
Reinke, Kathrin; Gerlach, Gisela I.

Article  —  Published Version

Linking Availability Expectations, Bidirectional
Boundary Management Behavior and Preferences,
and Employee Well-Being: an Integrative Study
Approach
Journal of Business and Psychology

Provided in Cooperation with:
Springer Nature

Suggested Citation: Reinke, Kathrin; Gerlach, Gisela I. (2021) : Linking Availability
Expectations, Bidirectional Boundary Management Behavior and Preferences, and Employee
Well-Being: an Integrative Study Approach, Journal of Business and Psychology, ISSN
1573-353X, Springer US, New York, NY, Vol. 37, Iss. 4, pp. 695-715,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09768-x

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/287423

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your
personal and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial
purposes, to exhibit the documents publicly, to make them
publicly available on the internet, or to distribute or otherwise
use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open
Content Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you
may exercise further usage rights as specified in the indicated
licence.

  https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09768-x%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/287423
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


Vol.:(0123456789)1 3

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09768-x

ORIGINAL PAPER

Linking Availability Expectations, Bidirectional Boundary 
Management Behavior and Preferences, and Employee Well‑Being: 
an Integrative Study Approach

Kathrin Reinke1,2  · Gisela I. Gerlach3

Accepted: 25 August 2021 
© The Author(s) 2021, corrected publication 2021

Abstract
Information and communication technologies enable employees to be available anywhere and anytime, raising availability expec-
tations of work and nonwork contacts. Building on the theory of planned behavior and the person-environment fit theory, the 
present study examines how others’ availability expectations predict employees’ management of work and nonwork boundaries, 
and how these bidirectional boundary management behaviors relate to well-being. Results of structural equation modeling with 
data from 401 employees collected in two waves show that availability expectations of both coworkers and nonwork contacts 
predict how employees manage the boundaries of work and nonwork domains. Thereby, availability expectations are negatively 
related to segmentation of the two domains and coworkers' expectations show an indirect effect on employee well-being. Further, 
our study shows that work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behavior have divergent effects on employee well-being, 
indicating that asymmetric boundary management behavior with high work-nonwork segmentation and low nonwork-work 
segmentation may be beneficial. Besides, moderation analyses underline the importance of enabling individuals to align their 
boundary management preferences with their actual behavior, especially when individuals have high work-nonwork segmenta-
tion preferences. By integrating and unveiling distinct antecedents of work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behavior 
and their divergent effects on well-being, the present study contributes to a comprehensive framework for investigating and 
understanding bidirectional boundary management in the face of technology-enabled availability.

Keywords Information and communication technology (ICT) · Availability expectations · Boundary management · Life 
balance · Employee well-being

Introduction

Employees are managers of the boundaries of their life 
domains, shaping the flexibility and permeability of the 
boundaries around work and nonwork domains (Ashforth 
et al., 2000). In today’s working world, an important aspect 
of how employees manage the boundaries between work and 
nonwork is their handling of technology-assisted availability 

(Sayah, 2013). That is, information and communication 
technologies (ICTs) enable employees to stay connected 
with work contacts off the job, for example, by engaging 
in work-related email communication after hours (Brauk-
mann et al., 2018). This extended availability fosters flex-
ibility and permeability of the nonwork boundary, and thus 
integration of work into nonwork domains (Ashforth et al., 
2000; Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007). The vast major-
ity of research on consequences thereof provides evidence 
for detrimental effects on employee well-being, as reflected, 
for example, in increased work-life conflict and impaired 
recovery (e.g., Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2007; Park 
et al., 2011). However, isolatedly studying the phenomenon 
of integrating work into nonwork domains implies studying 
only “one side of the coin,” as transitions between work and 
nonwork may occur in both directions (Clark, 2000; Kossek 
& Lautsch, 2012). Likewise, ICTs not only allow employees 
to be available for work contacts in nonwork domains but 
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also to stay connected with nonwork contacts in the work 
domain (Sayah, 2013), for example, by taking phone calls 
from family members at work. This facilitates the integration 
of nonwork matters into work.

Moreover, employees might manage their work and 
nonwork boundaries differentially, particularly through 
a differentiated use of ICTs. For example, employees can 
use their smartphone to be available for nonwork contacts 
during work but turn off a company-supplied smartphone 
after hours to stop work-related communication from enter-
ing nonwork domains (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012). Or con-
versely, employees can avoid dealing with nonwork mat-
ters at work by turning off push notifications for nonwork 
communication but turn on push notifications for work-
related communication after hours. Yet, studies on bound-
ary management enactment often focus on work-nonwork 
segmentation behavior (i.e., the degree to which individuals 
actually segment work from nonwork domains), omitting 
nonwork-work segmentation behavior (i.e., the degree to 
which individuals actually segment nonwork from work) 
(e.g., Kubicek & Tement, 2016; Palm et al., 2020). Hence, 
although well-established in theory (Clark, 2000; Kossek & 
Lautsch, 2012), the bidirectional nature of boundary man-
agement behavior is often disregarded. This limitation is 
especially apparent in research on boundary management 
in the context of ICT-enabled availability (e.g., Derks et al., 
2016; Piszczek, 2017). Studying only one side of the coin 
yet bears the risk of overrating the effects of this side, build-
ing incomplete theory, and developing research frameworks 
that omit potential differences in the antecedents and out-
comes of work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation 
behavior (Kossek & Lautsch, 2012; Wayne et al., 2020). 
To overcome limitations of previous research, the present 
study takes an integrative approach, capturing employees’ 
bidirectional work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmenta-
tion behavior, and investigating their differential antecedents 
and effects on employee well-being.

Our study contributes to research on the work-nonwork 
interface in several ways. First, we aim to enrich our under-
standing of the factors that shape how individuals manage 
the boundaries of work and nonwork domains in the age of 
ICT-enabled availability. With ICTs on the rise, it is cru-
cial to study the impact of expectations and norms involved 
with the unlimited possibilities of communicating across 
boundaries, while accounting for the effects of other, well-
established antecedents of boundary management behavior. 
As recommended by Matthews et al. (2016), we draw on 
the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein and 
Ajzen, 2010) to identify relevant categories of antecedents 
of boundary management behavior. Specifically, we argue 
that individuals’ boundary management behavior should not 
only be influenced by their personal attitudes toward and 
their perceived control over their boundary management 

behavior (e.g., Kossek et al., 2012; Matthews et al., 2010; 
Powell & Greenhaus, 2010), but also by subjective norms 
regarding boundary management, i.e., perceived social pres-
sure to engage or not to engage in segmentation behavior 
(Ajzen, 1991). Since ICTs enable communication without 
temporal and spatial boundaries, expectations to be avail-
able across life domains have increased, changing subjective 
norms of the extent to which one should be available (Derks 
et al., 2015; Piszczek, 2017). We refer to this phenomenon as 
availability expectations, which reflect the degree to which 
an individual perceives that members of one domain demand 
the individual to be available via ICTs while he or she is 
engaged in another domain. The few studies that investi-
gated the effects of availability expectations on boundary 
management behavior mainly focused on condensed avail-
ability expectations of work contacts, i.e., organizational 
expectations (e.g., Fenner & Renn, 2010; Piszczek, 2017). 
The present study takes a more differentiated approach, 
distinguishing supervisor, coworker, and nonwork contact 
availability expectations, and examines their respective rela-
tionships with individuals’ boundary management behav-
ior. As research has shown that individuals might perceive 
significant differences between availability expectations of 
different social groups (Mazmanian, 2013), we consider it 
important not to lump expectations of supervisors, cowork-
ers, and nonwork contacts together. Moreover, individuals 
might attribute distinct importance to the three groups’ 
availability expectations and consequently, react differently 
to them, depending on the consequences they face when 
satisfying or violating them. As a result, the three groups’ 
availability expectations might affect work-nonwork and 
nonwork-work segmentation to a different degree. Thus, 
we investigate the three groups’ availability expectations 
simultaneously as drivers of bidirectional boundary manage-
ment behavior, while accounting for other well-established 
antecedents.

Second, we integrate and extend knowledge on the 
potentially differential relationships of work-nonwork and 
nonwork-work segmentation behavior with employee well-
being. Since well-being is an important predictor of job-
related outcomes such as performance and turnover inten-
tion (Wright & Huang, 2012), investigating how boundary 
management behavior relates to employee well-being could 
provide organizations with important implications for their 
occupational health management. Prior studies indicate that 
segmentation is more beneficial for well-being as opposed 
to “boundary blurring” (Kubicek & Tement, 2016; Wep-
fer et al., 2018). Yet, with its focus on work-nonwork seg-
mentation, preceding research leaves unclear whether these 
insights are transferable to nonwork-work segmentation. 
Instead, we simultaneously examine the well-being out-
comes of both work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmenta-
tion behavior. Further, prior research primarily investigated 
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indicators of well-being that are closely related to the 
work-nonwork interface, such as work-nonwork conflict 
or enrichment (e.g.Kubicek & Tement, 2016; Matthews 
et al., 2010; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010). In this study, we 
examine more global indicators of employee well-being that 
are not domain-specific or directional. Thereby, we aim to 
unveil whether and how both work-nonwork and nonwork-
work segmentation behavior contribute to general employee 
well-being.

Third, we aim at enhancing our understanding of the 
conditions under which work-nonwork and nonwork-work 
segmentation behavior are related to increased or impaired 
well-being. While the majority of research finds beneficial 
effects of segmentation behavior on well-being (e.g., Mat-
thews et al., 2010; Park et al., 2011; Wepfer et al., 2018), we 
argue that the outcomes of work-nonwork and nonwork-work 
segmentation should depend on individuals’ boundary man-
agement preferences. Although the potentially moderating 
role of boundary management preferences is well-embedded 
in the person-environment (P-E) fit approach to the work-
nonwork interface (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999; Kreiner, 
2006), boundary management preferences were primarily 
examined and confirmed as predictors of boundary manage-
ment behavior (e.g., Methot & LePine, 2016; Palm et al., 
2020; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010) or as part of the prefer-
ences-supplies fit (e.g., Basile & Beauregard, 2021; Bogaerts 
et al., 2018). The few studies investigating the moderating 
role of boundary management preferences for the effects of 
actual boundary management behavior are limited in that 
they focus on work-nonwork segmentation, and its effects on 
work-life conflict (Derks et al., 2016; Gadeyne et al., 2018). 
With this study, we aim to add to insights of prior research 
by investigating whether work-nonwork and nonwork-work 
boundary management preferences moderate the relation-
ships between individuals’ bidirectional boundary manage-
ment behavior and their well-being.

Together, our study complements existing research by 
adding to a more holistic, but likewise thorough under-
standing of why individuals engage in certain boundary 
management behaviors, and how these relate to employee 
well-being. Investigating both work-nonwork and nonwork-
work segmentation behaviors, their differential antecedents, 
as well as their distinct effects on employee well-being, this 
study integrates various constructs into a comprehensive 
framework that were often examined in isolation or dis-
cussed in theoretical considerations (Kossek & Lautsch, 
2012; Wayne et  al., 2020). Since a theoretical process 
model on differential antecedents and outcomes of bound-
ary management is yet to be developed, we draw on prin-
ciples from two theories, which are suggested to provide 
valuable theoretical frameworks for research on the work-
nonwork interface (Matthews et al., 2016): the theory of 
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein and Aijzen 2010) 

to organize and examine antecedents of boundary manage-
ment behavior and the P-E fit approach to the work-nonwork 
interface (Edwards and Rothbard 1999; Kreiner, 2006) to 
explain how different boundary management behaviors may 
contribute to employee well-being. With this theoretical 
foundation, we develop and investigate a research frame-
work that adds to our understanding of the mechanisms of 
employees’ boundary management in the age of ICT-enabled 
availability. We test the research framework with data from 
401 employees collected at two points in time. Our results 
provide employees and organizations with levers for avoid-
ing undesired consequences and fostering positive effects of 
boundary management.

The Concept of Bidirectional Boundary 
Management Behavior

According to boundary theory, individuals create and man-
age boundaries around work and nonwork domains (Ash-
forth et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996). These boundaries can 
be described in terms of their flexibility, that is, the degree 
to which they are elastic and can be temporally or spatially 
changed, and their permeability, that is, the extent to which 
they allow elements of one domain to enter the other (Ash-
forth et al., 2000). Depending on the degree of flexibility 
and permeability, boundary management of life domains can 
be arrayed on a continuum from segmentation to integration 
(Ashforth et al., 2000). Segmentation implies rather inflex-
ible and impermeable boundaries, with transitions between 
work and nonwork domains requiring some effort by the indi-
vidual, whereas integration is characterized by flexible and 
permeable boundaries that allow individuals to transit easily 
between domains (Ashforth et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996).

Individuals are suggested to vary regarding the degree 
to which they prefer to and actually do segment or integrate 
work and nonwork domains. “Segmenters” prefer clear, thick 
boundaries around work and nonwork domains, while “inte-
grators” prefer flexible and permeable boundaries (Ashforth 
et al., 2000; Nippert-Eng, 1996). Extending these notions, 
Clark (2000) and Kossek and Lautsch (2012) suggest that 
the flexibility and permeability of the work and nonwork 
boundaries can diverge, that is, individuals may prefer to and 
actually manage these boundaries asymmetrically. For exam-
ple, individuals may have a flexible and permeable boundary 
around nonwork domains, but a clear and thick boundary 
around the work domain, such that transitions from work 
to nonwork are easier and occur more frequently than tran-
sitions from nonwork to work. Hence, boundary manage-
ment is a bidirectional phenomenon (Hecht & Allen, 2009; 
Kossek & Lautsch, 2012), requiring consideration of direc-
tionality of boundary management preferences and behav-
ior. Accordingly, the present study differentiates between 
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work-nonwork segmentation and nonwork-work segmenta-
tion behavior and examines their differential antecedents 
and discrete effects on employee well-being. To develop our 
research model, the present study integrates key concepts of 
the theory of planned behavior and the P-E fit theory with 
recent research findings. The resulting conceptual model is 
depicted in Fig. 1.

Antecedents of Bidirectional Boundary 
Management Behavior: the Role 
of Availability Expectations

Following calls for a better theoretical foundation of 
research on the work-nonwork interface (Matthews et al., 
2016; Wayne et al., 2020), we draw on the theory of planned 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) to theoreti-
cally delineate different categories of predictors of bound-
ary management behavior. According to the theory, three 
primary factors influence individuals’ behavioral intention, 
which in turn predicts their actual behavior: the individu-
als’ attitude towards the behavior, subjective norms to (not) 
perform the behavior, and their perceived control over the 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Trans-
ferred to the context of boundary management, empirical 
studies underline that boundary management behavior is 
indeed predicted by individuals’ attitude towards the behav-
ior as reflected in boundary management preferences (e.g., 
Methot & LePine, 2016; Powell & Greenhaus, 2010; Palm 
et al., 2020). Further, indicators of perceived behavioral 
control such as boundary control, job autonomy, or bound-
ary flexibility-ability were shown to be related to boundary 

management behavior (e.g., Kossek et al., 2012; Matthews 
et al., 2010; Palm et al., 2020; Park & Jex, 2011). Regard-
ing subjective norms, research indicates that due to the 
increasing dissemination of ICTs employees face rising 
expectations to be available and responsive to work issues 
anytime and anywhere (Derks et al., 2015; Mazmanian 
et al., 2013). In line with the theory of planned behavior, 
these expectations put employees under pressure to show 
the desired behavior, thus prompting them to integrate work 
into nonwork domains by increasing work-related ICT use 
after hours (e.g., Fenner & Renn, 2010; Piszczek, 2017). 
While these prior studies stress the need to take into account 
norms regarding ICT-enabled availability, they only con-
sider the role of organizational availability expectations, 
disregarding that availability expectations may differ con-
siderably between organizational members. Specifically, 
results of a qualitative study by Mazmanian (2013) suggest 
that employees may perceive distinct expectations from 
supervisors and coworkers. In addition, although mostly 
omitted in prior research, availability expectations from 
nonwork contacts have increased significantly (Matusik & 
Mickel, 2011), demanding employees to be available via 
ICTs when they work. To illuminate whether expectations 
from those different social groups have distinct relationships 
with individuals’ boundary management behavior, we go 
beyond prior research and differentiate between supervisor, 
coworker, and nonwork contact availability expectations. 
We define supervisor/coworker (nonwork contact) availabil-
ity expectations as the degree to which employees perceive 
their supervisors/coworkers (nonwork contacts) demand 
availability via ICTs in nonwork (work) domains. Using 
the theory of planned behavior as an organizing framework, 

H1a

H1b

H1c

H3a

H3b

H4b

H4a
H2a

H2b

Supervisor

Coworkers

Nonwork

Contacts

Work-Nonwork 

Segmentation 

Behavior

Nonwork-Work 

Segmentation 

Behavior

Life 

Balance

Exhaustion

Life 

Satisfaction
Nonwork-Work 

Segmentation 

Preferences

Work-Nonwork 

Segmentation 

Preferences

Availability

Expectations

Boundary Management 

Enactment

Individual-Level Well-being Outcomes

Fig. 1  Conceptual research model with hypothesized relationships
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we not only investigate their effects on individuals’ bound-
ary management behavior, but control for individuals’ atti-
tude towards boundary management behavior as reflected in 
boundary management preferences, as well as for perceived 
control over boundary management behavior as reflected in 
job autonomy.

We now develop our hypotheses regarding the relation-
ship of the three social groups’ availability expectations 
with segmentation behavior. Research suggests that super-
visors’ expectations in general play a key role in influenc-
ing employees’ behavior (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007). 
Employees may discern supervisor availability expectations 
either from supervisors’ explicit statements or by observ-
ing the supervisors’ own work-nonwork availability, inter-
preting that as representations of what supervisors expect 
from others (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010). To show aspira-
tions for performing effectively, employees feel pressure to 
fulfill their supervisors’ expectations. Thus, when employ-
ees perceive that their supervisors expect high availability, 
they should show the expected work-nonwork availability 
behavior (Derks et al., 2015; Mazmanian, 2013). Respond-
ing to supervisor availability expectations with higher work-
nonwork availability, employees increase integration of work 
into nonwork domains, thereby engaging in the behavior that 
they perceive their supervisor would approve. Accordingly, 
we argue that supervisor availability expectations should 
predict higher work-nonwork integration, i.e., lower work-
nonwork segmentation.

Hypothesis 1a: Supervisor availability expectations are 
negatively related to work-nonwork segmentation.

Similarly, coworkers might expect each other to be 
available beyond working times. Employees may note the 
availability patterns of their coworkers (Mazmanian, 2013; 
Mazmanian et al., 2013), or coworkers may explicitly state 
the extent of work-nonwork availability expected of other 
team members. In line with the theory of planned behavior, 
employees should feel social pressure to fulfill their cowork-
ers’ availability expectations by aligning their behavior, in 
order to prove their team commitment or to avoid imped-
ing the communication flow and productivity in their team 
(Mazmanian et al., 2013). Therefore, individuals who per-
ceive their coworkers as holding high work-nonwork avail-
ability expectations should comply with these expectations 
and increase their work-nonwork availability. Hence, cow-
orker availability expectations should be negatively asso-
ciated with the extent to which individuals segment work 
from nonwork domains, beyond supervisor availability 
expectations.

Hypothesis 1b: Coworker availability expectations are 
negatively related to work-nonwork segmentation.

In addition, availability expectations from nonwork con-
tacts may put employees under social pressure to be available 
via ICTs when they work. As individuals are fundamentally 
motivated to maintain positive relationships with relevant 
others, they should engage in behaviors aimed at satisfying 
this motivation (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Building on 
this notion, we argue that individuals should be motivated to 
avoid violating availability expectations of family members 
and friends and instead show behaviors that they perceive 
their nonwork contacts would approve. Accordingly, when 
individuals are confronted with nonwork contact availability 
expectations, they should engage in higher availability for 
nonwork contacts in the work domain. In turn, this should be 
associated with reduced segmentation of nonwork domains 
from work.

Hypothesis 1c: Nonwork contact availability expectations 
are negatively related to nonwork-work segmentation.

The Relationship Between Bidirectional 
Boundary Management Behavior 
and Employee Well‑Being

As boundary management behavior is a bidirectional phe-
nomenon that concerns the work domain, nonwork domains, 
and their interrelations, we propose that it is linked to broad, 
domain-spanning outcomes as reflected by individual well-
being. In the present study, we investigate the relationship 
of boundary management behavior with three indicators of 
individual well-being: work-nonwork balance, exhaustion, 
and life satisfaction. In particular, we consider work-non-
work balance as a proximal outcome of individuals’ bound-
ary management behavior because it reflects their overall 
evaluation of how they manage their engagement in multi-
ple life domains (Casper et al., 2018). Work-nonwork bal-
ance, in turn, should predict exhaustion and life satisfaction, 
which represent more general indicators of individual well-
being that do not directly refer to the work-nonwork inter-
face. Thus, they are proposed to be more distal outcomes of 
individuals’ boundary management behavior.

Prior research investigating consequences of boundary 
management behavior for work-nonwork balance has largely 
focused on work-nonwork conflict or work-nonwork enrich-
ment (e.g., Derks et al., 2015; Kubicek & Tement, 2016), i. 
e., constructs that reflect how the work domain influences 
experiences in nonwork domains and vice versa (Casper 
et al., 2018; Greenhaus & Allen, 2011). Yet, as recent lit-
erature on work-nonwork balance stresses, the balance con-
cept is distinct from enrichment or conflict between work 
and nonwork domains (Wayne et al., 2017). Instead, balance 
represents a nondirectional evaluation of how individuals 
manage their engagement in work and nonwork domains 
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simultaneously (Casper et al., 2018). Moreover, individuals 
hold multiple identities in domains besides work (e.g., fam-
ily, friends, hobbies) “that vary in salience between people 
and within the same person over time” (Casper et al., 2018, 
p. 197). Accordingly, balance should be conceptualized as 
a broad construct that factors in all domains individuals 
consider as a relevant part of their life and, thus, all identi-
ties that are salient when evaluating work-nonwork balance 
(Casper et al., 2018; Greenhaus & Allen, 2011). To under-
line that we apply such a holistic conceptualization of bal-
ance, we use the term life balance instead of work-nonwork 
balance for the construct we study.

Another aspect that is key to a contemporary conceptual-
ization of balance is the subjectivity of balance perceptions, 
which emphasizes that individuals may evaluate distinct as 
well as unequal involvements in different life domains as bal-
ance (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011). This subjectivity is rooted 
in P-E fit theory (Edwards et al., 1998; Edwards & Rothbard, 
1999), which posits that the person and the environment 
interact with one another, with a congruence between the 
person’s needs and the environment’s supplies resulting in 
positive outcomes. Thus, from a P-E fit perspective, percep-
tions of balance should reflect individuals’ assessment of 
the extent to which their involvement in salient life domains 
is in congruence with their personal needs, as reflected in 
their aspirations, priorities, or values (Casper et al., 2018; 
Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Maertz & Boyar, 2011). Accord-
ingly, we define life balance as individuals’ global percep-
tions of alignment between their actual involvement in all 
life domains of personal relevance, and their personal needs.

We now turn to the relationship of boundary manage-
ment behavior with life balance. Most prior research on the 
relationship between boundary management behavior and 
constructs related to work-nonwork balance points to ben-
eficial effects of segmentation. Work-nonwork segmentation 
was found to be associated with reduced work-nonwork con-
flict (Carlson et al., 2015; Kubicek & Tement, 2016; Mat-
thews et al., 2010), while (ICT-enabled) integration of work 
into nonwork domains was found to increase work-nonwork 
conflict (e.g., Bogaerts et al., 2018; Gadeyne et al., 2018). 
Similarly, the few studies investigating nonwork-work seg-
mentation found that it is related to reduced nonwork-work 
conflict (Hecht & Allen, 2009; Matthews et al., 2010). These 
results indicate that segmentation helps employees reduce 
negative interferences of one domain in another.

Going beyond these previous studies that link bound-
ary management behavior to outcomes directly related 
to the work-nonwork interface, we propose that bound-
ary management behavior also affects individuals’ more 
global, nondirectional evaluation of how they manage 
their engagement in salient life domains, i.e., their life 
balance. A pioneering study that investigates the effect 
of actual boundary management behavior on broad, 

domain-spanning outcomes provides initial support that 
integration of work into nonwork domains is negatively 
related to balance perceptions (Wepfer et al., 2018). Vali-
dating and extending these findings, we suggest that both 
work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behav-
iors are relevant predictors of life balance. In particular, 
in line with the beneficial effects of segmentation found 
in prior research, we propose that employees who seg-
ment work from nonwork or nonwork from work domains, 
respectively, should have better preconditions to achieve 
higher life balance. Segmenting work from nonwork and 
vice versa helps employees to better focus on the domain 
they are currently engaged in, without being distracted or 
disturbed from another (Ashforth et al., 2000). Thereby, 
they should more likely be able to involve themselves in 
each domain as they wish to, which should result in better 
alignment of actual involvement with their personal needs 
across all relevant life domains.

Hypothesis 2a: Work-nonwork segmentation is positively 
related to life balance.
Hypothesis 2b: Nonwork-work segmentation is positively 
related to life balance.

Life balance, as a proximal outcome of boundary man-
agement behavior, in turn, should be a critical antecedent of 
more global, domain-spanning indicators of individual well-
being (Maertz & Boyar, 2011; Wayne et al., 2017). Or, as 
Greenhaus and Allen (2011, p. 179) state, “feelings of work-
family balance enhance, and are an indicator of, psychologi-
cal health and well-being.” Accordingly, as we expound in 
the following, we propose that life balance precedes more 
general indicators of individual well-being.

To capture important positive and negative indicators 
of general well-being, we examine life satisfaction and 
exhaustion. Perceptions of life balance are the result of a 
comparison between individuals’ actual involvement in 
relevant life domains with person-specific needs. In line 
with P-E fit theory, if this appraisal process results in per-
ceived misfit, i.e., when employees feel that their personal 
needs are insufficiently fulfilled by their actual experiences 
in salient life domains, persistent states of tension and dis-
satisfaction are triggered (Edwards & Rothbard, 1999; 
Edwards et al., 1998). This sustained negative affect should 
impair employee well-being as indicated by increased lev-
els of exhaustion and reduced life satisfaction (Edwards 
& Rothbard, 1999; Edwards et al., 1998; Lazarus & Folk-
man, 1984). Conversely, perceiving an overall congruence 
between involvement in salient life domains and personal 
needs, i.e., high life balance, implies that personal standards 
are being fulfilled. As P-E fit theory suggests, this perceived 
fit should produce enhanced levels of well-being (Edwards 
& Rothbard, 1999; Edwards et al., 1998), reflected in lower 
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exhaustion and higher life satisfaction. Accordingly, employ-
ees perceiving their life as more balanced should experience 
less exhaustion and higher overall satisfaction with their life.

Hypothesis 3a: Life balance is negatively related to 
exhaustion.
Hypothesis 3b: Life balance is positively related to life 
satisfaction.

Moderating Effects of Boundary 
Management Preferences

As individuals differ in their segmentation/integration pref-
erences, the strength of the link between boundary manage-
ment behavior and life balance may vary, contingent on these 
preferences (Ashforth et al., 2000; Kreiner, 2006). The P-E 
fit perspective on the work-nonwork interface (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 1999; Kreiner, 2006) provides a valuable theoreti-
cal lens to explain this proposition, suggesting that higher 
degrees of segmentation may not inherently be more benefi-
cial for every individual. Instead, Kreiner (2006) proposes 
that a fit between individuals’ boundary management prefer-
ences and the workplace’s supply of these preferences pre-
dicts higher well-being. Several studies have followed this fit 
perspective, examining the congruence between individual 
boundary management preferences and boundary manage-
ment supplies by the organization, and its effect on well-
being (e.g., Basile & Beauregard, 2021; Bogaerts et al., 
2018). In the present study, we transfer this fit perspective 
to a behavioral level, investigating consequences of (mis-)
fit between boundary management preferences and actual 
boundary management behavior.

We argue that the strength of the positive effect of work-
nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behavior on life 
balance should vary, depending on the extent to which the 
individuals’ actual segmentation behavior complies with 
their segmentation preferences. In particular, we propose that 
the positive relationship between work-nonwork segmenta-
tion and life balance should be stronger for employees with 
high work-nonwork segmentation preferences, because these 
employees experience high work-nonwork segmentation as 
being congruent with their segmentation preferences. This 
perceived fit between actual boundary management behav-
ior and personal values should reduce stress and conflict 
(Kreiner, 2006) and therefore enable high levels of life bal-
ance. In contrast, when employees with high work-nonwork 
segmentation preferences engage in low work-nonwork seg-
mentation, they should perceive a mismatch between actual 
boundary management behavior and personal preferences. In 
line with P-E fit theory, this mismatch should create a state 
of tension for these individuals, which should result in low 
levels of life balance (Edwards et al., 1998; Kreiner, 2006). 

The same mechanism should apply to nonwork-work seg-
mentation, such that nonwork-work segmentation behavior 
should be more strongly related to higher life balance when 
nonwork-work segmentation preferences are high.

Hypothesis 4a: Work-nonwork segmentation preferences 
moderate the positive relationship between work-nonwork 
segmentation and life balance, such that the relationship 
is stronger when work-nonwork segmentation preferences 
are higher.
Hypothesis 4b: Nonwork-work segmentation preferences 
moderate the positive relationship between nonwork-work 
segmentation and life balance, such that the relationship 
is stronger when nonwork-work segmentation preferences 
are higher.

Method

Sample and Procedure

To test our hypotheses, we sampled knowledge workers 
from four companies based in Germany, representing the 
following industries: IT, automotive supply, consulting, 
and public administration. We selected knowledge work-
ers, that is, employees who are primarily involved with the 
“creation, distribution, or application of knowledge” (Dav-
enport, 2005: 11), as ICT-enabled availability is typically of 
great significance for their work (Wajcman & Rose, 2011). 
Potential participants were informed about the study by their 
employer via email, the company’s intranet, and during on-
site sessions. As an incentive, all participants received an 
individualized data-based feedback report to improve their 
well-being. Further, participants could win one out of 11 
shopping vouchers with a value of USD 120.

To reduce common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012) 
and to capture the enduring effects of availability expecta-
tions, we collected data in two waves six weeks apart via 
online surveys. The first survey assessed availability expec-
tations, boundary management preferences, and control vari-
ables, whereas boundary management behavior, life balance, 
exhaustion, and life satisfaction were assessed in the second 
survey. The first survey  (t1) was completed by 589 employ-
ees who were subsequently contacted six weeks later  (t2). 
Of those, 68.1% completed the second survey, resulting in a 
final sample of 401 participants. In the final sample, 69.3% 
are male, 88.5% are married or in a relationship, and 60.5% 
have at least one child who lives with them. The mean age 
is 45.64 years (SD = 9.04). On average, participants have 
been working in their company for 16.14 years (SD = 9.27), 
and in various departments, including IT (30.2%), sales and 
key account management (19.2%), research and development 
(10.7%), operations and production (8.2%), human resources 
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(4.5%), and others (27.2%). Finally, 18.4% are managers, 
32.7% are project or team leaders without formal managerial 
responsibilities, and 48.9% are employees without manage-
rial responsibilities.

Measures

Availability Expectations Supervisor availability expec-
tations (α = 0.91), coworker availability expectations 
(α = 0.90), and nonwork contact availability expectations 
(α = 0.92) were measured with two self-developed items 
each on a 7-point Likert scale (1, strongly disagree, to 7, 
strongly agree). A sample item for supervisor availabil-
ity expectations is “Usually, my supervisor expects me to 
respond to incoming calls or messages when I am not at 
work.” The wording of the items was adapted for cowork-
ers and nonwork contacts, respectively. A sample item for 
nonwork contact availability expectations is “Usually, my 
personal contacts expect me to respond to incoming calls or 
messages when I am at work.”

Boundary Management Preferences To measure work-
nonwork segmentation preferences (α = 0.85), we used three 
items from the segmentation preferences scale developed 
by Kreiner (2006), assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1, 
strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree). One sample item 
is: “I prefer to keep work life at work.” To assess nonwork-
work segmentation preferences (α = 0.65), we adapted the 
items’ directionality. A sample item is: “I prefer to keep my 
personal life out of my work”.

Boundary Management Behavior To measure boundary 
management behavior, we followed the approach by Pow-
ell and Greenhaus (2010) and adapted items from the seg-
mentation preferences scale (Kreiner, 2006) such that they 
captured actual behavior. Thereby, to reflect the segmen-
tation/integration continuum, each scale included one item 
assessing integration. Work-nonwork segmentation behav-
ior (α = 0.84) and nonwork-work segmentation behavior 
(α = 0.82) were measured by three items each on a 7-point 
Likert scale (1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree). Par-
ticipants were asked to indicate the extent to which they 
agreed with each item with regard to the past six weeks, 
that is, the period since the first survey. One sample item 
for work-nonwork segmentation behavior is: “I left work 
behind when I went home.” To measure nonwork-work seg-
mentation behavior, we modified the items’ directionality. A 
sample item is: “I left my personal life behind when I went 
to work.” A sample item reflecting nonwork-work integra-
tion is: “I took care of personal matters when I was at work,” 
which was reversed for analyses.

Life Balance Life balance was assessed with a scale devel-
oped by the authors, since no validated measure of work-
nonwork balance was available at that time that reflected the 
conceptualization of life balance we employ. That is, avail-
able measures of balance either did not capture perceived 
fit between individual’s domain involvement and personal 
needs or did not incorporate all life domains the individual 
considers as salient. Accordingly, we developed four items 
to assess individuals’ global perceptions of the congruence 
between their actual involvement in all life domains of per-
sonal relevance and their personal needs, i.e., life balance: 
“Overall, I was able to live my life in all domains just as I 
wished,” “On the whole, I feel that I was the person I wished 
to be in all domains of my life,” “On balance, how I involved 
myself in the domains of my life matches my ideal image,” 
and “Overall, I am convinced that I shaped all domains of 
my life as I ideally would want them to be.”

To validate the measure, we conducted an additional vali-
dation study prior to the start of our two-wave study with 
83 participants who were recruited via diverse social media 
platforms (mean age: 35 years; 50.6% male; 68.7% married 
or in a relationship). All participants were professionals, 
either employed full-time (56.6%), part-time (15.7%), self-
employed (18.1%), or others (9.6%, e.g., working student). 
Results of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with Mplus 
8.5 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017) suggested adequate fit 
for the one-factor model (χ2 = 3.71, df = 2; RMSEA = 0.10; 
CFI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.01). Further, we tested the scale’s 
discriminant validity in its nomological net, including sat-
isfaction with work-life balance (α = 0.93; Valcour, 2007) as 
well as work-life conflict (α = 0.93), and life-work conflict 
(α = 0.91; Netemeyer et al., 1996). Results for life balance 
and satisfaction with work-life balance suggested that a two-
factor model (χ2 = 56.07, df = 26; RMSEA = 0.12; CFI = 0.95, 
SRMR = 0.04) fits the data significantly better than a one-fac-
tor model (χ2 = 356.10, df = 27; RMSEA = 0.38; CFI = 0.49, 
SRMR = 0.26). The inter-factor correlation between life bal-
ance and satisfaction with work-life balance was medium 
with r = 0.34. We found similar results regarding work-life 
conflict, with the two-factor model (χ2 = 29.68, df = 26; 
RMSEA = 0.04; CFI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.04) fitting the data 
better than the one-factor model (χ2 = 323.93, df = 27; 
RMSEA = 0.36; CFI = 0.54, SRMR = 0.22), as well as with 
life-work conflict (two-factor model: χ2 = 34.01, df = 26; 
RMSEA = 0.06; CFI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.05; one-factor 
model: χ2 = 276.46, df = 27; RMSEA = 0.33; CFI = 0.57, 
SRMR = 0.23). Again, inter-factor correlations between life 
balance and work-life conflict (r =  − 0.45) as well as life-
work conflict (r =  − 0.35) were medium of size. For our 
main study, participants were asked to indicate the extent 
to which they agreed with each item with regard to the past 
6 weeks on a 7-point Likert scale (1, strongly disagree, to 7, 
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strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha score for the scale in this 
sample was α = 0.96.

Exhaustion Exhaustion (α = 0.91) was measured using the 
five-item scale for exhaustion from the Maslach Burnout 
Inventory General Survey (Maslach et al., 1996), assessed 
on a 7-point scale (1, never, to 7, daily). A sample item is: 
“I feel burned out from my work.”

Life Satisfaction We assessed life satisfaction (α = 0.90) 
with five items using the satisfaction with life scale (Pavot 
& Diener, 1993). Participants were asked to rate the extent 
to which they agreed with each item on a 7-point Likert scale 
(1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree). A sample item is: 
“I am satisfied with my life.”

Control Variables In addition to controlling for job auton-
omy as an indicator for perceived behavioral control, we 
included job involvement, personal life involvement, and 
job demands as control variables in our model, as these 
are likewise considered important predictors of boundary 
management behavior and well-being (Boswell & Olson-
Buchanan, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001; Frone et al., 1992). 
Job autonomy (α = 0.73) describes the extent to which a job 
allows for individual freedom in decision-making and com-
pleting work tasks and was assessed by three items from the 
autonomy scale of the Work Design Questionnaire (Morge-
son & Humphrey, 2006). Job and personal life involve-
ment represent the degree to which an individual’s job and 
personal life, respectively, are central to their self-concept 
(Kanungo, 1982). Job involvement (α = 0.76) and personal 
life involvement (α = 0.87) were measured with four items 
each adapted from Frone and Rice (1987). Job demands 
(α = 0.83) represent job characteristics that are perceived as 
sources of stress and were measured with four items from 
Richter et al. (2000). All items were assessed on a 7-point 
Likert scale (1, strongly disagree, to 7, strongly agree). In 
addition, we controlled for the participants’ organizational 
membership by creating three dummy variables.

Results

Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, and correla-
tions among our variables. We tested our hypotheses using 
structural equation modeling (SEM) with Mplus 8.5.

Measurement Model Testing

We first tested our measurement model to assess the 
construct validity of the ten latent study variables and 
four latent control variables, using the maximum like-
lihood estimator with robust standard errors (MLR). 

Results suggest that the proposed measurement model 
f i ts  the data well  (χ2(943) = 1729.14, p  < 0.001; 
RMSEA  = 0.046; CFI  = 0.93, SRMR  = 0.055), with 
each item loading signif icantly on the respective 
latent variable (p < 0.001).

Next, we tested alternative nested models with fewer 
factors and compared them to our proposed measurement 
model via Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference tests. 
As our proposed measurement model showed high correla-
tions between life balance and life satisfaction (r = 0.698), 
as well as between life balance and exhaustion (r =  − 0.674), 
we started with testing two alternative models in which the 
two respective constructs were set to load onto one factor. 
Results suggested worse model fit for the model with life 
balance and life satisfaction loading onto one factor, with 
χ2(956) = 2482.06, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.063; CFI = 0.86, 
SRMR = 0.065; ∆χ2(13) = 609.95, p < 0.001. Similarly, the 
model with life balance and exhaustion (reversed-coded) 
loading onto one factor likewise showed worse fit, with 
χ2(956) = 2491.83, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.063; CFI = 0.86, 
SRMR = 0.061; ∆χ2(13) = 678.31, p < 0.001. In addition, 
we tested a ten-factor model in which the three avail-
ability expectation measures for supervisors, coworkers, 
and nonwork contacts, as well as the work-nonwork and 
nonwork-work segmentation preferences items, and the 
items for work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation 
behavior, were set to load onto one factor, respectively. 
This model likewise showed worse fit (χ2(989) = 3186.60, 
p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.074; CFI = 0.80, SRMR = 0.086; 
∆χ2(46) = 1172.61, p < 0.001). Finally, a model in which 
the items for supervisor and coworker availability expec-
tations were set to load onto one factor, suggested worse 
model fit (χ2(956) = 2045.20, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.053; 
CFI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.058; ∆χ2(13) = 232.73, p < 0.001). 
Thus, the results suggest that our study variables measure 
distinct constructs and we continued with our proposed 
measurement model.

Hypotheses Testing

To test our main effect hypotheses (Hypotheses 1–3), we 
specified the proposed paths between our latent study 
variables. Hereby, we controlled for paths from all con-
trol variables to all endogenous variables as well as from 
boundary management preferences to boundary manage-
ment behavior. Standardized paths for the model (Model 
1) are shown in Tables 2 and 3. Exogenous latent variables 
were allowed to covary, as well as exhaustion and life sat-
isfaction. Those additional effects are shown in Table 4. 
Results indicate good model fit (χ2(1095) = 2104.98, 
p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.048; CFI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.066). 
Hence, we continued with examining our research 
hypotheses.
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As regards predictors of boundary management behav-
ior, the relationship between supervisor availability expec-
tations and work-nonwork segmentation behavior was not 
significant (β = 0.05, p = 0.51). Yet, coworker availabil-
ity expectations were negatively related to work-nonwork 
segmentation behavior (β =  − 0.21, p < 0.01), beyond the 
positive effect of work-nonwork segmentation preferences 
(β = 0.26, p < 0.001). In addition, nonwork contact avail-
ability expectations negatively predicted nonwork-work 
segmentation behavior (β =  − 0.14, p < 0.05), beyond the 
positive effect of nonwork-work segmentation preferences 
(β = 0.46, p < 0.001). Thus, the results supported Hypotheses 
1b and 1c, but not Hypothesis 1a. Regarding effects on life 
balance, work-nonwork segmentation behavior was posi-
tively related to life balance (β = 0.49, p < 0.001). Contrary 
to expectations, nonwork-work segmentation behavior was 
negatively associated with life balance (β =  − 0.11, p < 0.05). 
Accordingly, the results supported Hypothesis 2a, but not 
Hypothesis 2b. Finally, life balance was negatively related 
to exhaustion (β =  − 0.56, p < 0.001), and positively related 
to life satisfaction (β = 0.68, p < 0.001), providing support 
for Hypotheses 3a and 3b. Together, 29.6% of the variance 
in work-nonwork segmentation behavior and 31.6% of the 
variance in nonwork-work segmentation behavior were 
explained. Further, the model explained 41.7% of the vari-
ance in life balance, 55.6% of the variance in exhaustion, and 
54.9% of the variance in life satisfaction.

Next, to test the hypothesized moderation effects 
(Hypothesis 4), we estimated a moderation model (Model 
2) in which the latent interactions terms of work-nonwork 
segmentation preferences and work-nonwork segmentation 
behavior, as well as of nonwork-work segmentation prefer-
ences and behavior, and their effects were added to Model 
1. We followed the latent moderated structural equations 
(LMS) approach (Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000) and used the 
XWITH command in Mplus to estimate the latent interaction 
terms (Cheung et al., 2021). Due to biases to the chi-square 
value, reporting conventional model fit indices is not pos-
sible when nonlinear latent interaction terms are added to 
the model. Therefore, we compared the linear SEM model 
without moderating effects (Model 1) to the SEM model 
including the moderation effects (Model 2) by using a chi-
square difference test based on log-likelihood values and 
scaling correction factors from MLR (Cheung et al., 2021; 
Klein & Moosbrugger, 2000). Tables 2 and 3 show the 
results for the moderation model.1 In support of Hypoth-
esis 4a, results revealed that work-nonwork segmentation 
preferences significantly moderated the positive relationship 

between work-nonwork segmentation behavior and life bal-
ance (β = 0.12, p < 0.01). Contrary to Hypothesis 4b, non-
work-work segmentation preferences did not moderate the 
relationship between nonwork-work segmentation behavior 
and life balance (β =  − 0.03, p = 0.66). Results of the differ-
ence test suggested that Model 2 provided better fit to the 
data than Model 1 (TRd (5) = 5124.34; p < 0.001). Figure 2 
summarizes the results for the hypothesized relationships 
for Models 1 and 2.

To further inspect the interaction effect of work-nonwork 
segmentation preferences and work-nonwork segmenta-
tion behavior, we conducted simple-slope tests using the 
MODEL CONSTRAINT option in Mplus (Cheung et al., 
2021). Results suggested that the positive relationship 
between work-nonwork segmentation behavior and life 
balance was stronger for individuals with high work-non-
work segmentation preferences (B = 0.81, p < 0.001 for one 
standard deviation and B = 0.95, p < 0.001 for two standard 
deviations above the mean) than for individuals with low 
work-nonwork segmentation preferences (B = 0.54, p < 0.001 
for one standard deviation and B = 0.40, p < 0.01 for two 
standard deviations below the mean). We depict the interac-
tion effect in Fig. 3.

Supplemental Analyses

To further explore the relationship of availability expecta-
tions as well as boundary management behavior with indi-
vidual well-being, we examined the significance of their 
indirect effects, which can be obtained from the MODEL 
INDIRECT function applied on Model 1, and inspected 
the corresponding 95% confidence intervals (CI). Regard-
ing availability expectations, results showed significant 
indirect effects of coworker availability expectations on life 
balance through work-nonwork segmentation behavior (esti-
mate =  − 0.10, p < 0.01; 95% CI =  − 0.17; − 0.04), as well 
as on exhaustion (estimate = 0.06, p < 0.01; 95% CI = 0.02; 
0.10) and life satisfaction (estimate =  − 0.07, p < 0.01; 
95% CI =  − 0.12; − 0.03) through work-nonwork segmen-
tation behavior and life balance. Supervisor and nonwork 
contact availability expectations did not exhibit any indi-
rect effects. However, since supervisors are likely to influ-
ence their team availability culture (Mazmanian, 2013), we 
further tested whether supervisor expectations indirectly 
predicted employees’ boundary management behavior 
and well-being via coworkers’ availability expectations in 
an additional model. Results showed a negative indirect 
effect of supervisor availability expectations on life balance 
via coworker availability expectations and work-nonwork 
segmentation behavior (estimate =  − 0.07, p < 0.01; 95% 
CI =  − 0.12; − 0.03). Further, supervisor expectations indi-
rectly predicted exhaustion (estimate = 0.04, p < 0.01; 95% 
CI = 0.02; 0.07) and life satisfaction (estimate =  − 0.05, 

1 It should be noted that in Model 2, the negative effect of nonwork-
work segmentation on life balance became nonsignificant. All other 
proposed main effects did not change. We discuss this finding in the 
implications section.
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p < 0.01; 95% CI =  − 0.08; − 0.02) via coworker availability 
expectations, work-nonwork segmentation behavior, and life 
balance.

Regarding the indirect effects of boundary manage-
ment behavior, the results showed that work-nonwork 
segmentation behavior exhibited a negative indirect 

Table.4  Additional effects accounted for in our structural equation modeling

Note. Estimates are standardized correlation estimates from structural equation modeling for Model 2, resulting from setting all exogenous latent 
variables free to correlate (variables 1–9), as well as exhaustion and life satisfaction, when specifying paths to predict boundary management 
behavior and well-being simultaneously. Estimates in parentheses are standardized correlation estimates from structural equation modeling for 
Model 1. N = 401. W–N-S work-nonwork segmentation, N-W-S nonwork-work segmentation, AVE = availability expectations. *p < .05; **p < .01

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Job involvement -
2. Personal life involvement  − 0.47**

(− 0.47**)
-

3. Job demands 0.29**
(0.29**)

 − 0.05
(− 0.05)

-

4. Job autonomy 0.22** (0.22**) 0.08
(0.08)

 − 0.06
(− 0.06)

-

5. W–N-S preferences  − 0.36**
(− 0.36**)

0.37**
(0.37**)

 − 0.05
(− 0.04)

 − 0.17**
(− 0.19**)

-

6. N-W-S preferences  − 0.02
(− 0.02)

 − 0.14
(− 0.14*)

 − 0.04
(− 0.04)

 − 0.33**
(− 0.34)**

0.34**
(0.34**)

-

7. Supervisor AVE 0.24** (0.24**)  − 0.11
(− 0.11)

0.39**
(0.39**)

 − 0.13
(− 0.12)

 − 0.10
(− 0.10)

0.14*
(0.14*)

-

8. Coworker AVE 0.21**
(0.21**)

 − 0.13*
(− 0.14*)

0.34**
(0.34**)

 − 0.07
(− 0.07)

 − 0.15*
(− 0.14*)

0.10
(0.10)

0.64**
(0.64**)

-

9. Nonwork contact AVE  − 0.02
(− 0.02)

0.12
(0.12*)

0.01
(-0.01)

 − 0.04
(− 0.03)

 − 0.03
(− 0.03)

 − 0.25**
(− 0.22**)

0.15**
(0.14**)

0.17**
(0.16**)

- -

10. Exhaustion - - - - - - - - - -
11. Life satisfaction - - - - - - - - -  − 0.14*

(− 0.14*)

.04 (.05)

-.20** (-.21**)

-.13* (-.14*)

-.56** (-.56**)

.67** (.68**)

-.03

.12**

.56** (.49**)

-.07 (-.11*)

Supervisor 

AVE

Coworkers 

AVE

Nonwork 

Contacts 

AVE

Work-Nonwork 

Segmentation 

Behavior

Nonwork-Work 

Segmentation 

Behavior

Life 

Balance

Exhaustion

Life 

Satisfaction

Nonwork-Work 

Segmentation 

Preferences

Work-Nonwork 

Segmentation 

Preferences

-.28**

.04

.29** (.26**)

.45** (.46**)

Fig. 2  SEM results with standardized coefficients for the hypoth-
esized relationships from the linear model (Model 1) and the modera-
tion model (Model 2). Coefficients in parentheses are from Model 1. 
Dashed lines represent effects that were controlled for yet not hypoth-
esized. For reasons of clarity, the paths from the control variables 

job autonomy, job demands, job involvement, personal life involve-
ment, and organizational membership to endogenous variables are 
not displayed in the model. AVE = availability expectations. N = 401 
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01
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effect on exhaustion (estimate =  − 0.28, p < 0.001; 95% 
CI =  − 0.35; − 0.20) and a positive indirect effect on life sat-
isfaction (estimate = 0.33, p < 0.001; 95% CI = 0.26; 0.41) 
via life balance. Conversely, nonwork-work segmentation 
behavior showed a positive indirect effect on exhaustion 
(estimate = 0.06, p < 0.05; 95% CI = 0.01; 0.12) and a nega-
tive indirect effect on life satisfaction (estimate =  − 0.08, 
p < 0.05; 95% CI =  − 0.14; − 0.01) via life balance.

Discussion

This study features a holistic, theory-based approach to 
boundary management that differentiates work-nonwork 
and nonwork-work segmentation behavior and integrates 
antecedents and outcomes of both behaviors, which were 
often studied in isolation or considered only theoretically. 
Thereby, we contribute to a more comprehensive under-
standing of differential drivers and outcomes of boundary 
management behavior, their relative importance, and condi-
tions. Our results show that perceived availability expecta-
tions of coworkers and nonwork contacts have the power 
to alter how employees manage both work and nonwork 
boundaries, beyond other well-established antecedents. Fur-
ther, work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behav-
ior showed divergent effects on individuals’ life balance, 
which in turn was strongly related to exhaustion and life 
satisfaction. Finally, our study suggests that boundary man-
agement preferences play an important role in determining 

the strength of the relationship between work-nonwork seg-
mentation behavior and well-being.

Theoretical Implications

The present study contributes to research on boundary man-
agement in the age of ICT-enabled availability in several 
ways. First, our findings shed light on the role of supervisor, 
coworker, and nonwork contact availability expectations as 
drivers of employees’ bidirectional boundary management 
behavior. Simultaneously investigating the effects of the 
three groups, we find that coworker availability expecta-
tions are negatively related to work-nonwork segmentation 
behavior and even have the power to indirectly predict lower 
employee well-being through their effect on work-nonwork 
segmentation behavior. Contrary to our hypothesis, super-
visor availability expectations did not exhibit a direct effect 
on employees’ work-nonwork segmentation behavior when 
coworker availability expectations were accounted for. This 
unexpected finding might be ascribed to flattened organi-
zational hierarchies and the ever-growing prevalence of 
teamwork, which is why employees need to interact less fre-
quently and intensively with supervisors than with cowork-
ers to accomplish their tasks (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). 
Due to the high interdependence among coworkers to carry 
out their job, employees might feel obligated to participate 
in and maintain their team’s communication flow or to help 
out a coworker, even after hours (Braukmann et al., 2018; 
Mazmanian et al., 2013). Hence, it might be more relevant 
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Fig. 3  Work-nonwork segmentation preferences as a moderator of the 
relationship between work-nonwork segmentation behavior and life 
balance. Standardized simple slopes are presented for one standard 

deviation above and below the mean (left plot) and for two standard 
deviations above and below the mean (right plot)
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for employees to satisfy their coworkers’ availability expec-
tations than those of their supervisor, such that coworker 
but not supervisor availability expectations relate to reduced 
work-nonwork segmentation behavior. Yet, availability 
expectations of supervisors as authorities and role models 
might impact the availability norms that are established 
among coworkers (Derks et al., 2015; Mazmanian, 2013). 
Thus, we tested whether supervisors indirectly predicted 
work-nonwork segmentation behavior via coworker avail-
ability expectations in supplemental analyses. The signifi-
cant indirect path we found substantiates previous findings, 
proposing that supervisors shape their teams’ availability 
culture and thereby have an indirect impact on subordinates’ 
boundary management behavior and, consequently, on their 
well-being.

Regarding availability expectations of nonwork contacts, 
our study shows their incremental, negative effect on non-
work-work segmentation behavior beyond control variables, 
such that higher expectations lead to a higher integration of 
nonwork matters into work. Substantiating previous qualita-
tive findings (Matusik & Mickel, 2011), our results indicate 
that nonwork contact availability expectations indeed are an 
important determinant of boundary management behavior. 
Yet, as they are negatively related to nonwork-work seg-
mentation behavior but not to well-being, nonwork contact 
availability expectations might not represent a potentially 
harmful demand for employees — as opposed to coworker 
availability expectations. Together, our findings point to the 
importance of differentiating between availability expecta-
tions of distinct social groups to gain a holistic picture of 
how demands accompanying ICT-enabled availability are 
linked to employees’ boundary management behavior.

Second, we address recent calls to study a holistic 
and theory-based framework of antecedents of bound-
ary management behavior. As recommended by Mat-
thews et al. (2016), we draw on the theory of planned 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein and Ajzen 2010) to 
examine availability expectations as a ref lection of  
perceived  subjective norms towards segmentation, 
while accounting for the effects of employees’ attitudes 
toward the behavior as reflected in boundary manage-
ment preferences, their  control over the behavior as 
reflected in job autonomy, and other well-established 
antecedents such as job involvement. Thereby, as sug-
gested by Wayne et al. (2020), we simultaneously inves-
tigate person, work, and nonwork characteristics as ante-
cedents of boundary management behavior. In doing so, 
our study extends and integrates previous research (e.g., 
Matusik & Mickel, 2011; Palm et al., 2020; Piszczek, 
2017), allowing us to draw initial conclusions on the 
relative importance of the examined antecedents. Our 
findings suggest that individuals’ boundary manage-
ment preferences, i.e., their personal attitude toward 

segmenting or integrating work and nonwork domains, 
represent the strongest predictor of segmentation behav-
ior for both directions. The second strongest predictor 
of individuals’ boundary management behavior were 
perceived subjective norms from work contacts, in par-
ticular coworker availability expectations, followed by 
perceived subjective norms from nonwork contacts, that 
is, nonwork availability expectations. Behavioral control 
as reflected in job autonomy did not show any effects 
on boundary management behavior in our study. Over-
all, this pattern substantiates recent findings by Palm 
et al. (2020), which suggest that both individual pref-
erences and organizational norms substantially impact 
individuals’ work-nonwork integration behavior, while 
perceived behavioral control does not necessarily “indi-
cate its behavioral realization” (Palm et al., 2020, p. 
692). When interpreting our results, it should be noted 
that we assessed job autonomy as an indicator of per-
ceived behavioral control, suggesting that flexibility in 
when and how employees work should be relevant for 
both their work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmenta-
tion behavior. Future studies could extend this approach 
by explicitly differentiating perceived control over both 
the nonwork and the work boundary.

Third, our study contributes to a differentiated under-
standing of the relationship of bidirectional boundary man-
agement behavior with employee well-being. As previous 
research has primarily focused on domain-specific outcomes 
closely related to interferences at the work-nonwork inter-
face (e.g.Carlson et al., 2015; Kubicek & Tement, 2016), we 
extend knowledge on the consequences of boundary man-
agement behavior, investigating its impact on life balance 
as a proximal outcome variable and, in turn, life balance’s 
impact on exhaustion and life satisfaction as more distal out-
comes. Our results show that boundary management indeed 
contributes to more global, domain-spanning indicators of 
well-being. This finding clearly illustrates the relevance of 
investigating the drivers of boundary management behavior 
and conditions of its effects to find effective measures for 
managing boundaries in a healthy and productive way.

Contrary to our expectations, our results suggest that 
work-nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behavior 
have divergent effects on life balance and, consequently, 
divergent indirect effects on exhaustion and life satisfac-
tion. Specifically, work-nonwork segmentation behavior 
was positively related to life balance. Yet, contrary to our 
hypothesis, nonwork-work segmentation behavior had 
a negative relationship with life balance, which became 
nonsignificant in the moderation model. This unexpected 
finding might be explained by the interplay of two oppos-
ing mechanisms. On one side, nonwork-work segmenta-
tion should reduce interruptions and negative interferences 
between the two domains. Yet at the same time, it might 
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reduce positive spillover from nonwork domains to the 
work domain (Powell & Greenhaus, 2010). While this 
notion should be true for both nonwork-work and work-
nonwork segmentation behaviors, our results together 
with prior findings on work-nonwork segmentation sug-
gest that the relative effects of these opposing mechanisms 
should be contingent on directionality. Previous studies 
indicate that the benefits of work-nonwork segmentation 
might outweigh its costs, as work-nonwork segmentation 
was found to be more strongly related to reduced work-
nonwork conflict than to reduced positive work-nonwork 
spillover (Powell & Greenhaus, 2010) or reduced work-
nonwork enrichment (Carlson et al., 2015). Our results 
extend these findings by indicating that for nonwork-work 
segmentation, the opposite mechanism may apply: The 
costs of nonwork-work segmentation, such as less transfer 
of positive affect or support from family and friends to 
work, may outweigh (or at least be equal with) its benefits, 
such as reduced interruptions by nonwork contacts during 
work. Overall, this might result in lower (or unaltered) 
well-being. Further research is needed to test this proposed 
interplay of beneficial and detrimental impacts of segmen-
tation behavior on well-being.

The divergent effects of work-nonwork and nonwork-
work segmentation behavior have several implications for 
research. On the one hand, they provide additional evidence 
that segmenting work form nonwork domains is not only 
beneficial for reducing work-life conflict (e.g., Carlson et al., 
2015; Hecht & Allen, 2009) but also contributes to global 
perceptions of balance. On the other hand, our results sug-
gest to divert from the proposition that segmentation is per 
se beneficial for the individual with regard to nonwork-work 
segmentation behavior. Instead, our findings indicate that 
individuals’ well-being might benefit from engaging in 
asymmetric boundary management, i.e., from maintaining 
a rather clear and thick nonwork boundary to separate work 
from nonwork domains, while simultaneously increasing the 
flexibility and permeability of the work boundary to enable 
inclusion of nonwork matters. This substantiates recent find-
ings by Wayne et al. (2020), indicating asymmetrical pro-
cesses for work-nonwork and nonwork-work phenomena and 
their respective effects on well-being.

Fourth, applying notions of P-E fit theory (Edwards & 
Rothbard, 1999; Kreiner, 2006), our research contributes to 
our understanding of the conditions under which a given 
boundary management behavior is linked to enhanced or 
impaired well-being. Our results suggest that the strength 
of the positive relationship between work-nonwork seg-
mentation behavior and life balance varies with individuals’ 
work-nonwork segmentation preferences. Specifically, for 
individuals with high work-nonwork segmentation prefer-
ences, life balance was high when their preferences were 
fulfilled — that is, when they actually segmented work from 

nonwork domains — but low when they engaged in low 
work-nonwork segmentation. For individuals with low work-
nonwork segmentation preferences, the relationship between 
work-life segmentation and life balance still remained posi-
tive, yet the strength of this relationship was lower. This 
result implies that for individuals with high work-nonwork 
segmentation preferences, a (mis-)fit between their prefer-
ences and their boundary management behavior might be 
particularly critical for their well-being. On the other hand, 
for individuals with low work-nonwork segmentation prefer-
ences, engaging in low vs. high work-nonwork segmentation 
behavior might not lead to such radical changes in their well-
being. Conversely, our results even suggest that a misfit may 
result in a slight increase in these individuals’ well-being. 
An explanation for this finding might be that individuals 
with low work-nonwork segmentation preferences — while 
liking work-nonwork integration — do not perceive high 
work-nonwork segmentation as a burden. Hence, despite 
engaging in high instead of the preferred low work-non-
work segmentation, they may not experience a strong state 
of tension due to that mismatch but might even benefit, for 
example, from experiencing less work-life conflict. Contrary 
to our hypothesis, nonwork-work segmentation preferences 
did not moderate the relationship between nonwork-work 
segmentation behavior and life balance. Further, the nega-
tive effect of nonwork-work segmentation behavior on life 
balance became nonsignificant in the moderation model. 
Together, these results again hint at asymmetrical mecha-
nisms for work-nonwork and nonwork-work phenomena, 
suggesting that managing the nonwork boundary might be 
more crucial for individuals’ well-being than managing the 
work boundary — particularly when individuals prefer their 
nonwork boundary to be clear and thick.

Overall, by drawing on principles of the theory of planned 
behavior and the P-E fit theory to develop a comprehen-
sive framework of antecedents, outcomes, and conditions 
of bidirectional boundary management behavior, our study 
contributes to overcoming the much-criticized paucity of 
theory application in research on the work-nonwork interface 
(Matthews et al., 2016; Wayne et al., 2020). Our findings 
underline the importance to simultaneously examine both 
directions of boundary management to integrate and vali-
date the rather asymmetric findings on work-nonwork and 
nonwork-work phenomena (Wayne et al., 2020). Likewise, 
our holistic study approach and research findings indicate 
the need for further theory development on the mechanisms 
around bidirectional boundary management.

Practical Implications

Our research also brings several practical implications. 
Together, our findings indicate that organizations should 
create working conditions that allow employees to segment 
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work from nonwork domains to the extent of their prefer-
ences, while allowing for integration of nonwork matters 
into work. Facilitating these boundary management behav-
iors contributes to employees’ well-being, which in turn is 
linked to job-related outcomes such as performance and 
turnover intention (Wright & Huang, 2012).

To support their employees in achieving higher work-
nonwork segmentation — especially for employees with 
high work-nonwork segmentation preferences — organiza-
tions could utilize two levers. First, they could prevent the 
development of availability expectations that force employ-
ees into unwanted degrees of work-nonwork segmentation. 
For instance, all employees should be sensitive to the impact 
their availability expectations have on their coworkers’ work-
nonwork segmentation behavior and, indirectly, even on 
their well-being. Likewise, managers should be sensitive to 
their influence on the creation of availability expectations 
in their team. To avoid emergence of an “always on” cul-
ture, they should openly discuss perceived and actual avail-
ability expectations within their team and explicitly state 
that team members are allowed to engage in heterogeneous 
work-nonwork segmentation behaviors (Mazmanian, 2013). 
Second, organizations could foster alignment of employees’ 
actual boundary management behavior with their personal 
preferences by (a) sensitizing employees for their personal 
boundary management preferences, (b) encouraging them to 
communicate their preferences within their teams, and (c) 
facilitating diverse degrees of work-nonwork segmentation 
among their employees instead of forcing them into certain 
boundary management behaviors.

To enable nonwork-work integration, organizations could 
allow their employees to communicate with nonwork con-
tacts and take care of nonwork matters while they work. 
Flexible work arrangements have the potential to contribute 
to reduced work-nonwork conflict (Allen et al., 2013) and 
may likewise allow for positive nonwork-work spillover. 
Yet, as nonwork-work integration bares the risk of inter-
ruptions that impair task performance, organizations should 
ask employees to openly discuss availability expectations 
with their nonwork contacts and find ways to bring those in 
line with their work responsibilities. For instance, employees 
could set time frames in which they are unavailable to allow 
for phases of uninterrupted, focused work.

Limitations and Future Directions

A limitation of this study is that, while differentiating 
between supervisor and coworker availability expectations, 
we do not differentiate between family members and friends 
for nonwork contacts’ availability expectations. Since avail-
ability for family matters may be more closely linked to ful-
filling responsibilities (Sayah, 2013) than availability for 
friends, future studies should investigate the availability 

expectations of these groups separately to gain a more com-
plete picture of how availability expectations are linked to 
boundary management behavior.

Second, while the present study finds that work-nonwork 
and nonwork-work segmentation have divergent effects on 
life balance, the potentially underlying mechanisms of these 
relationships — namely, inter-domain conflict and positive 
spillover — need empirical investigation. Future studies 
should examine the effects of bidirectional boundary man-
agement behavior on inter-domain conflict, positive spillo-
ver, and life balance to contribute to our understanding of 
the distinct effects of work-nonwork and nonwork-work seg-
mentation. Moreover, it might be fruitful for future research 
to explore if and how the suggested mechanisms and effects 
extend to other, job-related outcomes. While our findings as 
well as results of other studies hint at the beneficial effects of 
higher work-nonwork segmentation (e.g., Carlson et al., 2015; 
Wepfer et al., 2018) and lower nonwork-work segmentation 
on well-being, the relationship with job-related constructs 
such as work engagement or productivity might be different 
and even vary over time. For example, engaging in low work-
nonwork segmentation and high nonwork-work segmentation 
might allow for higher levels of productivity and performance 
in the short run, yet result into impaired well-being, and con-
sequently low performance in the long term.

Third, while we separated measurement of availability 
expectations and boundary management preferences from 
that of all endogenous variables by 6 weeks to reduce com-
mon method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012), future research 
could additionally measure boundary management behav-
ior and well-being at different points in time to examine 
the former’s enduring effects on individual-level outcomes. 
Moreover, while several researchers suggested that percep-
tions of balance might influence other work, family, and 
health-related outcomes (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Wayne 
et al., 2017), our study design does not allow for clear causal 
inference, as we measured life balance, exhaustion, and life 
satisfaction at the same point in time. Future research could 
substantiate the role of life balance as a mediator between 
processes at the interface of work and personal life and more 
general outcomes related to well-being by temporally sepa-
rating their measurement. In this context, it is important to 
note that life balance or related balance constructs can also be 
considered as outcome variables in their own right, but estab-
lishing their link to more general work, family, and health-
related outcomes further emphasizes the relevance of such 
balance constructs for individual functioning and well-being.

Lastly, this study relies on self-report data from employ-
ees of four organizations. By additionally collecting data 
from relevant others in both work and nonwork domains, 
and across various organizations, future studies could gain 
fruitful insights into how the results generalize beyond the 
self-reports of the sample in the present study. In particular, 
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research could include perceived availability expectations 
and “true” availability expectations as reported by supervi-
sors, coworkers, family members, and friends themselves. 
This approach would enable to capture differences between 
perceived and “true” expectations and their relative effects.

Conclusion

Our study shows that availability expectations of work and 
nonwork contacts shape how employees actually manage 
the boundaries of work and nonwork domains, beyond 
other well-established antecedents. We also find that work-
nonwork and nonwork-work segmentation behavior have 
divergent effects on well-being, indicating that asymmetri-
cal boundary management might be beneficial. Further, our 
findings underline the importance of enabling employees, 
especially those with high work-nonwork segmentation pref-
erences, to align their actual boundary management behavior 
with their preferences. Together, our study provides a com-
prehensive, yet differentiated research framework based on 
theoretical considerations, adding to our holistic understand-
ing of the drivers and consequences of boundary manage-
ment behavior in the age of ICT-enabled availability.
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