Table 2
Direct, indirect and total effects in the tested mediation model
	
	Relationship satisfaction - men
	
	Relationship satisfaction - women

	
	β
	LL CI
	UL CI
	
	
	β
	LL CI
	UL CI

	Direct effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSEm
	.18**
	.06
	.30
	
	CSEw
	.15*
	.03
	.28

	CSEw
	.05
	-.08
	.18
	
	CSEm
	.16**
	.04
	.29

	WFEm
	.03
	-.10
	.15
	
	WFEw
	.01
	-.12
	.13

	WFEw
	-.03
	-.16
	.10
	
	WFEm
	-.06
	-.18
	.06

	R2
	
	.05**
	
	
	
	
	.10***
	

	Indirect effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WFE as a mediator

	CSEm → WFEm
	.01
	-.03
	.05
	
	CSEw →  WFEw
	.00
	-.05
	.06

	CSEm → WFEw
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	
	CSEw →  WFEm
	.00
	-.01
	.01

	CSEw →  WFEw
	-.01
	-.07
	.04
	
	CSEm →  WFEm
	-.02
	-.05
	.02

	CSEw →  WFEm
	.00
	-.01
	.01
	
	CSEm →  WFEw
	.00
	-.01
	.01

	Total effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CSEm
	.18***
	.06
	.30
	
	CSEw
	.16**
	.04
	.28

	CSEw
	.04
	-.08
	.16
	
	CSEm
	.15*
	.03
	.26

	R2
	
	.05***
	
	
	
	
	.10***
	


Note. WFE – work-family enrichment; CSE – core-self evaluations; m – men; w – women; CI = confidence interval; Relationship duration (measured in years) was entered in the model as a covariate, and exerted a significant modest negative effect on women’s relationship satisfaction (β = -.02; p < .01; CI: -.03, -.01); * p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01; ***p ≤ .001. 

[bookmark: _Hlk159356707]In predicting men’s relationship satisfaction, as in the main study, the model accounted for a significant portion of the variance (5.2%; R = 0.23, F(5, 265) = 2.89, p < .01) with men’s CSE demonstrating a significant direct positive effect on their own relationship satisfaction (β = 0.18, SE = 0.06, p < .01). However, no significant indirect effect through either their own or their partner’s WFE was observed. Women’s CSE did not significantly contribute to the prediction of their partner’s relationship satisfaction (β = 0.04, SE = 0.06, p > .05). 
In predicting women’s relationship satisfaction, the model accounted for 10% of the variance (R = 0.32, F(5, 265) = 2.89, p < .001) with women’s CSE exhibiting a significant direct positive effect on own satisfaction (β = 0.15, SE = 0.06, p < .001). As for men, no significant indirect effect through either their own or partner’s WFE was found. Additionally, men’s CSE significantly contributed to the prediction of their partner’s RS (β = 0.15, SE = 0.06, p > .01).
Our findings contradict those of van Steenbergen and colleagues (2014), as we did not observe significant associations between WFE and relationship satisfaction in our dataset (Supplementary Table 1), hence, neither the mediation effects appeared. This disparity may be attributed to differences in methodology, such as our utilization of a shorter measure of enrichment and a relatively younger sample, including the dating couples and couples in shorter relationships. Drawing from meta-analytical data supporting the matching-domain hypothesis (Amstad et al., 2011), it could be argued that WFE is more closely linked to satisfaction within the work domain rather than the family domain. Future studies should assess outcomes in both domains to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the role of WFE in overall wellbeing.

Mediation effects of time-based and strain-based WFC and FWC
This section aims to replicate the mediation analysis outlined in the main text to investigate whether the indirect effect of CSE on relationship satisfaction is mediated by strain-based (SB) rather than time-based (TB) WFC/FWC. Role conflicts are commonly categorized into these two dimensions. TB conflict occurs when individuals feel that the time devoted to one role impedes their ability to fulfil obligations in another role, while SB conflict involves emotional exhaustion in one role hindering engagement in another. The results of the CFA of the Work-Family Conflict Scale collected on our data (Supplementary Table 1) provide insight not only into the domains from which conflicts arise (work or family) but also into the distinct manifestations of conflict, specifically those related to the scarcity of time i.e. TB conflict or the depletion of energy, i.e. SB conflict. We hypothesize that lower personal resources and negative CSE may lead to feelings of energy depletion, resulting in SB conflicts between work and home, which may relate to lower relationship satisfaction. Conversely, employees with more positive CSE perceive their work or family environment as supportive, aligned with their self-worth, and could be less likely to experience SB conflict. Previous studies have highlighted distinct effects of TB and SB WFC on family outcomes, with work-nonwork boundary management fit found to affect family satisfaction and performance primarily through SB conflict, while TB conflict showed no significant long-term relationship with family outcomes (De Gieter et al., 2022). 
In our sample, SB WFC presented medium to modest Pearson correlations with own CSE (r between -.42 and -.29; p < .01) and medium to modest correlations with relationship satisfaction (r between -.30 and -.23; p < .01). Neither women’s nor men’s CSE were significantly associated with TB role-conflicts, except for women’s TB WFC (r = -.26; p < .01). Women’s relationship satisfaction was related to all four TB conflicts (r between -.14 and -.20; p < .05), while men’s satisfaction relates only to own TB FWC (r = -.14; p < .05). We estimated two APIMeM models – one including four (SB and TB) WFC mediators, and a second one including the four (SB and TB) FWC mediators. The analytical procedure was the same as for the main analysis, and relationship duration (measured in years) was again entered in the model as a covariate, exerting a significant modest negative effect on women’s relationship satisfaction (β = -.02; p < .01; CI: -.03, -.01). The results of the two mediation analyses are presented in the Supplementary Figure 1. 




Supplementary Figure 1
The mediation model depicting the association between core-self evaluations and relationship satisfaction via time- and strain-based WFC or FWC[image: A diagram of a network

Description automatically generated]
 Note. WFC – work-family conflict; FWC – family-work conflict; CSE – core-self evaluations; TB - time-based; SB - strain-based; m – men; w – women; CI = confidence interval; * p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01; ***p ≤ .001. If two values are presented for the same path, the first was obtained in the analysis with four WFC entered as mediators, and the second with four FWC entered as mediators.


The indirect path from women’s CSE to own relationship satisfaction through women’s SB WFC resulted significant (β = .08; CI: .02, .14), as well as the path from men’s CSE to women’s relationship satisfaction through women’s SB WFC (β = .03; CI: .01, .07). Marginally significant were two additional paths predicting men’s relationship satisfaction through women’s SB WFC, from men’s CSE (β = .02; CI: .00, .06) and from women’s CSE (β = .06; CI: .00, .12). 
This additional examination indicates that the investigation of the two dimensions of role conflicts can discern more nuanced pathways through which CSE predicts relationship outcomes. Specifically, our findings suggest that SB WFC, characterized by emotional exhaustion and depletion of energy, serves as a significant mediator between individuals' CSE and relationship satisfaction. This highlights the theoretical significance of considering both SB and TB conflict dimensions, as they capture distinct aspects of the work-family interface that may have differential effects on relationship dynamics. Methodologically, assessing the two dimensions of WFC provides a more granular understanding compared to solely examining the summed score. This is in line with recent literature on the need to examine narrow characteristics in psychology to gain more informative results (Revelle, 2023).
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Code and results transcript testing for metric invariance
> library(semTools)
> library(lavaan)
> library(haven)
> 
> options(max.print=1500)

cse <- read_sav("~"Path where your sav file is stored/cse.sav")

> View(cse)
> HS.model1 <- ' visual  =~ CSE_1 + CSE_2R + CSE_3 + CSE_4R + CSE_5 + CSE_6R
+                         + CSE_7 + CSE_8R + CSE_9 + CSE_10R + CSE_11  + CSE_12R'

> fit1 <- cfa(HS.model1, data = cse,
+             group = "sex", group.equal = c("loadings"))
> miPowerFit(fit1, free.remove = FALSE, op = "=~") # loadings
      lhs op     rhs group    mi    epc target.epc std.epc std.target.epc significant.mi
1  visual =~   CSE_1     1 0.406  0.168      0.981   0.068            0.4          FALSE
2  visual =~  CSE_2R     1 0.696 -0.142      1.241  -0.046            0.4          FALSE
3  visual =~   CSE_3     1 0.010 -0.010      0.686  -0.006            0.4          FALSE
4  visual =~  CSE_4R     1 1.184  0.173      1.134   0.061            0.4          FALSE
5  visual =~   CSE_5     1 0.237  0.049      0.673   0.029            0.4          FALSE
6  visual =~  CSE_6R     1 0.003 -0.009      1.093  -0.003            0.4          FALSE
7  visual =~   CSE_7     1 0.051 -0.022      0.773  -0.011            0.4          FALSE
8  visual =~  CSE_8R     1 1.122  0.150      1.052   0.057            0.4          FALSE
9  visual =~   CSE_9     1 0.671 -0.114      0.950  -0.048            0.4          FALSE
10 visual =~ CSE_10R     1 0.978 -0.156      1.115  -0.056            0.4          FALSE
11 visual =~  CSE_11     1 2.290  0.151      0.723   0.084            0.4          FALSE
12 visual =~ CSE_12R     1 1.621 -0.190      1.146  -0.066            0.4          FALSE
39 visual =~   CSE_1     2 0.406 -0.168      1.284  -0.052            0.4          FALSE
40 visual =~  CSE_2R     2 1.036  0.211      1.381   0.061            0.4          FALSE
41 visual =~   CSE_3     2 0.020  0.022      0.918   0.009            0.4          FALSE
42 visual =~  CSE_4R     2 2.157 -0.314      1.375  -0.091            0.4          FALSE
43 visual =~   CSE_5     2 0.435 -0.089      0.837  -0.043            0.4          FALSE
44 visual =~  CSE_6R     2 0.005  0.014      1.234   0.005            0.4          FALSE
45 visual =~   CSE_7     2 0.103  0.045      0.943   0.019            0.4          FALSE
46 visual =~  CSE_8R     2 1.778 -0.237      1.192  -0.079            0.4          FALSE
47 visual =~   CSE_9     2 1.257  0.214      1.187   0.072            0.4          FALSE
48 visual =~ CSE_10R     2 1.344  0.215      1.211   0.071            0.4          FALSE
49 visual =~  CSE_11     2 4.273 -0.282      0.882  -0.128            0.4           TRUE
50 visual =~ CSE_12R     2 2.891  0.339      1.347   0.101            0.4          FALSE


   high.power decision.pow se.epc lower.epc upper.epc lower.std.epc upper.std.epc decision.ci
1        TRUE           NM  0.263    -0.265     0.600        -0.108         0.245          NM
2        TRUE           NM  0.170    -0.421     0.138        -0.136         0.044          NM
3        TRUE           NM  0.106    -0.185     0.165        -0.108         0.096          NM
4        TRUE           NM  0.159    -0.088     0.433        -0.031         0.153          NM
5        TRUE           NM  0.100    -0.116     0.213        -0.069         0.126          NM
6        TRUE           NM  0.157    -0.268     0.250        -0.098         0.091          NM
7        TRUE           NM  0.098    -0.184     0.139        -0.095         0.072          NM
8        TRUE           NM  0.141    -0.083     0.382        -0.031         0.145          NM
9        TRUE           NM  0.140    -0.344     0.115        -0.145         0.049          NM
10       TRUE           NM  0.158    -0.416     0.104        -0.149         0.037          NM
11       TRUE           NM  0.100    -0.013     0.316        -0.007         0.174          NM
12       TRUE           NM  0.149    -0.436     0.055        -0.152         0.019          NM
39       TRUE           NM  0.263    -0.600     0.265        -0.187         0.083          NM
40       TRUE           NM  0.207    -0.130     0.552        -0.038         0.160          NM
41       TRUE           NM  0.153    -0.230     0.273        -0.100         0.119          NM
42       TRUE           NM  0.214    -0.667     0.038        -0.194         0.011          NM
43       TRUE           NM  0.135    -0.312     0.133        -0.149         0.064          NM
44       TRUE           NM  0.193    -0.303     0.331        -0.098         0.107          NM
45       TRUE           NM  0.139    -0.184     0.274        -0.078         0.116          NM
46       TRUE           NM  0.178    -0.529     0.055        -0.178         0.019          NM
47       TRUE           NM  0.191    -0.100     0.529        -0.034         0.178          NM
48       TRUE           NM  0.185    -0.090     0.519        -0.030         0.172          NM
49       TRUE       EPC:NM  0.136    -0.507    -0.058        -0.230        -0.026          NM
50       TRUE           NM  0.199     0.011     0.667         0.003         0.198          NM

> HS.model2 <- ' visual  =~  fwc4 + fwc5 + fwc6 +  fwc10 + fwc11 + fwc12'
> 
> fit2 <- cfa(HS.model2, data = fwc,
+             group = "sex", group.equal = c("loadings"))
> miPowerFit(fit2, free.remove = FALSE, op = "=~") # loadings

      lhs op   rhs group    mi    epc target.epc std.epc std.target.epc significant.mi
1  visual =~  fwc4     1 0.054  0.047      0.840   0.022            0.4          FALSE
2  visual =~  fwc5     1 0.825 -0.123      0.916  -0.054            0.4          FALSE
3  visual =~  fwc6     1 0.287 -0.058      0.768  -0.030            0.4          FALSE
4  visual =~ fwc10     1 0.793 -0.091      0.921  -0.040            0.4          FALSE
5  visual =~ fwc11     1 1.805  0.095      0.728   0.052            0.4          FALSE
6  visual =~ fwc12     1 0.048 -0.017      0.741  -0.009            0.4          FALSE
21 visual =~  fwc4     2 0.054 -0.047      1.024  -0.018            0.4          FALSE
22 visual =~  fwc5     2 0.851  0.127      0.910   0.056            0.4          FALSE
23 visual =~  fwc6     2 0.405  0.082      0.865   0.038            0.4          FALSE
24 visual =~ fwc10     2 1.077  0.124      0.978   0.051            0.4          FALSE
25 visual =~ fwc11     2 2.382 -0.126      0.755  -0.067            0.4          FALSE
26 visual =~ fwc12     2 0.070  0.025      0.795   0.013            0.4          FALSE

   high.power decision.pow se.epc lower.epc upper.epc lower.std.epc upper.std.epc decision.ci
1        TRUE           NM  0.202    -0.284     0.379        -0.135         0.180          NM
2        TRUE           NM  0.135    -0.346     0.100        -0.151         0.044          NM
3        TRUE           NM  0.109    -0.238     0.121        -0.124         0.063          NM
4        TRUE           NM  0.103    -0.260     0.077        -0.113         0.034          NM
5        TRUE           NM  0.071    -0.021     0.212        -0.012         0.116          NM
6        TRUE           NM  0.079    -0.147     0.112        -0.079         0.061          NM
21       TRUE           NM  0.202    -0.379     0.284        -0.148         0.111          NM
22       TRUE           NM  0.138    -0.099     0.353        -0.044         0.155          NM
23       TRUE           NM  0.129    -0.131     0.295        -0.060         0.137          NM
24       TRUE           NM  0.120    -0.073     0.321        -0.030         0.131          NM
25       TRUE           NM  0.081    -0.260     0.008        -0.137         0.004          NM
26       TRUE           NM  0.094    -0.130     0.180        -0.066         0.091          NM
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