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Abstract
Although cross-national work-family research has made great strides in recent decades,
knowledge accumulation on the impact of culture on the work-family interface has been
hampered by a limited geographical and cultural scope that has excluded countries where cultural
expectations regarding work, family, and support may differ. We advance this literature by
investigating work-family relationships in a broad range of cultures, including understudied
regions of the world (i.e., Sub-Saharan Africa, Southern Asia). We focus on humane orientation
(HO), an overlooked cultural dimension that is however central to the study of social support and
higher in those regions. We explore its moderating effect on relationships between work and
family social support, work-family conflict, and work-family positive spillover. Building on the
congruence and compensation perspectives of fit theory, we test alternative hypotheses on a
sample of 10,307 participants from 30 countries/territories. We find HO has mostly a
compensatory role in the relationships between workplace supports and work-to-family conflict.
Specifically, supervisor and coworker supports were most strongly and negatively related to
conflict in cultures in which support is most needed (i.e., lower HO cultures). Regarding positive
spillover, HO has mostly an amplifying role. Coworker (but not supervisor) support was most
strongly and positively related to work-to-family positive spillover in higher HO cultures, where
providing social support at work is consistent with the societal practice of providing support to

one another. Likewise, instrumental (but not emotional) family support was most strongly and

positively related to family-to-work positive spillover in higher HO cultures.
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Humane Orientation, Work-family Conflict, and Positive Spillover across Cultures

National culture, defined as the set of beliefs, values and norms shared by individuals with
a common historical experience (Hofstede, 2005; Schooler, 1996), greatly influences the way
people experience the work-family interface. Deep-seated social norms shape the meanings
associated with “work” and “family” roles in different cultural contexts as well as expectations
for support in the work and the family domains (Allen et al., 2015; Powell, Francesco, & Ling,
2009; Shaffer et al., 2011; Spector et al., 2007). Recognizing the need to better situate work-
family experiences in their distinct cultural contexts, there has been a rapid increase in cross-
national work-family research that incorporates cultural values over the past decade (for recent
reviews, see Ollier-Malaterre & Foucreault, 2017; Shockley et al., 2017).

Despite recent advancements, the limited geographical and cultural scopes of cross-
national work-family research undermine the systematic theorizing of the impacts of culture on
the work-family interface because the cultural beliefs that shape work and life roles vary greatly
across the globe. Thus, the omission of regions that hold different cultural beliefs, as well as the
omission of cultural dimensions on which regions differ, introduces important biases in the
conceptualization of work-family relationships. Regarding geography, the most recent empirical
work-family conflict/positive spillover research that included more than 10 countries was based
on data collected over a decade ago (e.g., Ollo-Lopez & Goii-Legaz, 2017; Spector et al., 2007;
Spector et al., 2004). Most cross-national work-family studies have compared two to seven
countries and have focused on the U.S, China, and Europe (Ollier-Malaterre & Foucreault, 2018;
Shockley et al., 2017). Meta-analytic research (Allen et al., 2015; Allen et al., 2020; French et al.,
2018) includes a wider range of countries. Yet there are few primary studies on Southern Asia
and Sub-Saharan Africa and even if there were more, metanalytic research relies on the

assumption that the variables of interest are perceived and understood by participants from
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different countries similarly (Dumani et al., 2018). The limited geographical scope thus results in
limited variance in cultural dimensions, which can undermine detection of their moderating role.

Regarding cultural dimensions, work-family studies have followed the general cross-
cultural literature lead in choosing collectivism, i.e., inclusion of one’s in-group in the definition
of self and everyday behaviors (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) and to a lesser extent gender
egalitarianism, i.e. fluidity in how gender roles are defined (House et al., 2004) as the key cultural
values of interest (e.g., Korabik, 2017; Lyness & Brumit Kropf, 2005; Spector et al., 2007; Yang
et al., 2000). This approach has missed the impact of other important cultural dimensions, such as
humane orientation, as moderators of established relationships between constructs (Allen et al.,
2020; Gelfand et al., 2007; Ollier-Malaterre & Foucreault, 2017, 2018; Shockley et al., 2017).
Humane orientation refers to the extent a society encourages and rewards individuals for being
altruistic, generous, caring, and kind to one another (House et al. 2004). Including humane
orientation is essential to adequately theorize work-family relationships because humane
orientation reflects the degree of expected social support within a culture (Kabasakal & Bodur,
2004; Ollo-Lopez & Goiii-Legaz, 2017; Powell et al., 2009) and social support predicts work-
family conflict (French et al., 2018) and positive spillover (Wayne et al., 2013).

Expanding the regions represented in cross-national studies is important for increasing
generalizability. The constraints induced by the limited geographical and cultural scopes
associated with past research conflate as Southern Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa remain very
underrepresented and they are the only two regions identified in the GLOBE study as part of the
high humane orientation cluster (Gupta & Hanges, 2004). These high humane orientation cultures
are characterized by unique work-family features such as communal living, stringent religious
duties, and ethnicity-based customs (Mokomane, 2018; Shahani-Denning & Shyamsunder, 2018).

For example, in Ethiopia, hundreds of people who are members of extended families and
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communities, neighbors and colleagues have to leave work over several days and sometimes
weeks for multiple family events.

In addition to this critical omission, most work-family studies have relied on pre-existing
country scores rather than measuring cultures directly from their respondents (Korabik et al. 2017
is an exception, but they did not assess humane orientation and include only 10 countries), in part
because the small number of countries also does not allow for the direct measurement and
modelling of cultural dimensions (Yu, 2015). This approach assumes that cultural scores are
homogenous within countries and stable over time (Kirkman et al., 2006; Taras et al., 2011).
However, the sampling used for the culture score may be skewed compared with the study
sample, or the values may evolve between the latest score computation and the time of the study
(Spector et al., 2015).

We designed the current study to help address the above limitations. Specifically, we test
hypotheses based on data from 30 countries/territories that include Southern Asia and Sub-
Saharan Africa. Based on fit theory (Fry & Smith, 1987; Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977), we
focus on humane orientation as a moderator of the relationships between role domain supports
(work-related and family-related) and work-family outcomes. We include both work-family
conflict and positive spillover to determine if culture modifies relationships between supports and
positive spillover differently than it modifies relationships between supports and conflict. Fit
theory suggests that cultural values can be conceptualized as having different moderating effects
depending on the relationships that are theorized. That is, in the relationships between supports,
conflict, and positive spillover, humane orientation may have either an amplifying or a
compensatory effect.

This research contributes to the cross-national work-family literature in several ways.

First, the large geographical and cultural scope, with 30 countries/territories including those from
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underrepresented regions of the world and the measurement of humane orientation, fosters a
more systematic theorizing of the role of culture in the work-family interface (Shockley et al.,
2017; Spector et al., 2015) and of the context in which social support is useful. This is important
because social support has been identified as a key resource to improve work-family outcomes,
and it is a resource that is actionable by organizations through policies, training, and cultural
change (French & Shockley, 2020). Moreover, assessing humane orientation directly from
participants addresses several methodological shortcomings of the existing literature.

Second, our application of fit theory (Fry & Smith, 1987; Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977)
to the cross-national work-family literature expands theoretical insights beyond previous research
that has relied primarily on theory associated with specific cultural values. This unique
theoretical lens suggests that cultural values such as humane orientation may have either an
amplifying or a compensatory moderation effect on work-family relationships.

Literature Review
Humane Orientation

Humane orientation is a cultural dimension put forth by the GLOBE project (House et al.,
2004; Javidan et al., 2006). Reflecting earlier work by Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961) and
Schwartz (1994), it captures the extent to which people view human nature as good and transcend
their self-interest to consider the interests of others such as family, friends, people in their
community and even strangers (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004). People in high humane orientation
cultures such as Indonesia, Ecuador and India are expected to be compassionate, altruistic and
kind, to promote the well-being of others, and to provide material support for others. By contrast,
people in lower humane orientation cultures such as France, Poland, and Singapore tend to
emphasize self-reliance, the pursuit of one’s own comfort and pleasure, and personal enjoyment

of material possessions and power (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004).
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Humane orientation reflects broad societal factors. Countries with high (vs. low) humane
orientation tend to be poorer, less educated, and less urbanized (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004).
Humane orientation correlates with agreeableness (Schlsser et al., 2013), need for affiliation
(Van Emmerik et al., 2010), institutional and in-group collectivism (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004),
religiosity (Bond et al., 2004), and right-wing orientation (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004). In high
(vs. low) humane orientation cultures, relationships between supervisors and subordinates tend to
be more informal, personal, and holistic rather than strictly focused on work tasks (Kabasakal &
Bodur, 2004).

Hypotheses Development
Fit Theory and the Competing Congruence vs. Compensation Hypotheses

In this section, we draw on fit theory to consider the role of humane orientation as a
moderator of the relationships between social support, work-family conflict, and work-family
positive spillover. Fit theory, also referred to as congruence theory (Fry & Smith, 1987;
Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977), examines the consistency between different internal (e.g.,
structure, processes) and external components (e.g., cultural values, technology) of a system.
Consistent with the inferences paradigm approach that emphasizes the need to develop and test
alternative hypotheses (Platt, 1964) and with the person-environment fit literature, fit theory
articulates two competing types of fit: supplementary fit and complementary fit (Beus et al.,
2021; Edwards, 2008; Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). Congruence states that alignment between
different components facilitates resource utilization and goal attainment by making the layers of
context consistent and easy to work with (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Nightingale & Toulouse,
1977). The alternative, compensation, highlights the benefits of complementarity whereby one

component of a system compensates for a deficit or lack in another component.
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Although framed at the organizational level (e.g., alignment of human resources policies
with societal culture), fit theory has proven relevant to examine the alignment between lower-
level units such as teams’ work climates and societal culture (Beus et al., 2021). We extend this
reasoning to examine the fit between social support at work and at home and the cultural
dimension of humane orientation. We reason that the congruence and compensation mechanisms
can help theorize the relationships between social support and work-family conflict/positive
spillover.

We first examine the relationships between social support and conflict and then turn to the
relationships between social support and positive spillover. Previous work-family research
findings have been consistent with the domain specificity hypotheses, which suggests that
support from a given role domain should most strongly be associated with conflict/spillover that
originates in that domain (French et al., 2018; Frone et al., 1992; Frone et al., 1997). For
example, social support from the work domain is more strongly associated with conflict and
positive spillover that originates in the work domain (e.g., work-to-family conflict/positive
spillover) relative to support from the family domain. In line with this evidence, we focus the
direction of our theorizing on the relationships between social support received in a domain (e.g.,
work) and conflict/positive spillover originating in that domain (e.g., work-to-family
conflict/positive spillover).

Humane Orientation, Work Social Support, and Work-to-Family Conflict

Social support from work, in particular informal support (French & Shockley, 2020), is
negatively associated with work-to-family conflict, because social support is a resource that helps
meet role domain demands (e.g., ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). Two important aspects of
informal support are family-supportive supervisor behaviors and coworker support (Hammer et

al., 2011; Kossek et al., 2011; Mesmer-Magnus & Glew, 2012; Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran,
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2006; Michel et al., 2011). Family-supportive supervisor behaviors encompass emotional
support, instrumental support, role modeling behaviors, and creative work-family management
(Hammer et al., 2009). Coworker support consists of instrumental, emotional, and informational
aid from peers or coworkers (Michel et al., 2011).

Building on fit theory (Fry & Smith, 1987; Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977), and consistent
with a strong inference paradigm that uses alternative hypotheses to think logically and
systematically about a research problem (Platt, 1964), we articulate two alternative hypotheses.
Following the congruence argument, social support at work should be more effective in reducing
work-to-family conflict when it fits with the practices occurring in the broader culture that is in
higher rather than lower humane orientation cultures. Congruence between the different elements
of a system, such as values at different levels, makes the system more efficient because it is easier
to understand employees and other stakeholders of organizations such as the supervisors and
coworkers who provide social support (Cable & Edwards, 2004; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;
Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977). In this congruent configuration, fit theory predicts that resources
are better used and goals are more likely to be attained (Beus et al., 2021). Thus, the alignment
between social support at work and at the societal level (i.e., high humane orientation culture)
provides a context where the resource of social support can be better used to reduce work-to-
family conflict. In other words, humane orientation amplifies the buffering effect of social
support at work on work-to-family conflict.

However, the compensation perspective suggests the opposite. Specifically, a context-
incongruent element of a system can provide compensatory value when it offsets something
missing in the broader external environment; in other words, the context-incongruent practice
gives a competitive advantage relative to other organizations (Beus et al., 2021; Fry & Smith,

1987). This is consistent with the complementary perspective in the person-environment fit
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literature (Cable & Edwards, 2004; Edwards, 1991). The compensation perspective suggests that
social support at work should be more effective in reducing work-to-family conflict when it
makes up for lack of social support in the broader culture, that is, in lower relative to higher HO
cultures. Therefore, we propose competing hypotheses:

Hla. The negative relationships between (a) family-supportive supervisor behaviors and (b)

coworker support and work-to-family conflict are stronger in higher humane orientation

cultures than in lower humane orientation cultures.

H1b. The negative relationships between (a) family-supportive supervisor behaviors and (b)

coworker support and work-to-family conflict are weaker in higher humane orientation

cultures than in lower humane orientation cultures.
Humane Orientation, Family Social Support, and Family-to-Work Conflict

Turning to social support received from the family, resource theories also suggest that the

resources provided by significant others such as the family mitigate family interference with
work (Byron, 2005; Michel et al., 2011) because such support helps individuals to manage role
demands (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). As noted by King et al. (1995), family members
can provide two forms of support, instrumental and emotional. Instrumental support involves the
provision of resources such as relieving the employee of family demands (e.g., cooking meals,
caring for children). For example, a spouse or a grandparent can take responsibility for childcare
and household chores on a regular basis or during more demanding periods at work, which
enables the employee to dedicate more time and energy to work. Emotional support consists of
providing psychological resources such as encouragement and understanding. For example,
family members can take the time to listen to employee concerns and provide encouragement,

helping to alleviate employee strain (Lapierre & Allen, 2006).
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The congruence perspective suggests that social support from family should be more
helpful to decrease family-to-work conflict when it fits with the culture, that is family social
support will be most beneficial in higher relative to lower humane orientation cultures. However,
the compensation perspective suggests that social support at home should decrease family-to-
work conflict more when it represents a rare resource in the environment, that is, in lower rather
than higher humane orientation cultures. Therefore, we propose competing hypotheses:
H2a. The negative relationships between (a) emotional and (b) instrumental family-support
and family-to-work conflict are stronger in higher humane orientation cultures than in lower
humane orientation cultures.
H2b. The negative relationships between (a) emotional and (b) instrumental family-support
and family-to-work conflict are weaker in higher humane orientation cultures than in lower
humane orientation cultures.

Humane Orientation, Work Social support, and Work-to-Family Positive spillover

Similar to how cultural context may alter relationships between social support and work-
family conflict, we also predict that cultural context may alter relationships between social
support and positive spillover. The work-family literature has theorized and documented the
positive relationship between social support received at work and work-to-family positive
spillover (Frone et al., 1997; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Russo et al., 2018; Voydanoff, 2001;
Wayne et al., 2013). As noted by Lapierre et al. (2018) a supportive work context can provide a
broad array of instrumental and affective resources, such as knowledge, skills, and perspectives
that could enhance the employee’s family life. Spillover occurs through instrumental as well as
through affective mechanisms by which people transfer resources from one domain to the other
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Instrumental support received, for instance, in the form of a

supervisor agreeing to a flexible schedule, directly facilitates an employee’s family role (i.e.,
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instrumental path). Emotional support received, for instance, when a co-worker empathizes with
an employee’s family concerns, bolsters their positive affect, which also helps with the family
role (i.e., affective path).

With regard to the role of humane orientation, on the one hand, the congruence hypothesis
predicts that social support, as a resource, may make skills and experience gained at work easier
to transfer to the family domain when practices in the workplace and in the broader context are
aligned. On the other hand, the compensation perspective suggests that social support at work
will be more beneficial to employees, motivating them to transfer these skills and experiences to
their family life, when it makes up for low support in the environment that is in low humane
orientation cultures. From this follows:

H3a. The positive relationships between (a) family-supportive supervisor behaviors and (b)

coworker support and work-to-family positive spillover are stronger in higher humane

orientation cultures than in lower humane orientation cultures.

H3b. The positive relationships between (a) family-supportive supervisor behaviors and (b)

coworker support and work-to-family positive spillover are weaker in higher humane

orientation cultures than in lower humane orientation cultures.
Humane Orientation, Family Social Support, and Family-to-Work Positive spillover
Family members can also provide resources that enhance work experiences. The positive

relationships between social support received in the family and family-to-work positive spillover
also occur through instrumental and affective mechanisms (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Instrumental support received, for instance, in the form of childcare, directly facilitates an
employee’s work performance (i.e., instrumental path). Emotional support received, for instance,
when a spouse listens to an employee’s work issues, fosters the employee’s positive affect, which

also helps with work performance (i.e., affective path). These positive relationships have been
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well documented (Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000; Frone et al., 1997; Lapierre et al., 2018). Here
again, from a fit perspective, the cultural context may strengthen or weaken this established
relationship. The congruence perspective suggests that humane orientation amplifies the positive
relationship between family-related supports and family-to-work positive spillover, while the
compensation perspective predicts the opposite:

H4a. The positive relationships between (a) emotional and (b) instrumental family-support

and family-to-work positive spillover are stronger in higher humane orientation cultures

than in lower humane orientation cultures.

HA4b. The positive relationships between (a) emotional and (b) instrumental family-support

and family-to-work positive spillover are weaker in higher humane orientation cultures than

in lower humane orientation cultures.

Methods
Sample and Procedure
The data reported in this paper are part of the International Study of Work and Family

(ISWAF), initiated by an international project team of three work-family scholars. No previous
papers have been published based on this data. Online surveys and paper and pencil
questionnaires were used to collect data in 30 countries/territories spread across five continents,
resulting in a total sample size of N = 10,307 employees. To be included, participants were
required to work at least 20 hours a week in an organization (i.e., not self-employed) and to have
at least one dependent child under the age of 20 living in the same household. Table 1 gives an
overview of the sample composition with respect to age, gender, supervisor status, working hours
and humane orientation. Average organization tenure for the entire sample was 9.1 years and
60% of the study participants have a university degree. Study participants came from a broad

range of industries: 16% manufacturing; 36.3% services; 13.5% education, 10.6% medical and
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social services; 9.9% public administration/government; 5.5% hospitality and entertainment;

2.4% security/protection/military; 5.8% other.

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE

Data was collected from 2018 to 2020. The aim was to generate a culturally diverse
sample, including regions that were underrepresented in previous cross-cultural work-family
studies such as Sub-Saharan Africa and Southern Asia. The central research team enrolled emic
expertise in each country/territory culture by inviting a local collaborator with expertise in work-
family and cross-cultural research to participate in the study. The central research team generated
a common set of data collection guidelines that applied to each country. In addition, each local
collaborator was provided with a data collection checklist and a predefined excel file for data
submission. Each local collaborator determined the best method for data collection within their
country within the standardized set of guidelines (e.g., use of a paper and pencil survey or online
survey). To again meet the needs of each local context, compensation was not standardized. With
the means of a common survey and data collection guidelines, a heterogeneous sample with
regard to gender, supervisory responsibility, occupation, and employer was generated.

In non-English speaking countries/territories, the survey items were translated by the local
scholar, back-translated by another bi-lingual person, and checked by the central team. If there
was disagreement on a translation, the translation was modified by the local collaborator. In total,
the survey was translated into 22 languages. After each collaborator submitted data for their
country, the datasets were screened by the central team for missing and/or unreliable data.
Incomplete and/or unreliable data were removed.

Transparency and Openness
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We describe our sampling plan, data inclusion criteria, and all measures in the study. We
adhered to the Journal of Applied Psychology methodological checklist. Relevant data and code
can be made available upon request. Data were analyzed using Mplus 7.1 and SPSS Statistics 27.
The study’s design and analyses were not h)reregisteredl. The study was granted IRB approval by
the University of Quebec in Montreal (Comité d’éthique de la recherche avec des étres humains,
certificate #2017-1518, study title “Etude internationale sur 'équilibre travail-famille
International Study of Work and Family Experiences”) and by the University of South Florida,
#Pro00031510.

Measures

Work-family conflict. Work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict were measured
with six items each on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree) taken from
Carlson et al. (2000), overall sample coefficient alpha for both work-to-family conflict and
family-to-work conflict is a2 =.87.

Positive work-family spillover. Positive work-to-family spillover and family-to-work
spillover were assessed with four items each on a 5-point scale that ranged from 1 = never to 5 =
very often (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000), o = .75 for positive work-to-family spillover and o = .68
for positive family-to-work spillover.

Family-supportive supervisor behavior. The 4-item short form of the Family Supportive
Supervisor Behavior Scale by Hammer et al. (2013) was used to measure supervisor support.
Responses were made on a 5-point Likert scale that ranged from 1 = strongly agree and 5 =
strongly disagree, o= .88.

Coworker support. To assess coworker support we adapted Clark’s (2001) 3-item

supervisor support measure by referring to “my coworkers” instead of “my supervisor.”

Commenté [BB1]: Add Info on IRB approval.
Not existing at HWR. Has the study been approved by your
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Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree), o
=.83.

Family support. Emotional and instrumental family support was measured with four items
each on a Likert scale that ranged from 1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree (Shockley &
Allen, 2013), o = .76 for emotional support and o = .80 for instrumental support.

Humane orientation. Humane orientation was assessed with four items from the GLOBE
study’s societal practices (as-is) measure (House et al., 2004). We removed one item from the
original 5-item scale. The response anchors for the removed item were worded differently than
the 4 other items and contributed to the measure failing initial configural measurement invariance
tests. \Responses\ for the remaining four items were made on a 7-point scale that ranged from e.g.,
1 = not at all concerned to 7 = very concerned, a. = 81. For further analysis, humane orientation
was aggregated to the country-level.

Controls. As is common in work-family research (e.g., Hammer et al., 2013, Wayne et al.,
2013) the following control variables were included in all multi-level analyses: Gender (dummy-
coded; 0 = male and 1 = female), age, marital status (dummy-coded 0 = single/separated and 1 =
married/cohabiting), educational level, supervisor status (dummy-coded; 0 = yes and 1 = no), and
number of children.

Measurement Invariance

For this study, we selected measures that have largely been used in previous cross-cultural
research. Nevertheless, it is necessary to establish measurement invariance across samples to
ensure that the items were interpreted and responded to similarly by respondents across different
countries/territories (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Measurement invariance is usually examined
with multigroup confirmatory factor analysis (MG CFA) at three levels: configural, metric, and

scalar invariance (Milfont & Fischer, 2010). Configural invariance indicates an equivalent latent

Commenté [BB2]: We dropped item c in the MG CFA,
otherwise the measure didn’t pass the measurement
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structure across groups/countries. Metric invariance is prerequisite of meaningful comparisons of
structural relationships between variables and factor variances across countries (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2014). It indicates equivalent factor loadings of items across countries. Finally, scalar
invariance indicates equivalent item intercepts across groups and is a prerequisite for
comparisons of latent factor variances, latent factor means, and covariances between groups
(Milfont & Fischer, 2010; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).

To establish measurement invariance, we conducted MG CFA in Mplus for all measures
with more than three items. We used two indicators to assess invariance: CFI and RMSEA. These
indicators are considered as more rigorous than y2, which is likely to be significant in large
samples (Rutkowski & Svetina, 2014). These indicators also tend to become larger when many
groups are involved. Following Rutkowski and Svetina’s suggestions based on a simulation study
with 10 and 20 groups, more liberal cutoff criteria for CFI and RMSEA as well as for changes in
both indicators when testing for metric invariance seem appropriate in this 30-country study. For
the configural model, we consider a CF1 > 0.95, and RMSEA < 0.15 as evidence of invariance.
As for model fit comparison indices, ACFI <.030 and ARMSEA < .030 are used as cutoff criteria
in evaluating metric invariance, and ACFI <.010 and ARMSEA < .015 for evaluating scalar
invariance (Jang et al., 2017; Rutkowski & Svetina, 2014). Results of measurement invariance

tests are presented in Table 2.

INSERT TABLE 2 HERE

Evidence for configural invariance across 30 countries/territories was found for all
measures except positive spillover. Configural models for both positive spillover measures only

converged and displayed satisfying fit indices when Bulgaria and Switzerland were excluded



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 19

from the MG CFA. In both samples, the positive spillover measures also had poor alphas.
Consequently, all models that involve positive spillover measures are based on 28
countries/territories. We calculated the alphas for both positive spillover measures for 28 and for
30 countries. Alphas slightly improved when eliminating the two countries for both directions of
spillover: work-to-family a = .75 for 28 countries vs. a = .74 for 30 countries; family-to-work o =
.68 for 28 countries vs. a = .66 for 30 countries. Other measures remained the same (supervisor
support, coworker support, humane orientation) or changed marginally for 28 countries:
instrumental family support: o =.81 vs. o =.80 for 30 countries; emotional family support: o =
.74 vs. a =.76 for 30 countries.

When constraining factor loadings to be the same across countries, model comparison
tests revealed metric invariance for all measures. However, further model comparison tests
showed that the data did not meet the threshold for scalar invariance of any measure in the study.
Given that the purpose of the study is to investigate structural relationships, satisfying metric
invariance across cultures is sufficient to proceed to our main statistical analyses (Jang et al.,
2018).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine whether our study
variables were conceptually distinct. The CFA including all dependent and independent variables
(12 factors) demonstrated good fit with our data: 2(463) =7,032.29, p <.01, CF1 =0.95,
RMSEA = 0.037.

Results
Descriptive and Correlational Analysis
Table 3 presents means, standard deviations, and correlations for individual-level

measures and humane orientation (country level).
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INSERT TABLE 3 HERE

Multilevel Analysis

Hierarchical linear modeling was used to account for the nested data structure
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs) for our dependent
variables were .05 for work-to-family conflict (N = 30), .09 for family-to-work conflict (N = 30),
.08 for work-to-family positive spillover (N = 28) and .12 for family-to-work positive spillover
(N = 28). For individual level predictors ICCs ranged between .04 and .07. The ICC for humane
orientation was .13 and .12 for N =30 and 28 countries respectively.

To enhance model fit and the interpretation of cross-level interaction effects, individual-
level predictors (Level 1) were group mean centered, and country-level predictors (Level 2) were
grand mean centered in all models (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). Tables 4 and 5 present the results of
random intercept models predicting work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict, Tables 6
and 7 display the results for positive work-to-family spillover and positive family-to-work
spillover. Model 1 includes control variables at Level 1 only. Model 2 adds the support variables
at Level 1 as predictors. To test the hypotheses, Model 3 adds the moderator humane orientation

and the respective interaction term.

INSERT TABLE 4 AND FIGURES 1 & 2

Hypothesis 1 proposed competing arguments, congruence (H1a) vs. compensation (H1b)
for the moderating effect of humane orientation on the relationship between (a) family-supportive

supervisor behaviors, (b) coworker support and work-to-family conflict. Model 2 (Table 4)
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reveals significant negative relationships with work-to-family conflict for family-supportive
supervisor behaviors (b =-.19, p <.01) and for coworker support (b =-.13, p <.01). In line with
Hypothesis 1b, Model 3 yielded significant cross-level interactions for both family-supportive
supervisor behaviors x humane orientation (b =.11, p <.01) and coworker support x humane
orientation (b =.08, p <.01). Figures 1 and 2 depict the direction of the interaction effects. Both
figures show weaker negative associations between the support and work-to-family conflict in
higher humane orientation countries, thereby supporting the compensation argument in

Hypothesis 1b.

INSERT TABLE 5

Hypotheses 2a and 2b proposed moderating effects of humane orientation on the
relationships between (a) emotional and (b) instrumental family support and family-to-work
conflict. Table 5 displays the results of the multilevel analysis for family-to-work conflict. Model
2 reveals significant negative relationships for emotional (b =-.07, p <.01) and instrumental
family support (b =-.09, p <.01). However, none of the cross-level interactions were significant in
Model 3. Consequently, neither the congruence (2a) nor the compensation (2b) argument in

Hypothesis 2 was supported by our data.

INSERT TABLE 6 AND FIGURE 3

In line with fit theory, we also suggested competing moderating effects of humane
orientation, congruence (H3a) vs. compensation (H3b), on the relationships between (a) family-

supportive supervisor behaviors, (b) coworker support and positive work-to-family spillover.
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Model 2 in Table 6 reports significant positive main effects of family-supportive supervisor
behaviors (b =.19, p <.01) and coworker support (b =.13, p <.01) on positive work-to-family
spillover. However, Model 3 only shows a significant cross-level interaction term for coworker
support (b =.07, p <.05). Figure 3 depicts a steeper slope in higher humane orientation as opposed
to lower humane orientation countries, indicating that coworker support seems to enhance
positive work-to-family spillover more strongly in higher humane orientation cultures. Humane
orientation did not significantly alter the positive relationship between family-supportive
supervisor behaviors and positive work-to-family spillover. Thus, findings support the

congruence argument in Hypothesis 3a for coworker support, but not for supervisor support.

INSERT TABLE 7 & FIGURE 4

Hypotheses 4a and 4b proposed competing effects of humane orientation on the
relationships between emotional (a) and instrumental (b) family support and positive family-to-
work spillover. Both forms of family support were positively related with positive family-to-work
spillover: b =.36, p <.01 for emotional and b =.08, p <.01 for instrumental family support (Model
2). Model 3 (Table 7) yielded a significant cross-level interaction for instrumental support (b
=.07, p <.05) but not for emotional support. Figure 5 shows a steeper slope in higher humane
orientation cultures indicating a stronger enhancing effect of instrumental family support on
positive family-to-work spillover in these cultures relative to lower humane orientation cultures.
Again, these findings provide support for the congruence argument (H4a) rather than the
compensation argument (H4b). Because we did not detect a significant cross-level interaction for
emotional family support Hypothesis 4a was only partially supported.

Supplemental Analyses
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We conducted several additional analyses intended to yield further insight into the data
and to examine the robustness of our findings.

Substitution of GLOBE scores. As a robustness check of our moderator analyses, we
estimated all models using the humane orientation “as is” score from the GLOBE project (House
et al., 2004). Of the 30 countries/territories included in our data, 24 were included in the GLOBE
study. The two humane orientation measures are highly correlated (r = .69, p <.00). Table 8
summarizes the results of the robustness checks. The robustness tests using the humane
orientation GLOBE scores are consistent with our findings with one exception: The family-to-
work conflict model using the GLOBE humane orientation score yields a significant interaction
term for emotional family support (b =.10, p <.01) whereas our data based on measured humane
orientation yielded a non-significant interaction (Model 3, Table 5). Repeating the analysis with
our data and limiting the sample to the 24 countries/territories included in the GLOBE study also
yielded a non-significant interaction term. Consequently, the different finding is likely to be due

to different countries/territories analyzed.

INSERT TABLE 8

Controlling for additional cultural variables. We ran a series of models in which we
imputed GLOBE “as is” scores data for in-group collectivism, institutional collectivism, and
gender egalitarianism as controls (House et al., 2004). We chose these cultural values because
they have received the most attention in the work-family research literature (Allen et al., 2020;
Gelfand et al., 2007; Ollier-Malaterre & Foucreault, 2017, 2018; Shockley et al., 2017). The
findings were primarily the same (see Table 9). Specifically, all cross-level interactions that

involved humane orientation remained significant. Moreover, we note that the three GLOBE
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variables demonstrated only one significant main effect across the models (in-group collectivism

was positively associated with positive family-to-work spillover).

INSERT TABLE 9

Examining non-significant cross-level interactions. Appendix A reports further
examinations of all non-significant cross-level interactions to rule out the possibility that
compensation and congruence effects occur simultaneously and thus prevent the detection of
moderation. Findings indicate that compensation and congruence mechanisms seem to be
mutually exclusive rather than active at the same time.

Controlling for non-originating role support. Appendix B documents that our significant
findings overall were robust when controlling for non-originating domain forms of social support.
Humane orientation at the individual level. Appendix C reports results that include

individual-level humane orientation and individual-level interactions in the models. The pattern
of results indicates that individual-level moderating effects operate similarly to those observed at
the country level.

Discussion

Significant advancements in cross-national work-family research have been made in
recent years. The primary purpose of the current study was to further advance this literature by
investigating humane orientation as a moderator of support and work-family relationships. Based
on a sample of 10,307 participants from 30 countries/territories spread across the globe, several
key findings emerged.

We found that humane orientation moderated the relationship between family-supportive

supervisor behaviors, as well as coworker support, and work-to-family conflict. As would be
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expected, the relationship between work supports and work-to-family conflict is negative overall.
That is, main effect relationships between support and work-family conflict are robust across
cultures. However, the negative relationship is stronger in magnitude within lower humane
orientation cultures than within higher humane orientation cultures. In line with the compensation
perspective, we found that supervisor and coworker support are most strongly related to work-to-
family conflict in cultures in which support is most needed, that is, in lower humane orientation
cultures. This finding was robust in that it was also found when tested based on imputed GLOBE
humane orientation scores, as well as when other cultural values (in-group and institutional
collectivism and gender egalitarianism) were controlled.

With regard to family supports, we investigated both instrumental and emotional supports
in relation to family-to-work conflict. We found main effect relationships for both such that
greater support was associated with less family-to-work conflict. However, we did not find a
moderating relationship for humane orientation in relation to either form of family support. Our
robustness check using imputed GLOBE scores differed in that a significant moderating effect
was found for emotional support. The nature of the moderation was such that the relationship
between emotional support and family-to-work conflict was stronger within lower humane
orientation cultures than higher humane orientation cultures. This finding is also in line with the
compensation perspective. It is unclear why different findings emerged when using humane
orientation data from participants versus imputed humane orientation scores from GLOBE with
regard to this one particular relationship. One factor may be that the GLOBE scores are based on
a sample of middle managers while our sample also includes non-supervisory employees, in an
effort to include a more diverse section of the workforce. Moreover, GLOBE focused on three
industries (i.e., food processing, financial services and telecommunication services) whereas our

sample encompasses a broad range of industries. However, our observed correlation of -.07
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between supervisor status and humane orientation scores (Table 3) suggests that supervisory
status does not have much bearing on reports of humane orientation. In general, our findings
suggest that the relationships between family-to-work conflict and support from family members
are not readily modified by humane orientation.

The lack of moderation of the relationship between instrumental support and family-to-
work conflict was contrary to prediction. Our findings suggest that supportive cultures, as
represented by humane orientation, cannot compensate for, nor augment, lack of support from
family members. These findings are consistent with the meta-analytic findings reported by
French et al. (2018). French et al. tested imputed scores of in-group collectivism, humane
orientation, assertiveness, Gross Domestic Product, and unemployment as cultural moderators of
the relationship between family support and family-to-work conflict and found no significant
moderation. As noted by French et al., work support and work-to-family conflict relationships
appear to be more susceptible to cultural influences than do family support and family-to-work
conflict relationships. Other forms of support at the national and/or cultural level such as
universal childcare may be more synergistic with support from family members in reducing
family-to-work conflict.

Limited research has investigated positive spillover and support cross-nationally. We
found main effects for both family-supportive supervisor behaviors and coworker support on
positive work-to-family spillover indicating that more support was associated with more positive
spillover. With regard to moderation, we found that the relationship between coworker support
and work-to-family positive spillover was moderated by humane orientation. Consistent with the
congruence perspective, the positive relationship between coworker support and work-to-family
positive spillover was stronger in higher humane orientation cultures than in lower humane

orientation cultures. This effect was robust when also testing with imputed GLOBE scores. Our
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findings suggest that when the organizational context matches the societal context, positive
spillover from work to family is more likely to occur. However, we did not find that humane
orientation moderated the positive relationship between family-supportive supervisor behaviors
and work-to-family positive spillover, suggesting that family-supportive supervisor behaviors is
an important facilitator of positive spillover across cultural contexts.

We also found evidence for moderation with regard to family-to-work positive spillover.
Specifically, the positive relationship between instrumental family support and family-to-work
positive spillover was stronger for those in higher humane orientation cultures relative to those in
lower humane orientation cultures. This finding was robust when tested with imputed GLOBE
humane orientation scores as well as when collectivism and gender egalitarianism imputed scores
were included as controls. We did not find that the relationship between emotional support and
family-to-work positive spillover was moderated by humane orientation, suggesting that
emotional support is equally relevant across humane orientation cultures for facilitating family-
to-work positive spillover.

Our supplemental analyses yielded several other additional findings of note. As we report
in Appendix B, we found some evidence of cross-domain main effects of support. Although the
domain specificity hypothesis asserts that support from a given domain should most highly relate
to conflict that originates in the same domain, cross-domain effects may still occur (French et al.,
2018). Our findings suggest that across cultures, coworker support can be beneficial in reducing
both directions of conflict. Similarly, support from the family can help enhance work-to-family
positive spillover while support from supervisors and coworkers can help enhance family-to-
work positive spillover. These findings further highlight the important role of social support for
the work-family interface across cultures.

Theoretical Implications
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Our research has theoretical implications for the cross-cultural study of the work-family
interface. First, it paves the way for a more comprehensive theorizing of the role of culture in etic
comparative work-family research (Shockley et al., 2017; Spector et al., 2015) by analyzing data
from 30 countries/territories, including those from underrepresented regions of the world, and by
measuring humane orientation. The inclusion of contexts that differ across the world in terms of
kinship ties, family rituals, and religiosity, such as Ethiopia and Indonesia, is theoretically
important because cultural beliefs such as those pertaining to humane orientation deeply shape
the meanings that individuals attach to “work”, “family”, and “support” (Allen et al., 2015;
Kossek & Ollier-Malaterre, 2013; Powell et al., 2009)".

Second, by drawing from fit theory (Fry & Smith, 1987; Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977),
we provide a unique theoretical lens by which to view cross-cultural work-family research. We
find that humane orientation has a compensatory role in the relationships between supports and
work-family conflict whereas it has (mostly) an amplifying role in the relationships between
supports and work-family positive spillover. Moreover, these mechanisms appear consistent
across both individual and country-level analyses of humane orientation (see Appendix C for
individual-level analyses of humane orientation). These findings contribute to the understanding
of how cultural contexts modify relationships between supports and work-family outcomes by
underscoring that the amplifying vs. attenuating processes involved with regard to positive versus

negative work and family interdependencies differ drastically. Our findings concerning work-

! To examine the importance of inclusion of underrepresented regions, we tested our models
without Ethiopia, Nigeria, South Africa, India, and Indonesia. Results differed in that the cross-
level interactions for three dependent variables changed. Specifically, significant cross-level
interactions for work-to-family conflict, family-to-work conflict, and positive work-to-family
spillover were no longer significant. Findings suggest that research on humane orientation that
does not include countries from these regions may mask moderation effects.



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 29

family conflict are in line with the compensation perspective of fit theory (Fry & Smith, 1987;
Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977) and with the complementary person-environment fit tradition
rooted in need fulfillment (Edwards, 1991). However, when considering positive work-family
spillover, the congruence perspective of fit theory is most relevant. Supplementing or matching
characteristics of the culture with that of the environment are most beneficial in engendering
positive spillover. Within the person-environment fit literature, such similarity has been referred
to as value congruence (Cable & Edwards, 2004). Our study also contributes to the broader cross-
cultural psychology and cross-national management literature (Dorfman et al., 2012; Hofstede et
al., 2010; House et al., 2004; Javidan et al., 2006; Schldesser et al., 2013; Schwartz, 1994; Shi &
Wang, 2011) by advancing research on humane orientation and showing the importance of
thinking through alternative theoretical arguments for the moderating role of humane orientation.
Our findings suggest that not only is humane orientation a cultural dimension that relates to
important outcomes for employees and workplaces and warrants greater attention than has been
given to date, but also it calls for careful theorizing as it may either attenuate or amplify
established relationships between constructs.
Practical Implications

Our findings suggest that policy makers and workplace practitioners need to consider
cultural beliefs and in particular humane orientation as they craft regulations and programs to
reduce work-family conflict and facilitate positive spillover. This may help HR practitioners in
multinational companies to adapt their work-family programs to different country contexts, and
local policy makers and practitioners to direct their resources towards the most needed programs.

Regarding conflict, our findings imply that it is especially important to think about what
the culture lacks that the workplace or the family can supply. For example, in lower humane

orientation cultures individuals are expected to solve problems on their own (Kabasakal & Bodur,
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2004) and thus employees may have a greater need for supervisors and coworkers to supply
support. Support from those within the workplace is needed in such cultures to help compensate
for lesser support provided within society. Interventions such as family-supportive supervisor
training (Hammer et al., 2011) and training programs that make employees aware of the
importance of peer support to alleviate work-family conflict may be more beneficial in such
contexts than in higher humane orientation contexts, even as they go against broader cultural
norms. Likewise, policies that encourage increased family support, such as tax deductions for
dependents, pension benefits, and legal provisions that facilitate access to part-time schedules and
family leaves, may result in greater reduction in work-family conflict in lower (vs. higher)
humane orientation contexts.

However, regarding positive spillover beneficial outcomes occur when the situation is
aligned with individual belief systems. Thus, investing in fostering supervisor and coworker
support may benefit positive spillover more in higher humane orientation contexts where these
supports are compatible with the cultural context, than in lower humane orientation contexts
where they may be viewed as incongruent with broader cultural norms. Likewise, policies and
legal provisions that encourage family support may result in greater positive spillover in higher
(vs. lower) humane orientation contexts.

Strengths

Our study has several notable strengths. Our cross-national sample is inclusive of regions
of the world that have received little research attention. The importance of including
heterogeneous regions such as Southern Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa that are high in humane
orientation was underscored by our supplemental analyses that demonstrated that moderation
effects disappear without such regions included. This finding may explain why the limited

empirical research (French et al., 2018; Ollier-Malaterre et al., 2020) that tested Powell and
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colleagues’ hypothesis of a moderation (2009) found no support for such moderation. Moreover,
cross-cultural work-family research has mostly studied managers and professionals, which
neglects major segments of populations (Swanberg, McKechnie, Ojha, & James, 2011). Thus, our
findings overall are more heterogeneous with regard to culture and populations around the globe
than are previous cross-national research studies.

A larger geographical scope also offers important methodological advantages. A larger set
of countries in cross-cultural research not only allows us to directly measure and model the
impact of humane orientation on the outcome of interest (Yu, 2015), it also increases the variance
associated with this cultural dimension (Stankov, 2015). This is a key contribution in that tests of
moderation assume that variable distributions include the full range of possible values. Even a
relatively small degree of range restriction can significantly decrease the statistical power to
detect moderation (Aguinis et al., 2017; Aguinis & Stone-Romero, 1997). For example, the lack
of inclusion of high humane orientation countries in cross-national work-family research may
explain why previous studies have found little support for humane orientation as a moderator
(French et al., 2018). The inclusion of diverse countries also increases the generalizability of
findings to a larger set of countries. Moreover, assessing humane orientation directly from
participants addresses several limitations of the existing literature. It enables us to establish
measurement invariance for humane orientation and our other variables of interest, providing
greater confidence that differences observed are actual rather than an artifact of different scale
interpretations across countries (Chen, 2008). In doing so, our research is in line with the
observation of Gelfand et al. (2017) who note that while still somewhat rare, studies increasingly
measure cultural differences, and pay attention to measurement equivalence, rather than assume
that country X and country Y differ based on prior studies or based on imputation of pre-existing

country scores. By contrast, studies such as GLOBE that are often used to provide imputed
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country scores rather than measure them directly are time-bound and based on specialized
samples (i.e., middle managers) and industries, which may not generalize to later data collections
or to other employee groups. Another contribution of using individual participants’ humane
orientation data is that it permits us to include countries that are missing from studies such as the
GLOBE and for which estimated country scores are missing. This helps to ensure that the body of
cross-national research exceeds the boundaries of those defined by GLOBE at present.
Limitations and Future Directions

A study limitation is that we cannot say that our data are representative of the cultural
contexts from which we sampled and thus generalizability remains uncertain. Another limitation
of our research is that data are based on self-reported measures based on Likert scales, which
might be subject to reference group effects (He et al. 2017; Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz,
2002). In contrast to most cross-national work-family research, we assessed humane orientation
at the individual level and then aggregated to the country level. This permitted us to assess
measurement invariance to ensure our participants shared a common understanding of the
constructs we assessed. We were able to establish metric measurement equivalence for all study
variables, which is sufficient for the analysis of structural relationships (Jang et al. 2018). To rule
out potential reference groups effects, scalar invariance is recommended (He et al. 2017; Van de
Vijver & Leung, 1997). We were able to obtain partial scalar invariance (releasing one or two
intercepts per measure) for some of our study variables (such as work-family conflict, family-
supportive supervisor behavior and coworker support) but not for all of them. At the individual
level, this is less of a concern due to the group/country-level centering of this variables in our
hierarchical linear models. However, we were not able to obtain partial scalar invariance for the
humane orientation measure, despite having chosen a measure used in previous cross-cultural

research (Kabasakal & Bodur, 2004). To further address this study limitation, we conducted
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robustness checks for our models imputing GLOBE humane orientation scores, which largely
confirmed our findings (see Table 8). In addition, the local collaborators conducted pilot studies
prior to data collection to enhance applicability of measures across the different cultural contexts.
Despite these procedures, we need to acknowledge that we cannot entirely rule out some bias due
to reference group effects in our study.

Our research was also limited in that we did not investigate all forms of social support and
we did not have analogous forms of support across the work and the family domains. The various
sources of support and different dimensions of support are not interchangeable. Further research
is needed that for example examines if different dimensions of support from coworkers and from
supervisors (e.g., instrumental versus emotional) interact with humane orientation in unique ways
in relation to work-family experiences. In addition, the results of the current study lead to several
additional directions for future cross-cultural work-family research. Our findings underscore the
importance of conducting primary cross-cultural research from a wide array of regions.
Continued research that includes underrepresented regions of the world, particularly subregions
of Africa and the Middle East that we were not able to include is needed.

Our incorporation of fit theory (Fry & Smith, 1987; Nightingale & Toulouse, 1977) opens
new avenues for cross-national work-family research. Importantly, our findings underscore the
different processes at play between culture and positive versus negative interdependencies
between work and family. Multi-level research further analyzing the congruence vs.
compensation perspectives across national and lower-level environments such as workplaces and
workgroups may be a fruitful direction for future research.

Humane orientation is a key cultural dimension when examining social support. While we
have focused on the key constructs of work-family conflict and positive spillover, we believe that

research on the moderating role of humane orientation between support and work-family balance
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(Casper et al., 2018; Wayne et al., 2017) would also be fruitful. Moreover, because supervisors
and family members are gate keepers in terms of people’s ability to manage the boundaries
between work and family according to their preferences (Clark, 2000), it is possible that humane
orientation moderates the relationships between work and family supports and the control
(Kossek et al., 2012) that individuals have over their boundary management behaviors.
Conclusion

We contribute to the cross-national work-family literature by investigating humane
orientation as a moderator of the relationship between social support and work-family outcomes.
Our findings indicate that in situations in which the cultural context generally is lacking in
support, it seems particularly important for organizations to encourage supervisor and coworker
support for employees’ work-family needs. Moreover, positive spillover can be facilitated

through congruence of cultural context and support from work and family domains.



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 35

References
Aguinis, H., Edwards, J. R., & Bradley, K. J. (2017). Improving our understanding of moderation
and mediation in strategic management research. Organizational Research Methods,
20(4), 665-685. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115627498
Aguinis, H., & Stone-Romero, E. F. (1997). Methodological artifacts in moderated multiple
regression and their effects on statistical power. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(1),
192-206. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.192
Allen, T. D., French, K. A., Dumani, S., & Shockley, K. M. (2015). Meta-analysis of work—
family conflict mean differences: Does national context matter? Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 90, 90-100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.07.006
Allen, T. D., French, K. A., Dumani, S., & Shockley, K. M. (2020). A cross-national meta-
analytic examination of predictors and outcomes associated with work-family conflict.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(6), 539-576. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000442
Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Multiple-group factor analysis alignment. Structural
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 21(4), 495-508.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.919210
Beus, J. M., Taylor, E. C., & Solomon, S. J. (2021). Climate-context congruence: Examining
context as a boundary condition for climate-performance relationships. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 106(9), 1332—1356. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000826
Bond, M. H., Leung, K., Au, A., Tong, K.-K., de Carrasquel, S. R., Murakami, F., Yamaguchi,
S., Bierbrauer, G., Singelis, T. M., Broer, M., Boen, F., Lambert, S. M., Ferreira, M. C.,
Noels, K. A., van Bavel, J., Safdar, S., Zhang, J., Chen, L., Solcova, L., ... Lewis, J. R.

(2004). Culture-level dimensions of social axioms and their correlates across 41 countries.


https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428115627498
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.192

HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 36

Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35(5), 548-570.
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0022022104268388

Byron, K. (2005). A meta-analytic review of work—family conflict and its antecedents. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 67(2), 169-198. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.08.009

Cable, D. M., & Edwards, J. R. (2004). Complementary and supplementary fit: A theoretical and
empirical integration. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 822-834.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.5.822

Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, K. M., & Williams, L. J. (2000). Construction and initial validation of a
multi-dimensional measure of work-family conflict. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
56(2), 249-267. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1713

Casper, W. J., Vaziri, H., Wayne, J., DeHauw, S., & Greenhaus, J. (2018). The jingle-jangle of
work-nonwork balance: A comprehensive and meta-analytic review of its meaning and
measurement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 103(2), 182-214.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000259

Chen, F. F. (2008). What happens if we compare chopsticks with forks? The impact of making
inappropriate comparisons in cross-cultural research. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 95(5), 1005-1018. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0013193

Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/family balance. Human
Relations, 53(6), 747-770. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726700536001

Clark, S. C. (2001). Work cultures and work/family balance. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
58(3), 348-365. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2000.1759

Dorfman, P., Javidan, M., Hanges, P., Dastmalchian, A., & House, R. J. (2012). GLOBE: A
twenty year journey into the intriguing world of culture and leadership. Journal of World

Business, 47(4), 504-518. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2012.01.004



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 37

Dumani, S., French, K. A., & Allen, T. D. (2018). Meta-analysis as a tool to synthesize global
work-family research findings. In K. M. Shockley, W. Shen, & R. C. Johnson (Eds.), The
Cambridge handbook of the global work—family interface (pp. 156—178). Cambridge
University Press.

Edwards, J. R. (1991). Person-job fit: A conceptual integration, literature review, and
methodological critique. In C. L. Cooper & 1. T. Robertson (Eds.), International review of
industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. 6, pp. 283-357). Wiley.

Edwards, J. R. (2008). Person—environment fit in organizations: An assessment of theoretical
progress. Academy of Management Annals, 2(1), 167-230.
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520802211503

Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional multilevel
models: A new look at an old issue. Psychological Methods, 12(2), 121-138.
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121

French, K. A., Dumani, S., Allen, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2018). A meta-analysis of work—
family conflict and social support. Psychological Bulletin, 144(3), 284-314.
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000120

Friedman, S. D., & Greenhaus, J. H. (2000). Work and family: allies or enemies? What happens
when business professionals confront life choices. Oxford University Press.

Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Antecedents and outcomes of work-family
conflict: Testing a model of the work-family interface. Journal of Applied Psychology,
77(1), 65-78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.77.1.65

Frone, M. R,, Yardley, J. K., & Markel, K. S. (1997). Developing and testing an integrative
model of the work-family interface. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 50(2), 145-167.

https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1996.1577



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 38

Fry, L. M., & Smith, D. A. (1987). Congruence, contingency, and theory building. Academy of
Management Review, 12(1), 117-132. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1987.4306496

Gelfand, M. J., Aycan, Z., Erez, M., & Leung, K. (2017). Cross-cultural industrial organizational
psychology and organizational behavior: A hundred-year journey. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 102(3), 514-529. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000186

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When Work and Family are allies: A theory of Work-
Family enrichment. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 72-92.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2006.19379625

Grzywacz, J. G., & Marks, N. F. (2000). Reconceptualizing the work-family interface. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 111-126. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.5.1.111

Gupta, V., & Hanges, P. J. (2004). Regional and climate clustering of societal cultures. In P. M.
H. R. J. House, M. Javidan, P.Dorfman, & V. Gupta (Eds.) (Ed.), Culture, leadership, and
organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies (pp. 178-218). Sage Publications.

Gupta, V., Sully de Luque, M. F., & House, R. J. (2004). Multisource construct validity of
GLOBE scales. In P. M. H. R. J. House, M. Javidan, P.Dorfman, & V. Gupta (Eds.) (Ed.),
Culture, leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies (pp. 152-177).
Sage Publications.

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Bodner, T., & Crain, T. (2013). Measurement development and
validation of the Family Supportive Supervisor Behavior Short-Form (FSSB-SF). Journal
of Occupational Health Psychology, 18(3), 285-296. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032612

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman, K. L. (2011).

Clarifying work-family intervention processes: The roles of work-family conflict and



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 39

family-supportive supervisor behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(1), 134-150.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020927

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G. C. (2009).
Development and validation of a multidimensional measure of Family Supportive
Supervisor Behaviors (FSSB). Journal of Management, 18(3), 285-296.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308328510

He, J., Van de Vijver, F. J. R, Fetvadjiev, V. H., de Carmen Dominguez Espinosa, A., Adams,
B., Alonso-Arbiol, L., . . . Zhang, R. (2017). On Enhancing the Cross-Cultural
Comparability of Likert-Scale Personality and Value Measures: A Comparison of
Common Procedures. European Journal of Personality, 31(6), 642-657.
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2132

Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Peng, K., & Greenholtz, J. (2002). What's wrong with cross-cultural
comparisons of subjective Likert scales? The reference-group effect. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 903-918. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-
3514.82.6.903

Hofstede, G. (2005). Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind. McGraw-Hill.

Hofstede, G., Hofstede, G. J., & Minkov, M. (2010). Cultures and organizations. McGraw-Hill.

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004). Culture,
leadership and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies. Sage Publictaions.

Jang, S., Kim, E. S., Cao, C., Allen, T. D., Cooper, C. L., Lapierre, L. M., . . . Woo, J. (2017).
Measurement invariance of the satisfaction with life scale across 26 countries. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 48(4), 560-576. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117697844

Jang, S., Shen, W., Allen, T. D., & Zhang, H. (2018). Societal individualism—collectivism and

uncertainty avoidance as cultural moderators of relationships between job resources and



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 40

strain. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(4), 507-524.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2253

Javidan, M., House, R. J., Dorfman, P. W., Hanges, P. J., & de Luque, M. S. (2006).
Conceptualizing and measuring cultures and their consequences: A comparative review of
GLOBE's and Hofstede's approaches. Journal of International Business Studies, 37(6),
897-914. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400234

Kabasakal, H., & Bodur, M. (2004). Humane orientation in societies, organizations and leader
attributes. In R. J. House, P. J. Hanges, M. Javidan, P. W. Dorfman, & V. Gupta (Eds.),
Culture, leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies (pp. 564-601).
Sage Publications.

Kalliath, P., Kalliath, T., & Singh, V., (2011). When work intersect family: A qualitative
exploration of the experience of dual earner in India. South Asian Journal of
Management, 18(1), 37-59. https://doi.org/10.1080/02650533.2013.828278

Kirkman, B. L., Lowe, K. B., & Gibson, C. B. (2006). A quarter century of Culture's
Consequences: a review of empirical research incorporating Hofstede's cultural values
framework. Journal of International Business Studies, 37(3), 285-320.
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400202

Kluckhohn, F. R., & Strodtbeck, F. L. (1961). Variations in value orientations. Row, Peterson.

Korabik, K., Aycan, Z., & Ayman, R. (Eds.). (2017). The work-family interface in global context.
Routledge.

Kossek, E. E., & Ollier-Malaterre, A. (2013). Work-family policies: Linking national contexts,
organizational practice and people for multi-level change. In S. A. Y. Poelmans, J. H.
Greenhaus, & M. Las Heras Maestro (Eds.), Expanding the boundaries of work-family

research: A vision for the future: 3-30. Basingstoke, England: Palgrave Macmillan.



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 41

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. (2011). Workplace social support and
work-family conflict: A meta-analysis clarifying the influence of general and work-
family-specific supervisor and organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 289-
313. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01211.x

Kossek, E. E., Ruderman, M. N., Braddy, P. W., & Hannum, K. M. (2012). Work-nonwork
boundary management profiles: A person-centered approach. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 81(1), 112—-128. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003

LaHuis, D. M., Blackmore, C. E., & Bryant-Lees, K. B. (2019). Explained variance measures for
multilevel models. In S. E. Humphrey & J. M. LeBreton (Eds.), The handbook of
multilevel theory, measurement, and analysis. (pp. 353-364). American Psychological
Association.

Lapierre, L. M., Li, Y., Kwan, H. K., Greenhaus, J. H., DiRenzo, M. S., & Shao, P. (2018). A
meta-analysis of the antecedents of work-family enrichment. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 39(4), 385-401. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234

Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Differentiation and integration in complex
organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 12(1), 1-47.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2391211

Lyness, K. S., & Brumit Kropf, M. (2005). The relationships of national gender equality and
organizational support with work-family balance: A study of European managers. Human
Relations, 58(1), 33-60. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726705050934

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion,
and motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-

295X.98.2.224



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 42

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Glew, D. J. (2012). Workplace predictors of family-facilitative
coworker support. Journal of Workplace Behavioral Health, 27(4), 289-310.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15555240.2012.725605

Mesmer-Magnus, J. R., & Viswesvaran, C. (2006). How family-friendly work environments
affect work/family conBict: A meta-analytic examination. Journal of Labor Research,
27(4), 555-574. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12122-006-1020-1

Michel, J. S., Mitchelson, J. K., Clark, M., Young, L. M., & Baltes, B. B. (2011). Antecedents of
work-family conflict: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(5),

689-725. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00092.x

Milfont, L. T., & Fischer, R. (2010). Testing measurement invariance across groups: applications
in cross-cultural research. International Journal of Psychological Research, 3(1), 111-
130. https://doi.org/10.21500/20112084.857

Mokomane, Z. (2018). A review of work-family research in Africa. In K. M. Shockley, W. Shen,
& R. C. Johnson (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of the global work—family
interface (pp. 323-336). Cambridge University Press.

Muchinsky, P. M., & Monahan, C. J. (1987). What is person-environment congruence?
Supplementary versus complementary models of fit. Journal of Vocational Behavior,
31(3), 268-277. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90043-1

Nightingale, D. V., & Toulouse, J.-M. (1977). Toward a multilevel congruence theory of
organization. Administrative Science Quarterly, 22(2), 264-280.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2391960



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 43

Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Foucreault, A. (2017). Cross-national work-life research: Cultural and
structural impacts for individuals and organizations. Journal of Management, 43(1), 111-
136. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206316655873

Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Foucreault, A. (2018). GLOBE’s cultural dimensions: Implications for
global work family research. In K. Shockley, W. Shen, & R. Johnson (Eds.), The
Cambridge handbook of the global work-family interface. Cambridge University Press.

Ollier-Malaterre, A., Haar, J. M., Sunyer, A., & Russo, M. (2020). Supportive organizations,
work—family enrichment, and job burnout in low and high humane orientation cultures.
Applied Psychology, 69(4), 1215-1247. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12217

Ollo-Loépez, A., & Goiii-Legaz, S. (2017). Differences in work—family conflict: Which individual
and national factors explain them? The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 28(3), 499-525. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1118141

Platt, J. R. (1964). Strong inference: Certain systematic methods of scientific thinking may
produce much more rapid progress than others. Science, 146(3642), 347-353.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.146.3642.347

Powell, G. N., Francesco, A. M., & Ling, Y. (2009). Towards culture-sensitive theories of the
work-family interface. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 30(5), 597-616.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.568

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models. Sage Publications.

Russo, M., Buonocore, F., Carmeli, A., & Guo, L. (2018). When family supportive supervisors
meet employees “need for caring: Implications for work—family enrichment and thriving.

Journal of Management, 44(4), 1678-1702. https://doi.org/0.1177/0149206315618013



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 44

Rutkowski, L., & Svetina, D. (2014). Assessing the hypothesis of measurement invariance in the
context of large-scale international surveys. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 74(1), 31-57. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164413498257

Schlosser, O., Frese, M., Heintze, A.-M., Al-Najjar, M., Arciszewski, T., Besevegis, E., . . .
Zhang, K. (2013). Humane orientation as a new cultural dimension of the GLOBE
Project: A validation study of the GLOBE scale and out-group humane orientation in 25
countries. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 44(4), 535-551.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022112465671

Schooler, C. (1996). Cultural and social-structural explanations of cross-national psychological
differences. Annual Review of Sociology, 22, 323-349.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.22.1.323

Schwartz, S. H. (1994). Beyond individualism/collectivism: New cultural dimensions of values.
In U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, C. Kagit¢ibasi, S.-C. Choi, & G. Yoon (Eds.), Individualism
and collectivism: Theory, methods, and applications (Vol. 18, pp. 85-119). Sage
Publications.

Shaffer, M. A., Joplin, J. R. W., & Hsu, Y. S. (2011). Expanding the boundaries of work--family
research: A review and agenda for future research. International Journal of Cross
Cultural Management, 11(2), 221-268. https://doi.org/10.1177/1470595811398800

Shahani-Denning, C., & Shyamsunder, A. (2018). A review of work-family research in South
East Asia. In K. M. Shockley, W. Shen, & R. C. Johnson (Eds.), The Cambridge
handbook of the global work—family interface (pp. 352-370). Cambridge University

Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235556.019


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1017/9781108235556.019

HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 45

Shi, X., & Wang, J. (2011). Interpreting Hofstede Model and GLOBE Model: Which way to go
for cross-cultural research? International Journal of Business and Management, 6(5), 93-
99. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v6n5p93

Shockley, K. M., & Allen, T. D. (2013). Episodic work—family conflict, cardiovascular
indicators, and social support: An experience sampling approach. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 18(3), 262-275. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033137

Shockley, K. M., Douek, J., Smith, C. R., Yu, P. P., Dumani, S., & French, K. A. (2017). Cross-
cultural work and family research: A review of the literature. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 101, 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.04.001

Spector, P. E., Allen, T. D., Poelmans, S. A. Y., Lapierre, L. M., Cooper, C. L., O'Driscoll,
M., ...Lu, L. e. A. (2007). Cross-national differences in relationships of work demands,
job satisfaction and turnover intentions with work-family conflict. Personnel Psychology,

60(4), 805-835. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00092.x

Spector, P. E., Cooper, C. L., Poelmans, S. A. Y., Allen, T. D., O’Driscoll, M. P., Sanchez, J.
I,...Yu,S. (2004). A cross-national comparative study of work-family stressors,
working hours and well-being: China and Latin America versus the Anglo world.
Personnel Psychology, 57(1), 119-142. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-
6570.2004.tb02486.x

Spector, P. E., Liu, C., & Sanchez, J. I. (2015). Methodological and substantive issues in
conducting multinational and cross-cultural research. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2, 101-131. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-

orgpsych-032414-111310



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 46

Stankov, L. (2015). Four GLOBE dimensions of perceived social norms in 33 countries.
Learning and Individual Differences, 41, 30-42.
https://doi.org/10.1016/.1indif.2015.07.005

Taras, V., Steel, P., & Kirkman, B. L. (2011). Three decades of research on national culture in the
workplace: Do the differences still make a difference? Organizational Dynamics, 40(3),
189-198. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0orgdyn.2011.04.006

Ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A Resource Perspective on the Work-Home
Interface: The Work-Home Resources Model. American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974

Van de Vijver, F. J. R., & Leung, K. (1997). Methods and data analysis for cross-cultural
research. Sage Publications.

Van Emmerik, H., Gardner, W. L., Wendt, H., & Fischer, D. (2010). Associations of culture and
personality with McClelland’s Motives: A cross-cultural study of managers in 24
countries. Group & Organization Management, 35(3), 329-367.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601110370782

Vandenberg, R. J., & Lance, C. E. (2000). A review and synthesis of the measurement invariance
literature: Suggestions, practices, and recommendations for organizational research.
Organizational Research Methods, 3(1), 4-70. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442810031002

Voydanoff, P. (2001). Conceptualizing community in the context of work and family.
Community, Work & Family, 4(2), 133—156. https://doi.org/10.1080/713658928

Wayne, J., Casper, W., Matthews, R., & Allen, T. (2013). Family-supportive organization
perceptions and organizational commitment: The mediating role of work-family conflict
and enrichment and partner attitudes. The Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(4),606-622.

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032491


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2015.07.005

HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 47

Wayne, J. H., Butts, M. M., Casper, W. J., & Allen, T. D. (2017). In search of balance: A
conceptual and empirical integration of multiple meanings of work-family balance.
Personnel Psychology, 70(1), 167-210. https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12132

Yang, N., Chen, C. C., Choi, J., & Zou, Y. (2000). Sources of work-family conflict: A Sino-U.S.
comparison of the effects of work and family demands. Academy of Management Journal,

43(1), 113-123. https:/doi.org/10.2307/1556390

Yu, W. (2015). Placing families in context: Challenges for cross-national family research.

Journal of Marriage and Family, 77(1), 23-39. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12152


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.2307/1556390

HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 48

Table 1
Sociodemographic information

Age Female Supervisor Whour HO
Samples N (mean) (%) (%) (mean) (mean)
Australia 363 40.2 47.7 38.0 383 3.82
Austria 333 42.6 73.0 27.3 34.5 3.56
Brazil 237 41.1 49.8 443 47.0 4.26
Bulgaria 311 33.7 534 16.4 41.4 3.63
Canada® 507 43.2 56.8 31.8 39.8 4.44
Chile 340 38.6 50.3 25.9 455 3.53
China 300 34.1 62.3 353 47.9 433
Ecuador 300 423 43.7 54.7 45.9 4.01
Ethiopia 337 39.0 534 31.2 43.1 5.00
Finland 310 433 69.0 17.1 38.8 3.87
France 564 42.6 62.9 27.7 39.3 3.58
Germany 386 39.9 70.2 26.4 36.5 3.60
India 338 33.8 473 35.8 49.4 4.23
Indonesia 301 39.8 59.1 40.9 42.9 5.06
Israel 483 40.7 50.9 34.8 42.1 425
Italy 422 43.1 43.1 48.6 44.4 4.03
Netherlands 376 43.0 54.8 343 36.9 3.94
Nigeria 297 38.5 41.1 47.5 46.6 3.87
Norway 294 45.4 442 43.2 37.9 4.39
Poland 376 36.3 59.6 22.6 43.1 3.60
Portugal 298 43.8 52.7 25.2 433 3.73
Singapore 305 48.0 54.8 52.8 46.5 3.96
South Africa® 362 394 59.4 22.4 44.0 4.10
South Korea 309 38.6 46.3 38.8 45.7 422
Switzerland® 318 40.6 70.4 30.2 31.7 4.07
Taiwan 301 47.2 62.1 37.2 447 4.38
Tunisia 322 40.6 49.4 30.7 40.6 4.13
UK 314 38.9 62.1 30.6 36.1 3.94
UsS 306 383 50.3 53.9 41.0 4.15
Vietnam 297 40.0 59.6 354 45.8 4.48
Total 10,307 40.6 55.5 34.2 41.8 4.06

Note. Whours = actual working hours; HO = humane orientation (scale 1-7). *English and French
speaking sample; *Black and White sample; ‘German and French speaking sample.
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Table 2
Results measurement invariance tests

Configural -> Metric

Configural MI MI Metric -> Scalar MI
Measures v RMSEA CFI ARMSEA ACFI ARMSEA  ACFI
WtFC 593.47 .065 .984 .001 .009 .043 .054
FtWC 580.87 .064 .980 .002 .009 .024 .042
WFPS? 301.93 113 961 .017 .026 .037 138
FWPS* 275.80 .107 951 .019 .031 .055 263
HO 157.36 .069 .986 .014 .031 .048 139
FSSB 205.24 .084 .988 .001 .016 .034 .060
Family Support  542.54 .061 .979 .001 .011 .032 .069

Note.* N = 28 countries; MI = measurement invariance; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA =
root mean square error of approximation. WtFC = work-to-family conflict; FtWC = family-to-
work conflict; WPFS = work-to-family positive spillover; FWPS = family-to-work positive
spillover; HO = humane orientation; FSSB = family-supportive supervisor behavior.
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Table 3

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among measures

Measures M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1. Gender .56 .50 ---

2. Age 40.62 831 - 10%¥*% -

3. Marital status .88 33 -10%  -.01 -—-

4. Education 4.45 1.55 .00 .03** 08** -

5. Supervisor .66 A8 - 15%E 3%k O4%x 6% .

6. No of children  1.83 09 -04%%  19%k 08%* .02 -04%F -

7. FSSB 3.25 95 -.04%*%  -02% .01 .00 -.04** 01 -—-

8. COWS 3.67 .81 05%*% .01 .02% .04**  02% .00  43%* -

9.FS e 3.55 .83 03%% - 08**  12%*  QS** - 03%* 00 @ 22%*% 23%* -

10. FS i 3.62 93 S 15%% 0 20%*  20%*  04%* -06%* .01 A7FF 0 16%* 47F* ---

11. WtFC 2.95 .89 -.02*  -.07** .00 =01 -.05%* 01  -24%*% -20%* -08** -06%* -

12. FtWC 2.39 .82 -01  -.09*¥* .00 .00 .01 00 -.05%% - 09%* - 11%* - 12%%  43%* -—-

13. WFPS*? 3.14 77 .00  -.06%¥* 02*% .08*%* -09** 01 20%% 0 23%% 0 3 ¥k 19¥* _06**  08** ---

14. FWPS* 3.57 12 .00 -.09%* 05*%* 04%* -07** .00 .19%* 15%*%  48%*  35¥k  _DS5¥x _(9%*  46** -

15. HO 4.06 38 -.03** 01 .01 06**  -07*FF  06%*  .06** -.05%* 06%* 09** -08*%* -.01 12*%* []5%*%

Note. N =10,307 (30 countries); * N = 9,687 (28 countries); FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker support; FS e =
emotional family support; FS i = instrumental family support; WtFC = work-to-family conflict; FtWC = family-to-work conflict;
WEPS = work-to-family positive spillover; FWPS = family-to-work positive spillover: HO = humane orientation.
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Table 4
Results of multilevel analyses for work-to-family conflict
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 2.95%* 2.95%* 2.95%*
Level 1
Gender -.02 -.03 -.03
Age -.01* -0 %* .00
Marital status -.06* -.04 -.03
Education -.01 -.01 .00
Supervisor 10%* A1%* 1
No children .04%* L05%* 05%*
FSSB - 19%* - 18%*
COWS - 13%* - 15%*
Level 2
HO -.20
Cross-level interactions
FSSB x HO A1
COWS x HO 08**
Deviance 26,042.19 25,248.22 25,209.36
ICC .06 .07 .06
Var (within) 4% .68%* .68%*
Var (between) 05%* .05%* .04

AMVP explained variance® 007 078 090

Note. N =10,307 (30 countries); **p <.01; *p <.05. ~ .

@ Explained variances were computed using the formula, var(¥;;)/ (var(¥;))+To0+0?)
LaHuis et al. (2019). FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior;

COWS = coworker support; HO = humane orientation.
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Table 5
Results of multilevel analyses for family-to-work conflict
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 2.40%* 2.40%* 2.40%*
Level 1
Gender -.04* -.05%* -.05%*
Age -.01* -.01%* -0 %*
Marital status -.05% .01 .02
Education .00 .00 .01
Supervisor .00 .01 .01
No children .04%* .04%* .04%*
FS e -.Q7%* -.Q7%*
FS i -.09%** -.09%*
Level 2
HO -.03
Cross-level interactions
FS exHO .05
FS ix HO -.01
Deviance 23,965.92 23,753.29 23,763.33
ICC .10 .09 11
Var (within) .60** 59k 59%*
Var (between) 7% 06%* 07

AMVP explained variance® 004 025 025

Note. N=10,307 (30 countries); **p <.01; *p <.05. R R

*Explained variances were computed using the formula, var(¥;;)/(var(¥;;)+7oo+0?)
LaHuis et al. (2019). FS_e = emotional family support; FS_i = instrumental family
support; HO = humane orientation.
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Table 6
Results of multilevel analyses for work-to-family positive spillover
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 3.14%* 3.14%* 3.15%*
Level 1
Gender 05%* 05%* 05%*
Age .00 .00 .00
Marital status .04 .01 .01
Education .03%* .03** .03%*
Supervisor 13%* J12%* J12%*
No children .02* .02* L02%*
FSSB 19 19
COWS 3% J13%*
Level 2
HO 17
Cross-level interactions
FSSB x HO .04
COWS x HO .07*
Deviance 18,068.56 17,218.10 17,219.01
ICC .08 .09 .10
Var (within) S5 S50** 50%*
Var (between) 5% 05%* L05%*
AMVP explained variance® 012 .097 .107

Note. N = 9,687 (28 countries); **p < .01; *p <.05.

*Explained variances were computed using the formula, var(¥; D/( var(¥; j)+r00+02)
LaHuis et al. (2019). FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior;

COWS = coworker support; HO = humane orientation.
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Table 7
Results of multilevel analyses for family-to-work positive spillover
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 3.57** 3.57%* 3.58%%*
Level 1
Gender .03* .03 .03
Age -.01%* .00 .00
Marital status A1 -.03 -.03
Education 01%** 01* .01*
Supervisor Q7%* L05%* L05%*
No children .01 .01 .01
FS e 36%* 36%*
FS i .08** .09%*
Level 2
HO 32%
Cross-level interactions
FS ex HO -.02
FS ix HO .06*
Deviance 16,723.96 14,537.71 14,539.90
ICC 11 15 13
Var (within) AT 35 35%%*
Var (between) 06%* 06%* .05
AMVP explained variance® -009 213 237

Note. N = 9,687 (28 countries); **p < .01; *p <.05.

“Explained variances were computed using the formula, var(¥; D/( var(¥; tTooto?)
LaHuis et al. (2019). FS_e = emotional family support; FS_i = instrumental
support; FS_i= instrumental family support; HO = humane orientation.
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Table 8
Robustness checks using GLOBE humane orientation scores
Variables DV = WtFC DV = WEPS® DV =FtWC DV =FWPS®
Intercept 2.95%* 3.14%* 2.39%* 3.56%*
Level 1
Gender -.04%* .04%* -.07** .02
Age -.01%* .00 -.01%* .00
Marital status -.03 -.04 -.01 -.03
Education -.01 .03%** .01 .01*
Supervisor A1 A1 .01 L05%*
No children -.04%* .02% .04%* .00
FSSB -21%* A7%* .01 .04
COWS - 13%* .08** -.09%* .03%**
FS e -.02 20%* -.04%* 35%*
FS i .00 .00 - 10%** .08**
Level 2 - GLOBE scores
HO G -.10 26% -.06 36%**
Cross-level interactions
FSSBx HO G 09** .00
COWS xHO G .07* 10%*
FS exHO G 10%* -.02
FS ixHO G .00 .05%*
Deviance 20,839.69 16,979.55 19,541.22 14,653.98
ICC .07 .10 12 .10
Var (within) 69%* ATEE 59 35
Var (between) 05%* L05%* .08%* .04%*
AMVP explained .100 159 .037 .26
variance®

Note. N = 8,406 (24 countries); °N = 7,993 (23 countries);**p < .01; *p < .05.

WtFC = work-to-family conflict; FtWC = family-to-work conflict; WFPS = work-to-family
positive spillover; FWPS = family-to-work positive spillover; FSSB = family supportive
supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker support; FS_e = emotional family support; FS i=
instrumental family support; HO_G = humane orientation "as is" GLOBE. * Explained variances
were computed using the following formular, var(?i ]-) / (Var(?l- j)+100+02) LaHuis et al. (2019).
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Table 9
Robustness checks adding GLOBE cultural value scores
Variables DV = WtFC DV = WEPS® DV =FtWC DV =FWPSP
Intercept 2.95%%* 3.14%* 2.38%* 3.55%*
Level 1
Gender -.04%* .04%* -.07** .02
Age -.01* .00 -01%* .00
Marital status -.03 -.04 -.01 -.03
Education -.01 .03%* .01 .01*
Supervisor 10** A1 .01 L05%*
No children -.04%* .02% .04+ .00
FSSB -21%* A7** .01 .04
COWS - 13%* .08** -.09%* .03**
FS e -.02 20%* -.04%* 35%*
FS i .00 .00 -.10%* .08**
Level 2 - GLOBE scores
GE -17 -.18 -.30 -.01
COL Institutional -.04 -.16 .26 -.15
COL _Ingroup .00 .01 -.09 18%*
HO -.13 24 -.11 29%*
Cross-level interactions
FSSB x HO .09** .00
COWS x HO .07* 10%*
FS exHO 10** -.02
FS ixHO .00 .05*
Deviance 20,845.82 16,984.31 19,541.77 14,653.61
ICC .07 .08 .09 .08
Var (within) .69** 47** 59%* 35%*
Var (between) 05%* .04%* .06** .03**
AMVP explained .100 .168 .062 .29
variance®

Note. N = 8,406 (24 countries); °N = 7,993 (23 countries);**p < .01; *p < .05.

WtFC = work-to-family conflict; FtWC = family-to-work conflict; WFPS = work-to-family
positive spillover; FWPS = family-to-work positive spillover; FSSB = family supportive
supportive supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker support; FS_e = emotional family support;
FS i=instrumental family support; HO = humane orientation "as is" GLOBE; GE = gender
egalitarianism "as is" GLOBE; COL _institutional = institutional collectivism "as is" GLOBE;
COL _ingroup = ingroup collectivism "as is" GLOBE. * Explained variances were computed using
the formular, var(¥i;)/(var(¥i;)+Toota?) LaHuis et al. (2019).
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Figure 1. Humane orientation x family supportive supervisory behaviors predicting work-to-
family conflict. HO = humane orientation; FSSB = family supportive supervisory behaviors.
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Figure 2. Humane orientation x coworker support predicting work-to-family conflict. HO =
humane orientation.



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 58

5

4
" - -
T 3 | =2 low HO
2 = )

————— high HO
2
1 L
low coworker support high coworker support

Figure 3. Humane orientation x coworker support predicting work-to-family positive spillover.
HO = humane orientation.
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Figure 4. Humane orientation x instrumental family support predicting family-to-work positive
spillover. HO = humane orientation.
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Appendix A
Analysis to Determine if Compensation and Congruence Effects are Mutually Exclusive
Our cross-level analyses yielded four non-significant cross-level interactions. To

examine whether compensation and congruence effects are mutually exclusive or might be at
play at the same time and therefore limiting the ability of our models to detect an overall
moderation effect, we plotted the effects of the respective predictor on the outcome variable by
country (see Figures A1-A4). Figures Al and A2 show that with very few exceptions the
effects of both types of family support on work-to-family conflict are below or around zero in
all countries, independent of whether the countries are higher or lower on humane orientation.
Negative effects are indicative of a compensation effect of family support. Plots for positive
spillover (Figures A3 and A4) show the opposite pattern with effects for FSSB on work-to-
family spillover and emotional family support on family-to-work spillover largely above or
around zero in all countries, irrespective of the country’s mean level of humane orientation.
Positive effects indicate an enhancing effect of work and family support on positive spillover.
Hence, the plots show that either buffering or enhancing effects of support resources are at
play, indicating that compensation and congruence mechanisms seem to be mutually exclusive

rather than active at the same time.

INSERT FIGURES A1-A4
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Figure Al. Effect of emotional family support on family-to-work conflict (FtWC) by country
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Figure A2. Effect of instrumental family support on family-to-work conflict (FtWC) by country



HUMANE ORIENTATION, WORK-FAMILY CONFLICT, POSITIVE SPILLOVER 62
05 India
China
South Korea
04 Australia
Finland
Norway
0.3 Indonesia
France
4
§ Poland UK South Vietnam
3
] Canada
E 02 Brazil
o Italy
» Germany
w Chile Nigeria
) Portugal Netherlands . .
Austria Tunisia Ethiopia
Israel
0.1
0.0
Ecuador
35 4.0 4.5 5.0

HO country mean

Figure A3. Effect of family support from supervisor (FSSB) on work-to-family positive
spillover (WFPS) by country
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Figure A4. Effect of emotional family support on family-to-work positive spillover (FWPS) by
country
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Appendix B
Analyses Controlling for Non-originating Domain Role Support

To determine whether the source of support (work vs. family) matters in the context of
humane orientation we ran a series of models in which we included support from the outcome
domain (i.e., family support in predicting work-to-family conflict). Models for work-to-family
conflict remained significant. Neither form of non-originating role support significantly related
to work-to-family conflict (see Table B1). Findings for family-to-work conflict also remained
the same in terms of significance. Among the non-originating support sources, coworker
support was significantly and negatively related to family-to-work conflict (b = -.08**)
whereas support from the supervisor was not (see Table B2). The cross-level interactions with
humane orientation did not change for the dependent variables.

In the models with work-to-family positive spillover as the outcome, significance levels
of direct effects and cross-level interaction effects did not change (see B3). Similarly, there was
no change in significance for family-to-work positive spillover (see Table B4). Among the
non-originating support variables, support from the supervisor and from coworkers yielded
small significant negative effects on positive family-to-work positive spillover (b = .04** for
both forms of support at the workplace). As for work-to-family positive spillover, emotional
family support was significantly and positively related to work-to-family positive spillover (b

=.19**) whereas instrumental support was not.
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Table B1
Supplementary multilevel analyses for work-to-family conflict
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 2.95%* 2.95%* 2.94%*
Level 1
Gender -.02 -.03 -.03
Age -01%* -.01** .00
Marital status -.05* -.03 -.02
Education -.01 -.01 .00
Supervisor J10%* A1 1
No children 05%* 05%* 05%*
FSSB - 19%* - 18%**
COWS - 13%* - 13%*
FS e -.02 -.02
FS i .00 .00
HO _ind .00 .00
Level 2
HO -.19
Cross-level interactions
FSSB x HO 1%
COWS x HO .09**
Level 1 interactions
FSSB x HO ind 05%*
COWS x HO ind .00
Deviance 26,202,21 25,418.95 25,348.57
ICC .06 .07 .06
Var (within) 74%* .68%** .68**
Var (between) 05%* 05%* .04%*
AMVP explained variance® 007 079 094

Note. N=10,307 (30 countries); **p <.01; *p <.05.
? Explained variances were computed using the formula,

var(¥;;)/(var(¥;;)+7oo+0?) LaHuis et al. (2019).

FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker
support; FS e = emotional family support: FS_i = instrumental family
support; HO_ind = humane orientation individual level; HO = humane
orientation country level.
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Table B2
Supplementary multilevel analyses for family-to-work conflict
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 2.40%* 2.40%* 2.39%%*
Level 1
Gender -.04* -.05%* -.05%*
Age -.01%* -.01%* -.01%*
Marital status -.05% .01 .01
Education .00 .00 .00
Supervisor .00 .01 .01
No children .04%* .04%* .04%*
FSSB -.01 -.01
COWS -.08** -.08**
FS e -.06%* -.06%*
FS i -.09%** -.08**
HO ind L05%* 05%*
Level 2
HO -.02
Cross-level interactions
FS exHO .05
FS ixHO -.01
Level 1 interactions
FS ex HO _ind -.02
FS ix HO ind .01
Deviance 24,122.70 23,836.41 23,854.75
ICC .10 A1 11
Var (within) 60%* S59E* S59E*
Var (between) 07** 07** 07**
AMVP explained variance® -004 033 034

Note. N= 10,307 (30 countries); **p <.01; *p <.05.

# Explained variances were computed using the formular,
var(¥;;)/(var(¥;j)+7oot0?) LaHuis et al. (2019).

FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker
support; FS e = emotional family support; FS_i = instrumental family
support; HO_ind = humane orientation individual level; HO = humane
orientation country level.
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Table B3
Supplemental analyses for work-to-family positive spillover
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 3.16%* 3.16%* 3.15%*
Level 1
Gender .04%* .02 .02
Age .00 .00 .00
Marital status .03 -.04%* -.04
Education .03%* .03** .03**
Supervisor 2% 10%* 10%*
No children .02%* .02%* .02%*
FSSB A5 15%*
COWS .08** .08**
FS e 19** 19%**
FS i .00 .00
HO ind .06** L06%*
Level 2
HO 21
Cross-level interactions
FSSB x HO -.01
COWS x HO .05*
Level 1 interactions
FSSB x HO _ind .01
COWS x HO ind .00
Deviance 21,654.03 20,154.03 20,173.88
ICC .08 .05 .10
Var (within) S5%* A6** A6%*
Var (between) 05%* L05%* L05%*
AMVP explained variance® 012 137 146

Note. N = 9,687 (28 countries); **p < .01; *p <.05.
# Explained variances were computed using the formula,

var(¥;;)/(var(¥;;)+Too+0?) La Huis et al (2019).

FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker
Support; FS_e = emotional family support; FS i = instrumental family
support; HO_ind = humane orientation individual level; HO = humane

orientation country level.
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Table B4
Supplemental multilevel analyses for family-to-work positive spillover
Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 3.57** 3.59%* 3.58**
Level 1
Gender .03* .04%* .04%*
Age -.01%* .00 .00
Marital status A1%* -.03 -.03
Education 01** .01 .01
Supervisor 07%* .06%* .06%*
No children .01 .01 .01
FSSB .04%* .04%*
COWS .04%* .04%*
FS e 34%* 34%*
FS i .08** .08**
HO ind 02%* 02%*
Level 2
HO .30%
Cross-level interactions
FS exHO -.02
FS ixHO .05*
Level 1 interactions
FS ex HO _ind .02*
FS ix HO ind .00
Deviance 16,723.96 17,458.52 17,470.64
ICC A1 15 13
Var (within) AT 35 35%*
Var (between) .06** .06** L05%*
AMVP explained variance® -009 218 -240

Note. N = 9,687 (28 countries); **p < .01; *p <.05.

# Explained variances were computed using the formula,
Var(?}j)/(var(l?}j)+‘[00+gz)_LaHuis etal. (2019).

FSSB = family supportive supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker
support; FS e = emotional family support; FS i = instrumental family
support; HO_ind = humane orientation individual level; HO = humane
orientation country level.
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Appendix C
Examination of Humane Orientation at the Individual Level

Because humane orientation was measured at the individual level (and then aggregated
to the country level), our data allow us to examine underlying psychological mechanisms at the
individual level in relation to the country level. Table C1 includes individual-level humane
orientation and individual-level interactions in the equation.

Regarding main effects, the effects for country-level humane orientation remained the
same as those in our tested models that did not include individual-level humane orientation.
Country-level humane orientation and country mean-centered individual-level humane
orientation are uncorrelated and explain different mechanisms. However, the main effects of
country-level humane orientation differ from the individual-level main effects. Whereas for
work-to-family conflict both main effects of humane orientation are non-significant, we find a
positive main effect of individual-level humane orientation on family-to-work conflict. The
country-level main effect of humane orientation on family-to-work conflict is non-significant.
This means that individuals whose assessment of humane orientation is above the country
average report higher levels of family-to-work conflict than do individuals whose assessment
of humane orientation is below the country average. In the case of work-to-family positive
spillover, we observe a similar effect. Individuals who report humane orientation scores above
their society’s average humane orientation score report higher levels of positive work-to-family
spillover.

Regarding moderation effects, several cross-level interactions remained the same. In
addition, we detected two significant moderation effects at the individual level. The significant
individual-level interaction for supervisor support on work-to-family conflict indicates that the
negative, buffering relationship of family-supportive supervisor behavior on work-to-family

conflict is weaker for individuals who perceive their society’s humane orientation as above (vs.
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below) the average of the country’s mean humane orientation score. The significant positive
interaction effect of emotional family support on family-to-work positive spillover at the
individual level indicates that the positive enhancing effect of emotional support from one’s
family on positive family-to-work spillover is stronger for individuals who perceive their
society’s humane orientation score above the country average score. Overall, the pattern of
results suggests that the individual level moderating effects act similarly to those observed at

the country level.
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Table C1
Results of multilevel analyses including humane orientation at the individual level
Variables DV = WtFC DV = WEPS® DV =FtWC DV = FWPS®
Intercept 2.94%* 3.15%* 2.40%* 3.58**
Level 1
Gender -.03 .02 -.05%* .04%%*
Age -.01 .00 -.01** .00
Marital status -.02 -.04 .01 -.03
Education .00 .03%** .00 .01
Supervisor A1%* 10%* .01 .06%*
No children -.05%* .02* .04%* .00
FSSB - 18%* J15%* -.01 .04
COWS - 13%* .08** -.08** .04%*
FS e -.02 19%* -.06%* 34%*
FS i .00 .00 -.08** .08**
HO ind .00 .06%* .05%* 02%*
Level 2
HO -.19 21 -.02 209%
Level 1 - interactions
FSSB x HO _ind .05%* .01
COWS x HO ind .00 .00
FS ex HO_ind .02 .02*
FS ix HO ind .01 .00
Cross-level interactions
FSSB x HO 10%* -.01
COWS x HO .09* .05*
FS ex HO .05 -.02
FS ix HO -.08 .05*
Deviance 25,348.57 20,173.88 23854,75 17,470.64
ICC .05 12 11 A3
Var (within) .68** A46%* S59%* 35%*
Var (between) .04%%* L05%* 07** 05%**
AMVP explained .09 156 .034 24
variance®

Note. N=10,307 (30 countries); >N = 9,687 (28 countries);**p < .01; *p < .05.

WtFC = work-to-family conflict; FtWC = family-to-work conflict; WFPS = work-to-family
positive spillover; FWPS = work-to-family positive spillover; FSSB = family supportive
supervisor behavior; COWS = coworker support; FS_e = emotional family support;

FS i=instrumental family support; HO = humane orientation country level; HO ind = humane

orientation individual level. * Explained variances using the following formular,

var(¥))/ (var(¥ij)+Too*0?) LaHuis et al. (2019).



