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a b s t r a c t
Work–family scholars now recognize the potential positive effects of participation in one life
domain (i.e., work or family) on performance in other life domains. We examined how
employees might beneﬁt from team resources, which are highly relevant to the modern
workplace, in both work and nonwork domains via work–family enrichment. Using the
Resource–Gain–Development model (Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007), we
explored how team resources contribute to enrichment and resulting project and family
satisfaction. Using multilevel structural equation modeling (ML-SEM) to analyze student data
(N = 344) across multiple class projects, we demonstrated that individuals with team
resources were more likely to experience both work-to-family and family-to-work
enrichment. Further, enrichment mediated the relationship between team resources and
satisfaction with the originating domain.
© 2010 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Work–family enrichment describes the process by which experiences in one role of an individual's life improve their performance
in other roles (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Enrichment between work and family roles can occur in both directions—family-to-work
and work-to-family. Employees who experience enrichment between work and family tend to demonstrate improved physical health,
lower absenteeism, and higher job performance (Van Steenbergen & Ellemers, 2009). Furthermore, enrichment is positively related to
job, family, and life satisfaction and lower intentions to turnover (Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005; Carlson, Grzywacz, & Zivnuska, 2009;
Hill, 2005; McNall, Masuda, & Nicklin, 2010; Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). Despite these positive outcomes, scholars have only
begun to explore the many aspects of the work domain that contribute to the experience of enrichment.
The purpose of this study is to examine the role of team-based resources in contributing to work–family enrichment and
subsequent domain satisfaction. As organizations increasingly rely on teams (Tekleab, Quigley, & Tesluk, 2009), it is critical to
understand the role of this dimension of the work domain in developing work–family enrichment. Using the Resource–Gain–
Development model (Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007) as a theoretical foundation, we suggest that teams may offer
resources at work that contribute to the experience of work–family enrichment and subsequent satisfaction. Therefore, we develop
a model that posits work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment as mediators between team resources (i.e., cohesion,
familiarity, and similarity) and satisfaction with both the team project and with family.
This study contributes to the understanding of work–family enrichment in a number of ways. First, this is the ﬁrst study to our
knowledge that examines the work–family interface in relation to a set of social resources particularly relevant for modern workers–
resources garnered from involvement in teamwork. As organizations increasingly rely on teams (Tekleab et al., 2009), examining this
set of resources holds practical implications for managers who wish to help their employees experience greater work–family
enrichment, especially in light of the positive outcomes that can result. Second, we utilize a unique sample because many of our team
members participate in multiple teams with differing team members and differing experiences of resources, allowing us to test this
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phenomenon across multiple situations for each of these participants. Finally, whereas a resource-based framework has been widely
applied to the study of work–family conﬂict (Geurts, Beckers, Taris, Kompier, & Smulders, 2009; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999;
Halbesleben, Harvey, & Bolino, 2009), Wayne et al. (2007) proposed that such a framework can also contribute to our understanding of
work–family enrichment. Thus, we provide an empirical test of the Resource–Gain–Development model, which has not yet been
empirically tested. In doing so, we incorporate both antecedents and consequences of work–family enrichment.
1. Theoretical foundation
Resource-based models have been widely applied to many areas of management research, but in the last decade, work–family
scholars have found these theories useful for explaining work–family conﬂict (Geurts et al., 2009; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999;
Halbesleben et al., 2009; Wayne et al., 2007). Applying resource-based models to work–family enrichment is a natural extension of
this research. As Greenhaus and Powell (2006) explain, participation in multiple roles can beneﬁt the actor because experiences
from one role can carry over to improve experiences in another role. For instance, if an individual gains resources at work, such as
social support and self-efﬁcacy, the individual can then reinvest those resources in nonwork roles to garner positive outcomes
(Sieber, 1974).
Extending the work of Greenhaus and Powell (2006), Wayne et al. (2007) proposed the Resource–Gain–Development
perspective of work–family enrichment based on the conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989). Resources are deﬁned as
characteristics of the environment that fulﬁll three major functions (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007): (1) they help individuals achieve
goals, (2) they address demands (i.e., aspects of the job that require sustained effort, such as high work pressure), and/or (3) they
encourage personal growth and development. The Resource–Gain–Development perspective of enrichment is grounded on the
basic premise that individuals strive to grow and achieve in all domains in which they participate, which drives individuals to
actively seek resources in each domain to enable growth (Wayne et al., 2007). Furthermore, these resources may spill over to
enhance other domains. According to this model, work–family enrichment acts as a mediator between resources and work–family
outcomes. Thus, resources may increase enrichment between work and family domains, which then may improve satisfaction at
work and at home.
Researchers have only begun to explore the impact of the vast array of resources generated in the work domain on the
experience of enrichment. For instance, some evidence suggests that ﬂexible work arrangements (McNall et al., 2010), job
characteristics (e.g., autonomy; Voydanoff, 2004), work support (Karatepe & Bekteshi, 2008), and job involvement (Aryee et al.,
2005) are related to enrichment. However, to our knowledge, the role of team resources in this process has not yet been examined.
1.1. Team resources
Teams may offer critical social resources at work that help individuals to grow and develop, thereby enabling positive spillover
between the work and family domains (Wayne et al., 2007). Although organizations increasingly depend on teams to accomplish
goals (Tekleab et al., 2009), team processes and characteristics have rarely been explicitly studied in conjunction with work–
family outcomes. However, because of frequent interactions with team members at work, teams can provide a valuable support
network, and over time, a team might even start to represent a “family” unit at work.
Key team characteristics that may act as social resources include similarity, cohesion, and familiarity. First, team similarity is
the extent to which team members are alike in terms of visible characteristics (surface-level traits such as ethnicity and gender)
and nonvisible characteristics (informational traits such as personality, professional experience, and education; Hobman, Bordia, &
Gallois, 2003). The similarity–attraction paradigm predicts that similar individuals are attracted to one another, forming in-groups
that engage in frequent communication, effective conﬂict resolution, and efﬁcient problem solving (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008;
Tsui, Egan, & O'Reilly, 1992). Individuals who are similar also tend to engage in less conﬂict overall than dissimilar individuals,
instead engaging in friendly, productive, and satisfactory interactions (Tsui et al., 1992). Second, team cohesion describes the
strength of the bond that pulls team members together (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Tekleab et al., 2009). Cohesive
teams are generally united in working toward team goals, but team members also tend to experience friendships and mutual trust.
Research demonstrates that team cohesion relates positively to general team effectiveness (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount,
1998). Third, team familiarity refers to the extent to which team members know each other (Espinosa, Slaughter, Kraut, &
Herbsleb, 2007). Following popular models of team development, familiarity develops over time and with collaboration
experience (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996). In the early stages of team development, team members may expend signiﬁcant time and
energy to increase familiarity. Once familiarity is high, however, team members may anticipate and understand the unique
working styles and experiences of other teammates, understand everyone's role, effectively engage all teammates in the task, and
rely less on explicit communication (Balkundi & Harrison, 2006; Espinosa et al., 2007).
We suggest these three characteristics of teams act as resources by fulﬁlling all three functions of resources (i.e., achieving
goals, reducing demands, and encouraging personal growth; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). For example, team similarity can act as a
resource because similar teammates engage in more efﬁcient and effective team interactions that contribute to achieving work
goals and addressing work demands. As such, it may also aid in developing the skills and conﬁdence of team members. A cohesive
team is also better equipped (than less cohesive teams) to address demands such as high workload or time pressure (Hobfoll &
Spielberger, 1992; Tekleab et al., 2009). For instance, cohesive team members may notice a peer is overloaded with tasks and offer
support in completing them (Hobfoll & Spielberger, 1992). Furthermore, belonging to a cohesive team can help each member grow
personally and professionally, because cohesive teammates tend to learn from each other's working styles, knowledge bases, and
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coping strategies (Hobfoll & Spielberger, 1992; Tekleab et al., 2009). Finally, team familiarity may also act as a resource that helps
the team to achieve work goals more efﬁciently and address work demands more effectively, because familiar team members
better understand each other's working styles and roles, and communicate more efﬁciently (Guzzo & Dickson, 1996). Furthermore,
familiarity among team members may contribute to each member's personal development because more familiar team members
are more likely than unfamiliar team members to support and encourage each other to perform well and provide developmental
feedback.

1.2. Team resources and work–family enrichment
According to the Resource–Gain–Development model (Wayne et al., 2007), social resources (e.g., social support from others at
work) facilitate work–family enrichment by fostering a positive work environment that equips employees with sufﬁcient
resources to apply toward successful and satisfactory functioning in nonwork domains. Team resources may function as social
support resources in this way by stimulating positive experiences at work, leading to a general feeling of positive affect and
conﬁdence and surplus personal energy, which may enhance both work and family domains.
For example, a cohesive team involves teammates who like and trust each other (Hobfoll & Spielberger, 1992; Tekleab et al.,
2009). The experience of enjoyment, trust, and social support can then generate positive affect and energy and inspire conﬁdence
among team members; an individual with membership in a less cohesive team or no team at all would lack these beneﬁts.
Individuals who are energized and inspired by their teammates at work are then likely to continue to enjoy the beneﬁts of those
resources after returning home from work, exhibiting more enthusiasm, conﬁdence, and happiness in interactions with their
spouse and children. Likewise, individuals who are very familiar with teammates and perceive themselves to be highly similar to
their teammates also gain resources from the positive communication and interactions with their team that increase their positive
affect, energy, and conﬁdence, thereby increasing enrichment from work to family.
These team resources may be relevant to the family-to-work direction of enrichment as well. When individuals participate in
cohesive, familiar, and similar teams at work, they may be more comfortable bringing family issues to the workplace than when
coworkers are distant, unfamiliar, or dissimilar. For instance, these individuals may discuss family-related topics with their team
members and even obtain support from teammates to face challenges at home. Or these individuals may notice parallels between
interactions with close family members and interactions with their close team members, thereby applying successful strategies
from home to the workplace. Therefore, based on predictions from the Resource–Gain–Development model (Wayne et al., 2007),
we hypothesized that individuals who experience greater team resources will also experience more work-to-family and family-towork enrichment.
Hypothesis 1. Team resources are positively associated with work-to-family enrichment.
Hypothesis 2. Team resources are positively associated with family-to-work enrichment.
For many of the same reasons, team resources may also have a direct effect on satisfaction with team project work. For instance,
in a team where members are similar, cohesive, and familiar to one another, we predicted that these social resources facilitate
positive affect, conﬁdence, and surplus energy to apply to team tasks. These positive encounters likely lead to satisfactory
collaborations in completing projects. Therefore, working with similar others that one knows and likes, and with whom one
experiences mutual trust and efﬁcient, enjoyable collaboration likely leads to work-related satisfaction and, in particular, projectrelated satisfaction. Empirical research also supports this notion (Tekleab et al., 2009; West, Patera, & Carsten, 2009), leading us to
hypothesize the following.
Hypothesis 3. Team resources are positively associated with project satisfaction.

1.3. Mediating role of enrichment with satisfaction outcomes
One mechanism by which team resources may enhance project and family satisfaction is work–family enrichment. The social
support and enhanced effectiveness gained through involvement with cohesive, familiar, and similar teams likely energize and
elevate individuals in their performance of both work and family roles, thereby enhancing their satisfaction with both roles
(Wayne et al., 2004, 2007). We assert that team resources may speciﬁcally result in enhanced satisfaction via work–family
enrichment because they are social resources. That is, they originate from social interactions at work and appeal to our inherent
social nature. It is widely accepted that we have a natural need for belongingness, which represents our need to engage in positive
interactions and relationships with others (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Because the common linkages between work and family
may be primarily social (i.e., social relationships in work and family settings), it stands to reason that social resources are likely to
be the most salient resources that spillover to relationships across domains. Research shows that individuals experience
intrinsically positive states when they perceive a sense of secure interrelatedness with those around them (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Team resources may facilitate these perceptions. For instance, when team resources socially enhance functioning in family life, an
individual may engage in more stimulating and productive interactions at home. Moreover, when team resources socially enhance
functioning at work by applying family principles to team member interactions, an individual may engage in more successful
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interactions in terms of tasks and relationships at work. By enhancing these social elements in both domains, we expect that social
resources such as team cohesion, team familiarity, and team similarity may enhance satisfaction in both domains as well.
Research supports the notion that enrichment in both directions (i.e., work-to-family and family-to-work) is positively related
to job, family, and life satisfaction (Aryee et al., 2005; Carlson et al., 2009; Hill, 2005; McNall et al., 2010; Wayne et al., 2004).
Therefore, we predict satisfaction will increase in both domains as enrichment increases. If team resources allow work to enhance
the quality of family life, then the individual should perceive satisfaction with both the source and recipient of enhancement.
Likewise, if gains from team resources allow family to enrich work life, then the individual is likely to be satisﬁed with the family
circumstances that brought about enhanced satisfaction in addition to their enriched work life. We predicted a partially mediated
effect of team resources on project-related satisfaction but a fully mediated effect on family-related satisfaction. This is because
work-related resources are directly relevant to work-related satisfaction (as hypothesized above). In contrast, the effect of workrelated resources on satisfaction in nonwork domains may only occur through a relevant boundary process (i.e., work–family
enrichment), rather than directly.
Hypothesis 4a. Work-to-family enrichment partially mediates the relationship between team resources and project satisfaction.
Hypothesis 4b. Family-to-work enrichment partially mediates the relationship between team resources and project satisfaction.
Hypothesis 5a. Work-to-family enrichment fully mediates the relationship between team resources and family satisfaction.
Hypothesis 5b. Family-to-work enrichment fully mediates the relationship between team resources and family satisfaction.
2. Method
2.1. Participants and procedure
We tested our hypotheses using data collected from MBA and undergraduate students at four universities in the United States.
In total, 351 students participated; of these, 53% were graduate students (n = 185). Students were enrolled in nine business
courses with four different instructors utilizing team-based projects throughout the semester. Because these courses varied in
content and structure, 34% of the participants engaged in multiple projects across the semester (from two to ﬁve projects), while
the remaining participants completed one project. All participants completed a baseline survey at the beginning of the semester
(for demographics and individual differences information) as well as a 15-minute online survey after they completed each project
(no more than 1 week after assignment submission). On all surveys, individuals provided their student identiﬁcation number and
selected the course and instructor with which they were afﬁliated.
Participation was voluntary in all classes except one, and most instructors offered extra credit in return for completion of the
surveys. As a result, more than 95% of the students in the classes participated. After line-deleting missing data on pertinent scales,
537 complete responses were collected from 344 students (average 1.56 projects per student). All scale items featured a 7-point
response scale anchored from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.”
2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Team resources
We used ﬁve items to measure team member similarity (Hobman et al., 2003; α = .85; e.g., “I feel I am professionally and/or
educationally dissimilar to other group members”). We also reverse-coded the items such that high scores indicated high
perceived similarity to one's fellow team members. For team cohesion, we used one item from Zaccaro (1991; e.g., “I generally did
not get along with my fellow team members,” reverse-coded) to assess the interpersonal attraction dimension of cohesion. For
team familiarity, we developed three items (α = .92; e.g., “I was familiar with my team members”) to assess familiarity among
team members from the perspective of each individual.
2.2.2. Work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment
We assessed work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment using nine items each (α = .98 and .97, respectively) from
Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, and Grzywacz (2006) that were adapted to the team context (e.g., “My involvement in this team helps
me to understand different viewpoints and this helps me be a better family member” and “My involvement in my family helps me
acquire skills and this helps me perform better as a member of this team”).
2.2.3. Satisfaction
Given our objective to capture global satisfaction regarding the team project and family domains, we chose to use single item
measures of satisfaction, which has been supported by previous research (Gardner, Cummings, Dunham, & Pierce, 1998). For
satisfaction with the class project, we included one item (“Overall, how satisﬁed are you with the process of completing this
assignment?”). For satisfaction with family at the time of project submission, we used one item (“In general how satisﬁed are you
with your family life at this time?”).
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2.2.4. Controls
We included demographic variables that are commonly controlled in work–family research and that may inﬂuence an
individual's experience of work–family enrichment (Aryee et al., 2005): gender (1 = male, 2 = female) and marital status
(1 = married, 2 = committed relationship, 3 = single, 4 = other). We also controlled for class instructor, since team resources and
project satisfaction (and possibly other study variables) might vary in accordance with the teaching style of the instructor and
structure of the course.
3. Results
Before testing our hypotheses, we ﬁrst assessed the factor structure of our team resources measures. Because the data were
multilevel (i.e., multiple surveys per participant), we simpliﬁed the data for CFA analyses by randomly selecting one survey per
participant. To replicate the CFA results, we also created another data set with one survey randomly selected per participant (with
replacement). Speciﬁcally, we tested a CFA that included items for all three team resource scales to conﬁrm a one-factor structure
for each scale and a three-factor structure for the second-order team resources latent factor. The CFA that included a second-order
team resources latent factor ﬁt reasonably well in both data sets (replication 1: χ2 [25, N = 344] = 102.87, p b .01, CFI = .94,
TLI = .91, RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .05; replication 2: χ2 [25, N = 344] = 116.70, p b .01, CFI = .92, TLI = .89, RMSEA = .12,
SRMR = .06), and it ﬁt signiﬁcantly better than a CFA with a one-factor structure for the team resources latent factor (replication 1:
χ2Diff [2, N =344] = 522.02, p b .01; replication 2: χ2Diff [2, N = 344]= 510.15, p b .01). All factor loadings for items onto scales and scales
onto the team resources factor were signiﬁcant, and factor loadings were consistent across data sets.
We also tested for the discriminant validity of the three team resource scales following procedures recommended by Fornell
and Larcker (1981). We demonstrated that the variance extracted estimates (similarity = .51, cohesion = .67, familiarity = .77)
were greater than the square of the correlations between similarity and familiarity (r2 = .04), between cohesion and familiarity
(r2 = .02), and between cohesion and similarity (r2 = .40) providing support for discriminant validity of these measures.
Therefore, based on these tests and the CFA results, our measurement model of team resources was supported, because all three
resources loaded onto one latent variable and the three scales were distinct from each other.
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for study measures are presented in Table 1. The current study used a repeated
measures survey design, but because 66% of our participants were in classes that only completed one class project, we ﬁrst ran null
models at the within- and between-person levels to verify that there was sufﬁcient variance at both levels across our data. We
found that a substantial portion of the total variance for each scale was within person (ranging from 37% to 86%). Thus, because
there was both within and between person variance to explain, we determined multilevel modeling was appropriate.
We utilized multilevel structural equation modeling (ML-SEM) with MPlus 5.21 (Muthen & Muthen, 2007) to estimate a
random-intercepts model. ML-SEM applies traditional hierarchical linear modeling theory using an SEM analytical framework
(Mehta & Neale, 2005). This methodology allows researchers to analyze causal relationships among variables with data collected
at multiple time points while simultaneously estimating within and between person effects. Because stability rather than growth
was expected across time points (i.e., we did not hypothesize that relationships between variables would change across time), a
random-intercepts model was estimated rather than a random-coefﬁcients model or latent growth curve analysis.
In this case, the individual-level of analysis (level 1) was each class project, while the grouping variable (level 2) was the
person. We used ML-SEM to model causal processes at the person level (level 2) while controlling for the null model (i.e., all
variables covary) at the project level (level 1). We estimated a null model at the within-person (project) level primarily because

Table 1
Multilevel descriptive statistics and correlations.
Scale

1

1. Instructor
2. Gender
3. Marital status
4. Team cohesion
5. Team familiarity
6. Team similarity
7. Work-to-family enrichment
8. Family-to-work enrichment
9. Project satisfaction
10. Family satisfaction
Grand mean
Between-persons SD
Within-person SD

–

2
.01
–

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

.16 ⁎⁎
.04
–

−.18 ⁎⁎
−.01
.16 ⁎⁎

−.54 ⁎⁎
.01
−.18 ⁎⁎
.52 ⁎⁎

−.24 ⁎⁎
.12 ⁎⁎
.05
.54 ⁎⁎
.56 ⁎⁎
(.85)
.24 ⁎⁎
.21 ⁎⁎
.26 ⁎⁎
.09 ⁎

−.23 ⁎⁎
−.05
.13 ⁎⁎
.61 ⁎⁎
.74 ⁎⁎
.29 ⁎⁎

−.22 ⁎⁎
.19 ⁎⁎
.09 ⁎
.51 ⁎⁎
.43 ⁎⁎
.33 ⁎⁎
.71 ⁎⁎

−.03
−.06
.06
.66 ⁎⁎
.55 ⁎⁎
.61 ⁎⁎
.74 ⁎⁎
.51 ⁎⁎

−.09 ⁎
.03
−.15 ⁎⁎
.43 ⁎⁎
.29 ⁎⁎
.24 ⁎⁎
.43 ⁎⁎
.65 ⁎⁎
.40 ⁎⁎

–
−.04
.38 ⁎⁎
.11 ⁎
.16 ⁎⁎
.19 ⁎⁎
2.30
1.21

1.50
.50

2.20
.90

−.02
6.07
.72
.98

(.95)
.08
.13 ⁎⁎
.12 ⁎⁎
.21 ⁎⁎
.13 ⁎⁎
3.98
.83
1.95

4.47
1.01
.78

(.98)
.47 ⁎⁎
.20 ⁎⁎
−.23 ⁎⁎
4.64
.88
1.00

(.97)
−.00
−.08
5.30
.82
.76

–

.15 ⁎⁎
5.70
.87
1.00

–
5.93
1.00
.77

N = 537 class projects by 344 students (average 1.56 projects per person). Within-person correlations are given below the diagonal; between-persons correlations
are given above the diagonal. Scale reliabilities are shown in parentheses along the diagonal.
⁎ p ≤ .05.
⁎⁎ p ≤ .01.
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many of our participants only had data for one project and because we were interested in testing our hypotheses across multiple
projects rather than speciﬁc to one project. Between-person effects reﬂect the consistency of relationships in the theoretical model
across class projects controlling for within-person effects.
The hypothesized between and within model demonstrated acceptable ﬁt (χ2 [15, N = 537] = 21.53, ns, CFI = .99, TLI = .94,
RMSEA = .03, SRMR for the within model = .02, SRMR for the between model = .08). An alternative model of full mediation (i.e.,
removing the direct path from team resources to project satisfaction) was also tested and ﬁt slightly worse (χ2 [16, N = 537] =
25.58, ns, CFI = .98, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .03, SRMR for the within model = .02, SRMR for the between model = .09). Therefore, the
hypothesized partially mediating model with a direct path from team resources to project satisfaction was empirically and
theoretically supported, thus described below.
3.1. Hypothesis tests
The model estimated at the between-person level with standardized regression coefﬁcients is presented in Fig. 1.
Unstandardized regression coefﬁcients (including controls) are presented in Table 2. Results suggested that the theoretical
model was mostly supported.
In support of Hypotheses 1 and 2, we found that team resources were associated with work-to-family enrichment (β = .64,
p b .01) and family-to-work enrichment (β = .53, p b .01). Thus, individuals who experienced more team resources through team
cohesion, familiarity, and similarity on student projects reported more enrichment in both directions between work and family
domains. In total, team resources and the control variables explained 44% of the variance in work-to-family and 35% of the variance
in family-to-work enrichment.
We also found support for Hypothesis 3 as team resources were directly associated with project satisfaction (β = .69, p b .01).
For Hypotheses 4a and 4b, we expected enrichment to partially mediate the relationship between team resources and project
satisfaction. In support of Hypothesis 4a, we discovered a signiﬁcant direct and indirect effect for work-to-family enrichment.
Team resources were associated directly with project satisfaction (β = .69, p b .01), and team resources were also associated with
work-to-family enrichment (β = .64, p b .01), and work-to-family enrichment was associated with project satisfaction (β = .54,
p b .01). The indirect effect of team resources on project satisfaction via work-to-family enrichment was signiﬁcant (β = .34,
p b .05). However, family-to-work enrichment was not signiﬁcantly associated with project satisfaction (β = −.16, ns); thus,
Hypothesis 4b was not supported.
Hypotheses 5a and 5b predicted full mediation for family satisfaction as an outcome. Supporting Hypothesis 5b, team resources
were associated with family-to-work enrichment (β = .53, p b .01), and family-to-work enrichment was associated with family
satisfaction (β = .73, p b .01). However, Hypothesis 5a was not supported as work-to-family enrichment was not signiﬁcantly
related to family satisfaction (β = .02, ns). In total, 89% of the variance in project satisfaction and 52% of the variance in family
satisfaction was explained by the model.
4. Discussion
We utilized a resource-based framework to explain how team resources are associated with project and family satisfaction via
work–family enrichment. Consistent with the Resource–Gain–Development model (Wayne et al., 2007), we demonstrated that
resources gained from participation in resource-rich teams (i.e., cohesion, familiarity, similarity) enhanced enrichment in both
directions between work and family. Furthermore, results demonstrated that work-to-family enrichment partially mediated the
relationship between team resources and project satisfaction, while family-to-work enrichment fully mediated the relationship
between team resources and family satisfaction. Thus, team resources have both a direct and indirect effect on satisfaction in the work
domain, while team resources have only an indirect effect on satisfaction in the family domain through family-to-work enrichment.
Regarding satisfaction, we found that enrichment was only related to satisfaction with the originating role (e.g., work-to-family
enrichment originates at work and affects work-related satisfaction). This is consistent with two previous studies (Carlson et al.,
2009; Wayne et al., 2004), suggesting that work-to-family enrichment may only be associated with satisfaction in the work (or

Fig. 1. Between-persons model with standardized regression coefﬁcients.
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Table 2
Unstandardized regression weights for the ML-SEM between-persons model.
Dependent variable

Resources latent
variable

Work-to-family
enrichment

Family-to-work
enrichment

Project satisfaction

Family satisfaction

Independent variable

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

b

SE

Instructor
Gender
Marital status
Resources latent variable
Work-to-family enrichment
Family-to-work enrichment
r2

−.34 ⁎⁎
.22
.13

.10
.25
.14

−.02
−.18
.11
.48 ⁎⁎

.08
.17
.10
.15

−.03
.24
.05
.40 ⁎⁎

.07
.15
.08
.11

.25 ⁎⁎
−.11
−.08
.56 ⁎⁎
.58 ⁎

.07
.19
.10
.17
.34
.46
.14

.10
−.22
−.25 ⁎

.08
.22
.11

.15 ⁎

.07

.44 ⁎

.18

.35 ⁎⁎

.12

−.17
.89 ⁎⁎

.03
.88 ⁎⁎
.52 ⁎⁎

.38
.32
.15

⁎ p ≤ .05.
⁎⁎ p ≤ .01.

team) domain and family-to-work enrichment may only be associated with satisfaction in the family domain. Thus, individuals
appear to attribute the beneﬁts of enrichment to the source of that enrichment. We encourage researchers to further explore how
employees cognitively and affectively process work–family boundaries.
4.1. Research implications
The results of this study contribute to the literature in at least two ways. First, we contribute to the work–family literature by
exploring the characteristics of teams that act as resources to inﬂuence work–family outcomes. Team resources have not yet been
extensively explored, especially in conjunction with work–family enrichment. Therefore, our study may shed some preliminary
light on the team-oriented, resource-based processes involved in both work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment.
Second, we provide empirical evidence for the validity of the Resource–Gain–Development perspective for explaining the
development and outcomes of work–family enrichment (Wayne et al., 2007). Although resource-based theoretical frameworks
have been extended to work–family conﬂict research (e.g., Geurts et al., 2009; Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999; Halbesleben et al.,
2009; Wayne et al., 2007), they have rarely been applied to the positive aspects of work–family research. By showing that team
resources affect both work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment, we provide support for the assertions put forth in the
Resource–Gain–Development model. Consistent with the propositions surrounding support resources in that model, the results of
our study suggest that team-based resources are important in enhancing at least one positive indicator of a healthy work-life
interface–enrichment.
4.2. Practical implications
Managers may beneﬁt from the results of this study as well. First, our results suggest that teams may provide valuable
resources to individual members, particularly if members are cohesive, familiar, and similar to one another. Although it may be a
challenge to achieve all of these characteristics in every team, managers may signiﬁcantly enhance employee work–family
enrichment and satisfaction outcomes if they focus on building such teams. For instance, managers might provide ongoing teambuilding support, invest time to help teams develop cohesion and familiarity early in the life of the team, or assign teams based on
similarity among members. Moreover, in efforts to gain beneﬁts of diversity in conjunction with the beneﬁts of similarity (Hobman
et al., 2003; Tsui et al., 1992), managers might conduct individual difference assessments and training to help dissimilar members
achieve a comparable level of communication and camaraderie as similar members naturally enjoy.
Second, the results of this study suggest that managers might enhance satisfaction among employees by enabling enrichment.
Satisfaction is afﬁliated with other important and costly outcomes, including burnout, turnover, and performance (Halbesleben &
Buckley, 2004; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Lee & Ashforth, 1996), so it may behoove managers to help employees
increase individual enrichment across work and family domains. Our study suggests that both work-to-family and family-to-work
enrichment inﬂuence employee satisfaction with the domain from which the enrichment originated.
4.3. Limitations and future directions
Our study had several limitations worthy of note. First, all variables were measured using self-report. However, Greenhaus and
Powell (2006) note the value of using self-report measures in work–family enrichment research because it is the perception of the
individual experiencing the enrichment that may be most valid in determining its level. Moreover, perceptions of one's own
cohesion, familiarity, and similarity with other team members may be the most accurate source of these constructs as we deﬁned
them. As opposed to measuring them at the team-level, we assessed individual-level perceptions and hypothesized that those
perceptions would enable individuals to work efﬁciently with teammates, resulting in individual-level enrichment. As always,
however, replication using other sources may be valuable, such as supervisor reports of team constructs or spouse reports of
work–family issues.
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Second, we used student data that may not readily generalize to employees, although it has been argued that student samples
can be valuable when studying underlying processes of work-related experiences (Greenberg, 1987). To increase generalizability
to the business world, however, our sample was comprised of only business majors and just over half MBA students (n = 185). In
addition, we have some evidence to suggest many participants had a moderate level of professional work experience
(M = 5 years), suggesting that many were real-world employees in addition to being students. An advantage of this study design is
that many students, particularly graduate students, may perceive a signiﬁcant sense of ownership and investment in their
personal educational experience. Therefore, the processes that occur in class projects may impact them at least as much as the
processes impact employees in organizations. Indeed, the latter group may experience greater variance in their sense of ownership
and investment in a particular job or organization. Still, an important next step is to analyze the same research question in an
organizational setting.
Finally, although we collected data across multiple projects per person, all study scales were collected at the same point in time
for each project. Therefore, cross-sectional data are a limitation of this research. Thus, it is plausible that satisfaction was a cause
rather than an effect of work–family enrichment. We encourage future researchers to assess perceptions of resources, enrichment,
and satisfaction at different time points whenever possible.
We also urge scholars to continue to build an empirical body of research on the Resource–Gain–Development perspective
(Wayne et al., 2007) by exploring other forms of resources in addition to team resources. Individual differences likely affect the
impact of the utilization of resources (e.g., Halbesleben et al., 2009), so efforts to distinguish moderators, including emotional
stability and conscientiousness, in conjunction with resources and enrichment would also be valuable. Finally, organizations and
managers are clearly interested in ﬁnancial outcomes. Therefore, it is important to pursue similar research questions with other
outcomes of enrichment (in addition to satisfaction), including employee performance, team productivity, and overall
organizational effectiveness.
In conclusion, this research provides early insight into the development of work–family enrichment and satisfaction in
conjunction with team-based resources. We found that team resources are a valuable resource for both directions of enrichment
and that enrichment contributes to both project and family satisfaction. We urge scholars to pursue additional research on this
important topic as organizations increase their emphasis on team-based work and employees strive to balance and enhance their
work and family domains.
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