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We review research on work–nonwork balance to examine the presence of the jingle fallacy—attributing
different meanings to a single construct label—and the jangle fallacy—using different labels for a single
construct. In 290 papers, we found 233 conceptual definitions that clustered into 5 distinct, interpretable
types, suggesting evidence of the jingle fallacy. We calculated Euclidean distances to quantify the extent
of the jingle fallacy and found high divergence in definitions across time and publication outlet. One
exception was more agreement recently in better journals to conceptualize balance as unidimensional,
psychological, and distinct from conflict and enrichment. Yet, over time many authors have committed
the jangle fallacy by labeling measures of conflict and/or enrichment as balance, and disagreement
persists even in better journals about the meanings attributed to balance (e.g., effectiveness, satisfaction).
To examine the empirical implications of the jingle and jangle fallacies, we conducted meta-analyses of
distinct operational definitions of balance with job, life, and family satisfaction. Effect sizes for conflict
and enrichment measures were typically smaller than effects for balance measures, providing evidence
of a unique balance construct that is not interchangeable with conflict and enrichment. To begin to
remedy concerns raised by our review, we propose a definition of work–nonwork balance drawing from
theory, empirical evidence from our review, and normative information about how balance should be
defined. We conclude with a theory-based agenda for future research.
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Everyone seems to want work–life balance, and trouble achiev-
ing it is often lamented. Anne-Marie Slaughter ignited controversy
when she argued that work–life balance is not possible for women,
who cannot “have it all” (Slaughter, 2012). A survey by the
Society for Human Resource Management finds that men, too,
desire balance (Wright, 2011). A New York Times article reminds
us that single and nonparent employees also want balance (Selig-
son, 2012). Business periodicals tout work–life balance as a strat-

egy to recruit top talent and publish lists of “Best Employers” for
achieving balance (Smith, 2013). Self-help books, such as “Work/
Life Balance for Dummies” (Mumford & Lockett, 2009), present
tips on how to achieve balance. The ubiquity of work–life balance
is evident by a Google search of the term yielding 320,000,000
results. Thus, it seems that work–life balance is a desirable but
difficult goal.

Despite extensive discussion of balance1 in the popular press,
this term is relatively new to the scholarly literature. Historically,
research has focused on how work and family affect one another.
Early discussions centered on work–family conflict in which
“work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some
respect,” (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77) and showed its

1 This research reviewed studies using various terms including work–
family balance, work–life balance, and role balance. Although studies
differ in the specific roles (work and family vs. work and personal life vs.
all life roles), all focus on balancing multiple roles, one of which is work.
In discussing these different forms of balance as a group, we use the broad
term balance. In discussing a specific study, we use the term used by those
authors.
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negative effects for employees, families, and organizations (Allen,
Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux,
& Brinley, 2005; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998). More recently, research-
ers have examined work–family enrichment, defined as “the extent
to which experiences in one role improve the quality of life in the
other role” (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73), and how it relates
to positive individual, family, and organizational outcomes (Mc-
Nall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010; Shockley & Singla, 2011; Wayne,
Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004; Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006).
Conflict and enrichment are bidirectional constructs in which work
can influence family (i.e., work-to-family conflict or enrichment)
and family can influence work (i.e., family to-work conflict or
enrichment), and the meaning of these constructs is now well-
established. Less consensus exists, however, about the term bal-
ance.

The aim of this research is to comprehensively review how
balance has been defined, theorized, and measured. Other re-
searchers have noted differences and identified themes in concep-
tual definitions of balance (e.g., Greenhaus & Allen, 2011;
Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007), but in our review, we quantify the
extent of scholarly disagreement about the meaning and measure-
ment of balance. We comprehensively characterize the state of the
literature and examine whether consensus about balance varies by
time and/or publication outlet. We document substantive differ-
ences in measuring balance and use meta-analysis to examine
whether such differences affect conclusions about the correlates of
balance (namely, job, family, and life satisfaction). Finally, we
offer a precise conceptual definition that draws from theory, re-
view findings, and normative information on how balance should
be defined.

A Brief History of the Balance Construct

We begin by delineating the evolution of the balance construct,
highlighting key aspects of previous definitions, and noting simi-
larities and differences across them. In the earliest discussion of
balance that we are aware of, Marks and MacDermid (1996)
defined “role balance” as being fully engaged in performing every
role, and provided an eight-item scale to assess it as a unidimen-
sional construct involving a self-evaluation of full engagement
across all life roles. Yet, as research on balance emerged, defini-
tions distinct from that of Marks and MacDermid (1996) prolifer-
ated in the literature.

In the early 2000s, work–family balance was often equated with
the absence of conflict (Duxbury & Higgins, 2001), or a combi-
nation of low work–family conflict and high work–family enrich-
ment (Frone, 2003). Around that time, equality emerged as a key
feature in some definitions. Greenhaus and colleagues defined
work–family balance as being equally engaged in and equally
satisfied with work roles and family roles (Greenhaus, Collins, &
Shaw, 2003; Greenhaus & Singh, 2003) and Halpern and Murphy
(2005) discussed work–family balance as a balance beam—the
burden of family on one side and work on the other. An equality
definition sees life as a zero-sum game—balance requires equality
so that one domain is not short-changed for the other. A few years
later, Voydanoff (2005) rejected the equality idea and drew on
person-environment (P-E) fit by suggesting that work–family bal-
ance involves demands-resources fit in which family and work
demands are met by resources present in both domains. She

defines work–family balance as “a global assessment that work
and family resources are sufficient to meet work and family
demands such that participation is effective in both domains” (p.
825).

In 2007, two new definitions highlighted a key difference in
scholars’ views of balance—whether balance is a psychological
construct held in the mind of a focal person or a relational
construct that can be observed by others. Valcour (2007) defined
and measured “satisfaction with work–family balance” as an atti-
tude—“an overall level of contentment resulting from an assess-
ment of one’s degree of success at meeting work and family role
demands” (p. 1512). Valcour saw balance as being psychological-
an attitude with affective (“contentment”) and cognitive (“assess-
ment of success”) components, and measured it accordingly. That
same year, Grzywacz and Carlson (2007) argued that work–family
balance is not an attitude which exists in the “eye of the beholder”
but is embedded in a person’s social environment. They concep-
tualized balance as a relational construct, defining it as “the ac-
complishment of role-related expectations that are negotiated and
shared between an individual and his/her role-related partners in
the work and family domain” (p. 458), and a few years later
developed a scale (Carlson, Grzywacz, & Zivnuska, 2009) to
measure it by asking respondents to report whether they meet
expectations that are shared with work and family role partners.

In more recent definitions, Greenhaus and Allen (2011) reject
the equality notion and, like Voydanoff (2005), emphasize fit in
defining work–family balance. Yet they emphasize fit with values
rather than resources (Voydanoff, 2005). Greenhaus and Allen
(2011) argued that balance exists when role effectiveness and role
satisfaction are consistent with life priorities; thus, balance does
not require equality across work and family domains (Greenhaus
& Allen, 2011). To date, however, no scales have been developed
to measure their definition.

This historical overview highlights the many conceptualizations
and measures labeled “balance.” Balance has been treated as
unidimensional (e.g., Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007; Marks & Mac-
Dermid, 1996; Valcour, 2007) and as a multidimensional combi-
nation of conflict and enrichment (Frone, 2003). Some authors
define balance as a psychological construct (Valcour, 2007); oth-
ers, as a relational one (Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007). The notion of
equality across domains, a one-size-fits-all approach, is captured in
some definitions (Greenhaus et al., 2003), but others see balance as
person- or context-specific, implying a fit perspective (Voydanoff,
2005; Greenhaus & Allen, 2011). Among fit definitions, some
focus on role demands and resources (Voydanoff, 2005), and
others on role satisfaction/effectiveness and values (Greenhaus &
Allen, 2011). Further, some suggest balance is about being effec-
tive (Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007), involved (Marks & MacDermid,
1996), and/or satisfied (Valcour, 2007) across roles. Definitions
also vary in focusing on only work and family (e.g., Grzywacz &
Carlson, 2007) or a wider array of life roles (e.g., Marks &
MacDermid, 1996). In this research, we quantify trends in defining
balance and examine the effects of distinct definitions.

Why We Urgently Need a Better Understanding of
Balance

As is apparent from this brief review, the many definitions of
balance create confusion and ambiguity about what balance is. It is
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not uncommon for constructs to lack precise definitions in early
stages of their development (Macey & Schneider, 2008), but
because advancing theory requires a full grasp of key constructs
(Suddaby, 2010), creating clarity around the definition of balance
is essential to moving the literature forward.

Construct clarity requires a precise and parsimonious definition
(Suddaby, 2010). Yet, the many definitions for balance represent
the “jingle fallacy”—the erroneous assumption that two distinct
things are the same because they bear the same name (Kelley,
1927) which occurs when different meanings are attributed to a
single label (Thorndike, 1904). In the balance literature, the same
label (e.g., “balance”) has referred to different conceptualizations
and/or measures (e.g., satisfaction, involvement, equality), leaving
researchers at a loss for insights into what balance is and how it
relates to other variables. For example, it is not clear whether
relationships identified with one definition of balance also apply to
other definitions. Such ambiguity impedes theory development and
the accumulation of research.

A related issue that also threatens building a cohesive body of
knowledge is the “jangle fallacy” (Kelley, 1927)—the erroneous
assumption that two similar things are unique because they bear
different labels. The jangle fallacy can occur when a new concept
label repackages an established concept or when the same con-
struct develops under different names. In both cases, multiple
terms are used for a single construct. In the balance literature, the
question can be raised whether balance is merely a new name for
low conflict. If balance and conflict are the same, the label “bal-
ance” creates confusion but adds no value. Such redundant con-
struct labels—prevalent in organizational psychology—violate a
core principle of science—that of parsimony (Le, Schmidt, Harter,
& Lauver, 2010; Schwab, 1980).

In addition to the jingle-jangle fallacies, theory advancement
may be hampered by using many theories to define balance.
Researchers have referred to scarcity and expansionist theories
(e.g., Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005), role salience (e.g., Juliao,
2006), and border theories (e.g., Ward, 2008). Each time a new
theory is used to define balance, a unique nomological network
and process is suggested, creating confusion about the correlates of
balance. In summary, for construct clarity, theoretical develop-
ment, and empirical progress, greater clarity and consensus is
needed on the meaning and measurement of balance.

The Purpose and Contributions of This Research

This research seeks to clarify the construct of balance by re-
viewing its (a) conceptual definitions, (b) theoretical bases, and (c)
measures. Although there have been general summaries of balance
research (e.g., Frone, 2003; Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Kalliath &
Brough, 2008), our paper goes beyond existing reviews in several
ways.

First, we provide a thorough review of all conceptual and
empirical papers on balance through the end of 2016. To our
knowledge, no other research has comprehensively and systemat-
ically reviewed all balance studies; such analysis is important to
accurately characterize the history and current state of the litera-
ture.

Second, we provide a fine-grained, quantitative description of
how balance has been defined and measured by coding key fea-
tures of conceptual and operational definitions (e.g., is balance

unidimensional or multidimensional? Is it psychological or rela-
tional?). To identify the substantively different conceptual and
operational definitions in the literature, we use cluster analyses to
succinctly capture the primary meanings and measures of balance.
This is essential to fully understand the construct and helps iden-
tify areas of scholarly consensus.

Third, we identify all theories used to define balance, which is
important for at least two reasons. First, it speaks to whether a core
set of theories define balance and guide research. If so, we would
expect similar variables to be studied, fostering accumulation of
research. Second, for the study of balance to advance, a compre-
hensive theory of balance is needed, the development of which
rests on understanding the theoretical foundation for defining
balance.

Fourth, we use Euclidean D-scores to quantify the extent of the
jingle fallacy by examining disagreement in how balance has been
conceptually and operationally defined by time and publication
outlet. As such, we contextualize the boundary conditions under
which the jingle fallacy is most problematic, enabling more nu-
anced conclusions.

Fifth, we explore whether different balance measures (i.e., the
jingle fallacy) affect empirical conclusions. Currently, it is not
clear whether relationships identified with one balance measure
apply to others, which hinders accumulation of research. Measures
with nomological validities that are notably different likely reflect
unique constructs (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). If nomological
validities for measures of conflict and enrichment that are labeled
balance clearly differ from those for other balance measures, this
suggests a unique balance construct distinct from conflict and
enrichment, addressing the jangle fallacy. Beyond demonstrating
the important implications of jingle and jangle fallacies, we also
contribute to the literature with the first meta-analytic examination
of the correlates of balance.

Drawing from our review, theoretical description, empirical
analysis of the meaning and measurement of balance, and meta-
analysis, in our discussion, we identify concerns with the balance
literature. Though fully addressing every concern is beyond the
scope of this paper, our final purpose is to begin to address primary
concerns, such as the jingle and jangle fallacies. To do so, we
consider normative evidence about how balance should be defined,
drawing from qualitative research on how employees define bal-
ance and dictionary definitions of the term. Drawing from common
themes across normative evidence and scholarly definitions, we
provide a precise, comprehensive, theoretically based definition of
work–nonwork balance, distinct from conflict and enrichment. In
conclusion, we suggest theoretically driven novel ideas for re-
search on work–nonwork balance: its dimensionality, stability over
time, generalizability across cultures, as well as antecedents and
consequences.

Method

Comprehensive Literature Review Procedures

We searched all manuscripts through the end of 2016 in Psy-
cINFO and Business Source Complete for these keywords: work
and family and balance, work and life and balance, work and home
and balance, work and nonwork and balance, work and nonwork
and balance, role balance, and life balance. A total of 3250
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references were possibly relevant, but only papers published in
English in books, journals, or PhD dissertations with a conceptual
and/or operational definition were included. We omitted self-help
literature, papers on policies to support balance, narrative reviews,
and expert interviews. Our final sample included 290 quantitative,
qualitative, and nonempirical papers.

Content Analysis and Coding Process

Three faculty members and two PhD candidates in organiza-
tional behavior coded articles. Based on a preliminary literature
review, researchers developed a coding scheme of key features of
conceptual and operational definitions. Two researchers coded
each article and resolved discrepancies through discussion. Prior to
discussions, agreement across coding categories was 95%; after
discussions, it was 100%. The following characteristics of each
paper were coded.

Conceptual definitions. We developed a list of conceptual
definitions from an initial literature review (e.g., Frone, 2003;
Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007; Marks &
MacDermid, 1996; Valcour, 2007), and recorded which definition
was used in each paper. Definitions that did not match one in the
coding scheme were recorded verbatim and added to the coding
scheme. We coded quantitative papers with an operational but no
conceptual definition as having no conceptual definition.

Theories invoked in conceptual definitions. Theories used
to develop the conceptual definition were coded. For example,
Aryee et al. (2005) drew from scarcity (Edwards & Rothbard,
2000) and enhancement (Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974) theories to
define balance with four dimensions (i.e., work-to-family conflict,
family to-work conflict, work-to-family enrichment, and family
to-work enrichment). Theories used to explain the relationships of
balance with other variables or to explain concepts other than
balance were not coded.

Operational definitions. To code operational definitions, re-
searchers began with a list of published scales (e.g., Carlson et al.,
2009; Marks & MacDermid, 1996; Valcour, 2007) and added
others that emerged. When a measure was not previously pub-
lished or used only some items from a scale, items were recorded
verbatim. Number of items and alphas were recorded.

Key features. We drew from the literature to identify key
features of conceptual and operational definitions of balance in-
cluding (a) its dimensionality (i.e., unidimensional or multidimen-
sional), (b) its properties (i.e., a property of a person, or a property
of social relationships), (c) its meanings (i.e., satisfaction, effec-
tiveness, importance, involvement, equality, fit, balance, conflict,
enrichment), and (d) breadth of roles (i.e., work–family, work–
nonwork, or multiple role balance). Examples of features are
provided in Table 1. Each conceptual and operational definition
was coded on all key features, as described below.

Dimensionality. Coding of dimensionality of definitions was
mutually exclusive (coded as either unidimensional or multidimen-
sional). Conceptual definitions were coded based on the authors’
conceptualization as unidimensional (i.e., a gestalt or holistic per-
ception of how roles are combined, e.g., Grzywacz & Carlson,
2007) or multidimensional (i.e., includes dimensions such as con-
flict and/or enrichment that denote aspects of balance, e.g., Frone,
2003). Operational definitions were coded as unidimensional when
authors treated them as a single dimension (e.g., Valcour, 2007)

and as multidimensional when authors used multiple distinct scales
for unique aspects of a second-order construct (e.g., Gareis, Bar-
nett, Ertel, & Berkman, 2009).

Properties. Balance has been conceptualized as a property of
the self (i.e., the focal person) or of relationships. We coded
definitions as psychological when balance was defined as con-
structed in the mind of a person (e.g., Valcour, 2007) and as
relational when defined as inherent in relationships—socially con-
structed in interactions between a focal person and role partners.
Relational constructs can be perceived by role partners; research-
ers have argued that psychological constructs are knowable only to
a focal person (e.g., Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007).

Operational definitions were coded as psychological when items
assessed inner mental states (e.g., “How dissatisfied/satisfied are
you with the way you divide your attention between work and
personal or family life?” Valcour, 2007) and relational when items
referenced shared meaning in a relationship (e.g., “I do a good job
of meeting the role expectations of critical people in my work and
family life,” Carlson et al., 2009). Coding was not mutually
exclusive; both psychological and relational codes were assigned
when items required rating both inner states (psychological) and
meeting shared expectations (relational). We coded measures as
relational or psychological based only on the substantive content
of the items, not based on whether items were self-reported or
other-reported. However, because relational constructs are defined
as including role partners’ views regarding balance, they can be
captured by multisource data. As such, we also recorded whether
each operational definition was captured with single- (e.g., em-
ployee only) or multisource (e.g., employee and spouse) data.

Meaning. For conceptual definitions, we coded all the mean-
ings from the balance literature (i.e., satisfaction, effectiveness,
importance, involvement, equality, fit, balance, conflict, enrich-
ment) reflected in each definition. For instance, Greenhaus et al.’s
(2003) definition of balance as “the extent to which an individual
is equally engaged in and equally satisfied with his or her work
role and family role” (p. 513), was coded as equality, involvement,
and satisfaction. For operational definitions, all meanings refer-
enced in one or more items were coded. Each meaning is described
below with example items provided in Table 1.

Satisfaction. Conceptual and operational definitions were
coded as “satisfaction” if they referenced satisfaction, content-
ment, or positive feelings about roles or balance among roles.

Effectiveness. Conceptual and operational definitions were
coded as “effectiveness” when they evaluated success, effective-
ness, or good functioning in performing roles or balancing roles.

Importance. Conceptual and operational definitions were
classified as “importance” when they focused on the value people
place on different roles.

Involvement. Conceptual and operational definitions were
coded as “involvement” if they referenced engagement, involve-
ment, or participation in multiple roles.

Equality. Conceptualizations were coded as “equality” when
balance was defined as equality across domains on any evaluation
(e.g., time, involvement, satisfaction). Operational definitions
were coded as “equality” if any item referenced equality across
domains or if “equality” was calculated from responses to items in
different domains.

Fit. Conceptual and operational definitions were coded as
“fit” when balance was defined as a match between any of the
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Table 1
Key Features of Definitions Coded

Features Possible categories Conceptual definition examplec Operational definition example

Dimensionalitya Unidimensional: Balance is a
single overall assessment of
one’s work and home situation
in its entirety.

“An overall level of contentment resulting
from an assessment of one’s degree of
success at meeting work and family role
demands” (Valcour, 2007)

“How satisfied are you with the way you divide
your attention between work and home?”
(Valcour, 2007)

Multidimensional: Balance is
comprised of multiple
dimensions, which are
combined to form overall
balance.

“The two primary dimensions are the
direction of influence between work and
family roles (work-to-family vs. family-
to-work) and the type of effect (conflict
vs. facilitation)” (Frone, 2003)

Items drawn from work-to-family and family-to-
work conflict and enrichment scales (Aryee et
al., 2005)

Propertiesb Psychological: Balance is
constructed in the mind and is
not directly observable by
others. The social context is
separate from the construct of
balance itself.

“An overall level of contentment resulting
from an assessment of one’s degree of
success at meeting work and family role
demands” (Valcour, 2007)

Target employee responds to “How successful
do you feel in balancing your work and family
lives?” (Wierda-Boer, Gerris, & Vermulst,
2008)

Relational: Balance exists in the
social and relational context; it
is a property of a relationship.
Balance is constructed within
discourse with role partners
and is externally observable by
role partners.

“Accomplishment of role-related
expectations that are negotiated and
shared between an individual and his/
her role-related partners in the work and
family domain” (Grzywacz & Carlson,
2007)

Peers and supervisors respond to the following
item about a target person “This employee
does not let job demands cause family
problems.” (Lyness & Judiesch, 2008)

Meaningb Satisfaction: Balance refers to
satisfaction, contentment,
happiness, or other positive
feelings associated with roles
or role balance.

“Achieving satisfying experiences in all
life domains. To do so requires personal
resources such as energy, time and
commitment to be well-distributed
across domains” (Lyness & Judiesch,
2008)

“I am satisfied with the balance I have achieved
between my work and life” (Salzstein, Ting,
and Saltzstein, 2001)

Effectiveness: Balance refers to
the degree of success at
balancing multiple roles or in
the performance across roles.

“The degree to which an individual is able
to simultaneously balance the temporal,
emotional and behavioral demands of
both paid work and family
responsibilities” (Hill et al., 2001)

“All in all, how successful do you feel in
balancing your work and personal/family
life?” (Clarke, Koch, & Hill, 2004)

Importance: Balance refers to the
degree to which different roles
are valued or important to the
target person or to significant
others.

“Promoting a multi-activity society in
which housework, family work, club
work and voluntary work are prized
alongside paid work” (Gardiner et al.,
2007)

“Everything I do feels special to me; nothing
stands out as more important or more valuable
than anything else.” (Marks & MacDermid,
1996)

Involvement: Balance refers to
the degree of engagement or
involvement in multiple roles.

“The tendency to become fully engaged in
the performance of every role in one’s
total role system, to approach every
typical role and role partner with an
attitude of attentiveness and care”
(Marks & MacDermid, 1996)

Report portion of a 24-hour average day spent in
10 activities: sleeping, working, commuting,
school, chores, recreating, health/self-
maintenance, community, personal
relationships, spirituality or religion (Sheldon,
Cummins, & Kamble, 2010)

Balance: when the word
“balance” is used in the
definition, without further
explaining it.

“The degree to which an individual is able
to simultaneously balance the temporal,
emotional, and behavioral demands of
both paid work and family
responsibilities” (Hill et al., 2001)

“How easy or difficult is it for you to balance
the demands of your work and your personal
and family life?” (Hill et al., 2001)

Conflict: Balance refers to the
degree to which a negative
spillover occurs between
different roles

“Satisfaction and good functioning at
work and at home with a minimum of
role conflict” (Clark, 2000)

“The time I spend on family responsibilities
often interfere with my work responsibilities”
(Carlson et al., 2008)

Enrichment: Balance refers to the
degree to which a positive
spillover occurs between
different roles

“The two primary dimensions are the
direction of influence between work and
family roles (work-to-family vs. family-
to-work) and the type of effect (conflict
vs. facilitation)” (Frone, 2003).

“The time I spend in family activities develops
skills in me that are useful at work” (Carlson
et al., 2008)

Equality: Balance requires
equality across domains in an
evaluation such as satisfaction,
importance, effectiveness, or
involvement.

“The extent to which an individual is
equally engaged in and equally satisfied
with his or her work role and family
roles” (Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw,
2003)

“Nowadays, I seem to enjoy every part of my
life equally well” (Marks & MacDermid,
1996)
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following: (a) demands and resources, (b) demands and ability to
meet them, or (c) role resources or opportunities and personal
needs or values.

Balance. Conceptual and operational definitions were coded
as “balance” if the term balance was used in the definition or any
of the items.

Conflict. Conceptual and operational definitions were coded
as “conflict” when they referenced negative spillover between
roles.

Enrichment. Conceptual and operational definitions were
coded as “enrichment” if they referenced positive spillover be-
tween roles.

Breadth of roles. For conceptual definitions, we coded
whether the definition focused on balance between work and
family (work–family balance), work and nonwork (work–nonwork
balance), or among all life roles (role balance). Operational def-
initions were coded as “work–family balance” when all items refer
only to work and family, as “work–nonwork balance” when items
refer to work and nonwork, to “family and personal life” (e.g.,
Valcour, 2007), or to both work and family and work and non-
work/personal life. Finally, operational definitions were coded as
“role balance” when items specified balancing all roles.

Meta-Analytic Review Procedures

We used meta-analysis to examine whether the jingle fallacy
(i.e., different measures) contributed to disparate findings by ex-
amining whether effect sizes for balance and its satisfaction-based
correlates varied by operational definition. All quantitative articles
from the literature review were examined to see whether they met
the inclusion criteria for our meta-analysis. Studies were included

if they had a correlation between an operational definition of
balance and job, life, and/or family satisfaction, or another statistic
that could be converted to a correlation. We identified 51 papers
from our review relevant to the meta-analysis. Next, to increase
our k, we searched for unpublished papers in the past five confer-
ence programs for the Society for Industrial and Organizational
Psychology and the Academy of Management and contacted re-
searchers for working papers, which yielded four more papers with
five unique samples. We coded the measure in additional papers as
described earlier. For all papers, we coded reliability for balance
and its correlates. Two researchers coded each article with 98%
agreement. In total, we had 48 unique samples for job satisfaction,
28 for life satisfaction, and 21 for family satisfaction. All studies
and variables coded for the meta-analysis can be found in the
Appendix.

Results

Conceptual Definitions of Balance

The 290 articles included 2332 conceptual definitions; 20% of
articles (k � 58) did not have a conceptual definition. Of 233
definitions, 136 (58%) cited an extant definition, most often Clark
(2000), Frone (2003), or Grzywacz and Carlson (2007; see Table
2). Yet, 97 (42%) were uniquely developed for a particular re-
search study.

2 A total of 232 articles included conceptual definitions, one qualitative
article included two different conceptual definitions—one from the intro-
duction of article and one provided based on study results.

Table 1 (continued)

Features Possible categories Conceptual definition examplec Operational definition example

Fit: Balance occurs when there is
a match between either (a)
demands and resources of the
situation, (b) the person’s
abilities and the situation’s
demands, or (c) the person’s
needs and the situation’s
supplies.

“A global assessment that work and
family resources are sufficient to meet
work and family demands such that
participation is effective in both
domains” (Voydanoff, 2005)

“I am able to schedule my days off to fit the
needs of my personal life” (Nelson & Tarpey,
2010).

Breadth of Rolesa Work-Nonwork Balance refers to
balance between work and
multiple nonwork roles or
“personal life” (e.g.,
community role, friendship
role, self-care role, etc.).

“Promoting a multi-activity society in
which housework, family work, club
work and voluntary work are prized
alongside paid work” (Gardiner et al.,
2007)

“Overall how would you judge your current
balance between your working life and other
aspects of your life over the past 12 months
(e.g. family, friends, leisure)?” (Maruyama et
al., 2009)

Work-Family Balance: refers to
balance between work and
family roles only

“A global assessment that work and
family resources are sufficient to meet
work and family demands such that
participation is effective in both
domains” (Voydanoff, 2005)

“I am able to meet my family responsibilities
while still doing what is expected of me at
work” (Parkes & Langford, 2008)

Role Balance: refers to balance
between the multiple roles
people fulfill in their lives,
without pitting one role (e.g.,
work) against the other (e.g.,
personal life)

“The tendency to become fully engaged in
the performance of every role in one’s
total role system, to approach every
typical role and role partner with an
attitude of attentiveness and care”
(Marks & MacDermid, 1996)

“I am pretty good at keeping different parts of
my life in balance” (Marks & MacDermid,
1996)

a Categories are mutually exclusive. b Categories are not mutually exclusive. c Language driving coding of conceptual definition as this category is
underlined.
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Theoretical basis. In 171 of 233 conceptual definitions
(73%), no theory was used as a basis for the definition (see Table
3). In the 62 definitions that invoked theory, 47 unique theories
were used (see Table 3). Role balance theory (k � 17) was most
common, followed by role enhancement theory (k � 9), boundary/
border theory (k � 9), and role conflict theory (k � 8).

Key features. Of 233 conceptual definitions (see Table 4),
most were conceptualized by the authors as unidimensional (81%),
psychological (88%), and drew on multiple meanings (74%). Ef-
fectiveness was most often invoked as a meaning (45%), followed
by satisfaction (35%) and fit (35%), conflict (30%) and involve-
ment (26%). Half (51%) of definitions referred to work–nonwork
balance, a third (33%) to work–family balance, and 15% to role
balance.

Operational Definitions of Balance

As shown in Table 5, 126 of 204 operational definitions (62%)
were drawn from past studies, but 78 (38%) were created for that
specific study. Of 126 measures from past research, 34 used
conflict and enrichment scales, 16 used conflict scales, 11 used the
Valcour (2007) scale, and 10 used the Marks and MacDermid
(1996) scale. Of 78 measures developed by the authors, 64 were
treated as unidimensional. Of 204 operationalizations, 19% used
single-items and most (94%) assessed balance with single-source
data. Three of the four studies using only relational items and 11
of 13 studies using both relational items and psychological items

used only self-report data, even though views of role partners are
central to relational definitions of balance.

As noted in Table 4, in terms of key features, most operational
definitions were unidimensional (72%), psychological (91%), and
drew from multiple meanings (74%). Operationally, most studies
defined balance with conflict (40%) and the term “balance” (40%),
followed by effectiveness (36%) and satisfaction (36%), and in-
volvement (30%). Of 204 measures, 60% were coded as work–
nonwork, 25% as work–family, and 14% as role balance.

Calculation of (Dis)agreement Among Balance
Definitions: Extent of Jingle Fallacy

In addition to describing how balance definitions differ, we
wanted to quantify the degree of differences in definitions. To
quantify the extent of the jingle fallacy (i.e., (dis)agreement about
conceptual and operational definitions), we used the Euclidian
distance (i.e., D-score), a measure of separation often used to
capture average person-to-person differences within groups (Rior-
dan & Wayne, 2008). In this context, conceptually, D-scores
capture the average dyadic differences (disagreement) in defini-
tions among those in a specific group. The computational formula
for Euclidean distance is SQRT [�(Si � Sj)

2/(n)], where S denotes
the attribute of a definition (e.g., effectiveness meaning), i and j
represent individual definitions in a group and n signifies group
size (Harrison & Klein, 2007). We corrected for bias due to group
size (Biemann & Kearney, 2010). For each definition, the closer a

Table 2
Conceptual Definitions of Balance

Citation
No. of
citesa Construct name Definition provided

Clark (2000) 14 Work-family
balance

“Satisfaction and good functioning at work and at home with a minimum of role conflict.” (p. 349)

Frone (2003) 13 Work-family
balance

“The two primary dimensions [of work-family balance] are the direction of influence between
work and family roles (work-to-family vs. family-to-work) and the type of effect (conflict vs.
facilitation).” (p. 145)

Grzywacz & Carlson
(2007)

13 Work-family
balance

“Accomplishment of role-related expectations that are negotiated and shared between an individual
and his/her role-related partners in the work and family domain.” (p. 458)

Marks & MacDermid
(1996)

10 Role balance “The tendency to become fully engaged in the performance of every role in one’s total role
system, to approach every typical role and role partner with an attitude of attentiveness and
care.” (p. 421)

Valcour (2007) 10 Satisfaction with
work-family
balance

“An overall level of contentment resulting from an assessment of one’s degree of success at
meeting work and family role demands.” (p. 1512)

Greenhaus & Allen
(2011)

8 Work-family
balance

“An overall appraisal of the extent to which individuals’ effectiveness and satisfaction in work and
family roles are consistent with their life values at a given point in time.” (p. 174)

Greenhaus, Collins, &
Shaw (2003)

6 Work-family
balance

“The extent to which an individual is equally engaged in and equally satisfied with his or her work
role and family role.” (p. 513)

Voydanoff (2005) 4 Work-family
balance

“A global assessment that work and family resources are sufficient to meet work and family
demands such that participation is effective in both domains.” (p. 825)

Hill et al. (2001) 4 Work-family
balance

“The degree to which an individual is able to simultaneously balance the temporal, emotional and
behavioral demands of both paid work and family responsibilities.” (p. 49)

Pocock (2005) 4 Work-life balance “People having a measure of control over when, where and how they work. It is achieved when an
individual’s right to a fulfilled life inside and outside paid work is accepted and respected as the
norm to the mutual benefit of the individual, business and society.” (p. 201)

Kalliath & Brough
(2008)

3 Work-life balance “The individual perception that work and non-work activities are compatible and promote growth
in accordance with an individual’s current life priorities.” (p. 326)

Kirchmeyer (2000) 3 Work-life balance “Achieving satisfying experiences in all life domains . . . requires personal resources like energy,
time, and commitment to be well distributed across domains.” (p. 81)

Note. Includes all conceptual definitions cited three or more times.
a Original article not included in number of times cited.
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D-score is to 1, the more dissimilar the definition is to other
definitions in the group.

First, we calculated D-scores for each definition in our data set
relative to all other definitions in the data set. For each definition,
a D-score was computed for meaning, property, and dimensional-
ity relative to other definitions. For meaning, we calculated a
D-score for each meaning (satisfaction, effectiveness, importance,
involvement, conflict, enrichment, equality, and fit), and averaged
them for an average meaning D-score. Next, we calculated average

D-scores for dimensionality and properties. Finally, we formed an
overall D-score by averaging D-scores for dimensionality, prop-
erties, and all eight meanings to quantify the extent of disagree-
ment when considering all three characteristics of balance.

To interpret the extent of the jingle fallacy, we averaged
D-scores within our data set for each definition and computed a
ratio of each D-score relative to its maximum.3 Ratios were di-
rectly comparable across D-scores (i.e., property, dimensionality,
meaning, overall) and ranged from 0 to 1, like correlations. We
drew from Cohen (1988) to interpret ratio size (and thus, jingle
fallacy): .1 (small, minor jingle fallacy), .3 (medium, moderate
jingle fallacy), and .5 (large, severe jingle fallacy). Ratios for
overall conceptual and operational definitions were large at .63
(.340/.541), and .60 (.327/.541), respectively, revealing severe
jingle fallacy. Ratios were even larger for meaning at .72 (.361/.5)
for conceptual and .69 (.344/.5) for operational definitions, show-
ing major disagreement. There was more agreement about concep-
tualizing balance as unidimensional, with a ratio of .44 (.313/.66),
than there was in operationalizing it, with a ratio of .60 (.397/.66);
yet both ratios suggest severe jingle fallacy. There was relatively
more agreement that balance be conceptualized as psychological,
with a ratio of .27 (.205/.75), and higher agreement in operation-
alizing balance as psychological, with a ratio of .17 (.125/.75).

We also examined trends over time and publication outlet to see
whether there may be more agreement about how balance should
be defined and measured in more recent years and/or in higher
quality journals. To examine time, we grouped papers published in
the same year, or for older articles (when balance research was
rare), we combined years (i.e., 1996–2002, 2003–2005, 2006–
2007) for more equal group sizes. To examine outlet quality, we
grouped papers by impact factor (IF) of the outlet where a defini-
tion appeared: (a) 2-year IF over 2.0, (b) 2-year IF less than 2.0,
and (c) chapters, dissertations, and journals without IF. We used
procedures described above to calculate average D-scores and
ratios for these groups (available from the first author).

Extent of jingle fallacy over time. To examine whether dis-
agreement varied over time, we correlated publication year with
D-scores (average dimensionality, property, meaning, and general
D-score). The overall diversity of conceptual definitions increased
over time (r � .15, p � .05). There was no change in meaning-
related disagreement (r � .13, p � .05), but there was greater
disagreement in properties over time (r � .17, p � .05), reflecting
more relational conceptualizations, and less disagreement in di-
mensionality over time (r � �.14, p � .05), reflecting more
convergence to conceptualize balance as unidimensional. For op-
erational definitions, over time, there was no change in overall
disagreement (r � .13, p � .05), meaning (r � .07, p � .05) or
dimensionality (r � .01, p � .05), but disagreement in property
increased over time (r � .14, p � .05), with more relational items
measuring balance.

3 D-scores for a definition range from 0 (lowest possible difference) to 1
(highest possible difference). However, the range of average D-scores in a
group depends on how many categories went into calculating it. Meaning
D-scores (2 categories) can range 0 to .5; dimensionality D-scores (3 catego-
ries) from 0 to .66; property D-scores (4 categories) from 0 to .75; and overall
D-scores from 0 to .541. D-Scores cannot be compared for variables with
different metrics (Harrison & Klein, 2007), but ratios computed from D-scores
are on a common metric and are directly comparable.

Table 3
Theoretical Foundation of Conceptual Definitions

Theoretical basis for definitiona Total articles

Role balance theory 17
Role enhancement theory 9
Boundary/border theory 9
Role conflict/interference theory 8
Role theory 6
Scarcity theory/depletion hypothesis 6
Conservation of Resources (COR) model 4
Demands-resources model 4
Spillover theory 4
Self-discrepancy theory 3
Identity theory 3
Classical test theory/Formative and reflective

measurement model 3
Systems theory 3
Segmentation theory 2
Compensation theory 2
Symbolic interaction theory 2
Positive psychology 2
Psychological well-being theory 2
Person-environment fit theory 2
Life course perspective 2
Life balance model 2
Generalized other theory 2
Social behaviorism 2
Occupational therapy perspective 2
Time use perspective 2
Ethical ideologies/stakeholder perspective 2
Instrumental theory 2
Multi-activity theory 1
Developmental theory 1
Social exchange theory 1
Congruence model 1
Resource drain model 1
Framework of ethical ideologies 1
Gender equality theory 1
Cognitive appraisal theory 1
Social constructivism theory 1
Self-discrepancy theory 1
Role salience theory 1
Need hierarchy theory 1
Self-determination theory 1
Time bind theory 1
Theory of multiple selves 1
Work-life fit model 1
Person-centered approach 1
Preference theory 1
Meaningful life theory 1
Kaleidoscope career model 1
No theoretical basis 171

a A total of 233 conceptual definitions were identified, of which 62 had a
theoretical basis. Sum of number of definitions using each theory is larger
than 62 because definitions can reference multiple theories.
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Extent of jingle fallacy by publication quality. Next, we ran
one-way ANOVAs to see if D-scores (average property, dimen-
sionality, meaning and overall D-score) differed based on quality
of publication outlet (i.e., IF over 2, less than 2, or no IF). For
conceptual definitions, outlet quality was unrelated to overall
D-score, F(2, 231) � 2.46, p � .05, meaning, F(2, 231) � 2.49,
p � .05, or property, F(2, 231) � .53, p � .05, but did relate to the
dimensionality D-score, F(2, 231) � 7.23, p � .05. Tukey post hoc
tests revealed disagreement about dimensionality was higher in the
group with no IF than in the group with an IF � 2, but neither
group differed from the group with IF �2. Higher agreement in
outlets with IF � 2 reflects more agreement in conceptualizing
balance as unidimensional relative to outlets with no impact factor.

For operational definitions, outlet quality was related to overall
D-score, F(2, 201) � 5.05, p � .05, and dimensionality, F(2,
201) � 7.72, p � .05. Tukey post hoc tests indicated that, for both
dimensionality and overall D-score, groups with IF � 2 and IF �
2 had significantly more agreement than the no IF group but these
two groups did not differ from each other. The greater consensus
in outlets with an IF reflected their more consistent use of unidi-
mensional measures than outlets with no IF. Agreement did not
vary by outlet quality for meaning, F(2, 201) � 1.13, p � .05 or
property, F(2, 201) � 2.88, p � .05.

Extent of jingle fallacy in higher quality outlets over time.
Finally, we examined whether there was greater consensus about
meaning and measurement of balance more recently in higher
impact outlets. For journals with IF over 2, we calculated D-scores
for four time periods (1996–2007, 2008–2011, 2012–2014, 2015–
2016) and correlated them with publication year. For conceptual
definitions in higher impact journals, there was no change over
time for overall D-scores (r � �.31, p � .05), meanings
(r � �.17, p � .05), or property (r � .13, p � .05). However,
dimensionality D-scores declined over time (r � �.81, p � .05),
revealing more consensus in conceptualizing balance as unidimen-
sional in higher quality outlets. Overall, D-scores for operational
definitions declined over time (r � �.30, p � .05), revealing more
agreement in higher quality outlets more recently. There was no
change in disagreement of meanings (r � .04, p � .05), but
disagreement declined for dimensionality (r � �.49, p � .05) and
property (r � �.41, p � .05), reflecting more consensus in higher
IF journals over time that balance be measured as unidimensional
and psychological.

All 23 conceptual definitions in higher IF journals from 2012–
2016 treated balance as unidimensional and 83% viewed it as
psychological and distinct from conflict and enrichment. Common
meanings were effectiveness (k � 16), satisfaction (k � 14), and

Table 4
Key Features of Conceptual and Operational Definitions

Definition
Total

conceptual

Quantitative

Qualitatived Non-empiricaldConceptual Operational

Total number of definitionsa 233 141 204 51 41
Dimensionalityb

Unidimensional 189 (81%) 106 (75%) 146 (72%) 46 (90%) 37 (90%)
Multidimensional 43 (18%) 35 (25%) 58 (28%) 4 (8%) 4 (10%)
Could not classify 1 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%)

Propertiesb

Psychological 205 (88%) 123 (87%) 186 (91%) 46 (90%) 36 (88%)
Relational 8 (3%) 6 (4%) 4 (2%) 1 (2%) 1 (2%)
Both 12 (5%) 8 (6%) 13 (6%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%)
Could not classify 8 (3%) 4 (3%) 1 (0%) 2 (4%) 2 (5%)

Meaningsc

Effectiveness 106 (45%) 64 (45%) 74 (36%) 27 (53%) 15 (37%)
Satisfaction 81 (35%) 47 (33%) 73 (36%) 21 (41%) 13 (32%)
Importance 37 (16%) 22 (16%) 19 (9%) 8 (16%) 7 (17%)
Involvement 60 (26%) 38 (27%) 61 (30%) 17 (33%) 5 (12%)
Conflict 69 (30%) 46 (33%) 82 (40%) 13 (25%) 10 (24%)
Enrichment 28 (12%) 23 (16%) 38 (19%) 1 (2%) 4 (10%)
Balance 28 (12%) 15 (11%) 81 (40%) 5 (10%) 8 (20%)
Equality 36 (15%) 22 (16%) 18 (9%) 6 (12%) 8 (20%)
Fit 82 (35%) 55 (39%) 44 (22%) 16 (31%) 11 (27%)

Number of meaningsb

Multiple meanings 172 (74%) 110 (78%) 150 (74%) 36 (71%) 26 (63%)
Single meaning 46 (20%) 5 (4%) 10 (5%) 5 (10%) 5 (12%)
None 15 (6%) 26 (18%) 44 (22%) 10 (20%) 10 (24%)

Breadth of rolesb

Work-nonwork balance 119 (51%) 61 (43%) 122 (60%) 38 (75%) 20 (49%)
Work-family balance 78 (33%) 60 (43%) 51 (25%) 7 (14%) 11 (27%)
Role balance 36 (15%) 20 (14%) 28 (14%) 6 (12%) 10 (24%)
Could not classify 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 3 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Note. Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number.
a Number of definitions differs from the number of articles because some articles provided multiple conceptual and operational definitions of bal-
ance. b Classification is mutually exclusive. c Sum is larger than total number of definitions because definitions often include more than one
meaning. d Only conceptual definitions are relevant to qualitative and non-empirical studies.
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fit (k � 13); fewer definitions referenced importance (k � 8),
involvement (k � 2), and equality (k � 1). Thus, in recent, higher
quality outlets, balance is usually conceptualized as a unidimen-
sional psychological construct with multiple meanings, particu-
larly fit, effectiveness, and satisfaction.

Of 26 operationalizations in better journals from 2012–2016,
88% treated balance as unidimensional and 96% as psychological.
Common meanings were satisfaction (k � 15) and effectiveness
(k � 12). Fewer studies drew on fit (k � 8), conflict (k � 8),
involvement (k � 6), enrichment (k � 3), equality (k � 2), and
importance (k � 0). In short, in better journals more recently,
authors typically measure balance as unidimensional and psycho-
logical, with satisfaction and effectiveness as primary meanings.

Cluster Analyses of Conceptual and Operational
Definitions

In the 233 conceptual and 204 operational definitions to date in
the literature, there are many unique conceptual (k � 137) and
operational definitions (k � 97). To explore whether they could be
reduced to a smaller number based on substantive differences, we
used the asw.cluster package in R, which is designed to calculate
diversity faultlines. Faultlines are “hypothetical dividing lines”
(Lau & Murnighan, 1998, p. 328) defined by a group’s alignment
of attributes that accentuate within-group similarities and between-
groups differences (Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011). Faultlines assume
that attributes acquire meaning interdependently and are “defined
by the joint distribution of several attributes rather than the indi-
vidual distributions of each” (Lawrence & Zyphur, 2011, p. 33).
This accounts for the fact that definitions include multiple mean-
ings and is appropriate to reduce the definitions into a smaller
number.

We found six clusters of conceptual and six clusters of opera-
tional definitions (see Table 6 and 7, respectively). We labeled
them based on key meanings present in more than 50% of defini-
tions, consistent with Lawrence and Zyphur (2011). This resulted
in five interpretable conceptual definition clusters. All six clusters
of operationalizations were interpretable. Although six clusters
were identified for both conceptual and operational definitions,
they did not clearly match each other, suggesting a likely discon-
nect between conceptual definitions and measures. Next, we ex-
amined whether distinct measures had implications for nomolog-
ical correlates.

Meta-Analysis: Implications of Jingle and Jangle
Fallacies

To examine the implications of the jingle fallacy, we conducted
meta-analysis with Schmidt and Hunter’s (2015) random effects

Table 5
Operational Definitions of Balance

Total number of definitions 204
Source of measurea

Own measureb 78 (38%)
Unidimensional measures 64 (31%)
Multidimensional measures 14 (7%)
Previously used measures 126 (62%)
Conflict and enrichment measure 34 (17%)
Conflict measure 16 (8%)
Valcour (2007) 11 (5%)
Marks & McDermid (1996) 10 (5%)
Self-citationb 9 (4%)
Carlson et al. (2009) 8 (4%)
Hill et al. (2001) 7 (3%)
Milkie & Peltola (1999) 5 (2%)
Greenhaus et al. (2012) 3 (1%)
Clark (2000) 2 (1%)
Döckel (2003) 2 (1%)
Ezra & Deckman (1996) 2 (1%)
Brett and Stroh (2003) 2 (1%)
Life balance inventory 2 (1%)
Objective time use 2 (1%)
Other measurec 11 (5%)

Single versus multi-itema

Single-item 39 (19%)
Multi-item 152 (75%)
Number of items not provided 13 (6%)

Single versus multi-sourcea

Single-source (self-report) 191 (94%)
Operationalization is psychological 176 (86%)
Operationalization is relational 3 (1%)
Operationalization is both 11 (5%)
Operationalization could not be classified 1 (�1%)

Multi-source (self- and other-report) 13 (6%)
Operationalization is psychological 10 (5%)
Operationalization is relational 1 (�1%)
Operationalization is both 2 (1%)

a Classification is mutually exclusive. b Scales in the own measure cate-
gory were developed by the authors in the same study, while self-citation
refers use of a scale developed by the same authors in a previously
published study. c Measures that were cited only once were grouped
together as other measure.

Table 6
Cluster Analysis of Meanings Present in Conceptual Definitions of Balance

No. Cluster label

No. of
conceptual

definitions in
cluster

Meanings invoked in more than 50% of conceptual definitions

Satisfaction Effectiveness Fit Conflict Enrichment Involvement Equality Importance

1 Satisfaction, effectiveness, fit 43 x x x
2 Conflict, enrichment 40 x x
3 Not interpretable 43
4 Effectiveness, fit 42 x x
5 Involvement, equality 42 x x
6 Satisfaction, effectiveness, conflict 23 x x x

Note. No. � number.
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model to evaluate whether different operational definitions influ-
enced the size of the relationships between balance and its
satisfaction-based correlates. Statistics other than correlations4

were transformed per Peterson and Brown (2005) and Schmidt and
Hunter (2015). For meta-analyses of overall balance, a composite
effect size was calculated if a study included multiple measures of
balance. To calculate effects in each cluster of operational defini-
tions, we included all individual effect sizes if multiple measures
of balance fell in different clusters, and created composite effect
sizes if multiple measures fell in the same cluster. Population
effect sizes were adjusted for unreliability in both balance and the
correlate based on reliability from individual studies.5 When reli-
ability was not reported, we developed an artifact distribution and
imputed the weighted mean reliability from other studies. Different
artifact distributions were constructed for each meta-analysis: for
overall effect sizes for balance, reliabilities of all measures were
used (artifact distribution � .84); for the effect size for all balance
measures (all measures other than conflict and enrichment), reli-
abilities of conflict and enrichment measures were removed (arti-
fact distribution � .86); for effect sizes within a cluster, we used
reliabilities of the balance measures in that cluster (cluster 1 � .87;
cluster 3 � .74; cluster 4 � .87; cluster 5 � .80). No artifact
distribution was created for conflict and enrichment measures
because all measures could be corrected individually. Reliabilities
for single-item measures of balance were corrected with the
Spearman-Brown formula, following others (e.g., Joseph, Jin,
Newman, & O’Boyle, 2015; McKay & McDaniel, 2006; Roth,
Huffcutt, & Bobko, 2003). Artifact distributions of .82, .81, and
.90 were used for job satisfaction, life satisfaction and family
satisfaction, respectively. For single-item measures of the corre-
lates, we imputed a reliability of .69 based on Wanous, Reichers,
and Hudy (1997).6

We identified 48 unique samples for the correlation of balance
with job satisfaction [N � 76,730]. As shown in Table 8, the
average weighted correlation was .35 (SDr � .08). The 95% CI
[.32, .37] did not include zero. The estimated mean-corrected
correlation between balance and job satisfaction was .48 (SD� �
.16). The 90% credibility interval of [.21, .75] indicated that
balance and job satisfaction were positively related in most studies,
but the strength of the relationship varied considerably. The Q-test
(Cochran, 1954) was significant, indicating heterogeneity, and the
I2 of 93.11% indicated high between—studies variability, as val-
ues over 75% (I2 � 75) are considered high (Higgins & Thomp-
son, 2002).

We identified 28 unique samples for the balance-life satisfaction
relationship [N � 19,096]. Table 9 shows an average weighted
correlation of .44 (SDr � .12), with a 95% CI [.39, .48]. The
estimated mean-corrected correlation was .55 (SD� � .14), with a
90% credibility interval of [.32, .78]. The Q-test was significant
and the I2 of 93.73% indicated high between—studies variability.

Finally, we identified 21 unique samples with correlations be-
tween balance and family satisfaction [N � 11,285]. Table 10
shows that the average weighted correlation was .34 (SDr � .15).
The 95% CI [.28, .41] did not include zero. The estimated mean-
corrected correlation was .48 (SD� � .17). The 90% credibility
interval of [.20, .75] revealed considerable variance in effect size.
The Q-test was significant and I2 � 93.96%, indicated high be-
tween—studies variability.

Moderator Analysis

To account for unexplained variance in meta-analytic correla-
tions, we conducted subgroup analysis per Schmidt and Hunter
(2015). First, we examined the implications of labeling measures
of conflict and enrichment as balance (a form of the jangle fallacy)
by conducting meta-analyses of work-to-nonwork7 and nonwork-
to-work conflict and enrichment and a separate meta-analysis of
balance measures.8 This allowed us to examine whether effect
sizes for conflict and/or enrichment scales differ from balance
measures. Because conflict and enrichment are distinct bidirec-
tional constructs (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 2006;
Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996), we conducted separate
meta-analyses for the work-to-nonwork and nonwork-to-work di-
rections of both conflict and enrichment. Correlations with conflict

4 For job satisfaction, 1 F test and 2 betas were converted to correlations
to include in the meta-analysis. For life satisfaction, all effect sizes were
originally reported as correlations. For family satisfaction, 3 F tests and 3
betas were converted for inclusion in the meta-analysis.

5 Alphas for individually corrected primary studies are reported in the
appendix and range from .56 to .97.

6 Wanous et al. (1997) suggest a range of .45–.69 for reliability of a
single-item measure of job satisfaction. We impute the higher value of .69
for a more conservative choice and to avoid overcorrecting for measure-
ment error.

7 We use the broader terms work-to-nonwork and nonwork-to-work
conflict and enrichment, but included both measures that focused on
work–nonwork and work–family in these meta-analyses.

8 We use the term “balance measures” to refer to the aggregate of all
measures in the four clusters that did not include conflict or enrichment.

Table 7
Cluster Analysis of Meanings Present in Operational Definitions of Balance

No. Cluster label

No. of
operational

definitions in
cluster

Meanings invoked in more than 50% of operational definitions

Satisfaction Effectiveness Fit Conflict Enrichment Involvement Equality Importance

1 Satisfaction, effectiveness,
fit, involvement

22 x x x x

2 Conflict, enrichment 38 x x
3 Involvement, importance 23 x x
4 Effectiveness 42 x
5 Satisfaction 36 x
6 Conflict 43 x

Note. No. � number.
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were reverse coded to reflect defining balance as low conflict.
Finally, we ran separate meta-analyses on each unique balance
cluster.

To compare effect sizes for distinct operationalizations, we used
a z test (Raju & Brand, 2003) to compare corrected correlations
(see Table 11). Balance measures were more strongly correlated
with life satisfaction (�c � .58, r � .47) than aggregated enrich-
ment measures (�c � .35, r � .26), z� � 2.10, p � .05, or
work-to-nonwork enrichment (�c � .28, .20), z� � 3.00, p � .05.
Balance measures had higher effect sizes for job (�c � .48. r �
.35) and life satisfaction (�c � .58, r � .47) than did nonwork-
to-work conflict with either job (�c � .23, r � .19), z� � 2.43, p �
.05, or life satisfaction (�c � .24, r � .17), z� � 3.24, p � .05.

When balance measures were disaggregated into four clusters,
the four-meaning cluster (Cluster 1: satisfaction, effectiveness,
involvement, and fit) exhibited larger effect sizes with job (�c �
.38, r � .32) and life satisfaction (�c � .54, r � .44) than did
nonwork-to-work conflict (job satisfaction �c � .23, r � .19, z� �
2.09, p � .05; life satisfaction �c � .24, r � .17, z� � 3.89, p �
.05) and work-to-nonwork enrichment for life satisfaction (�c �
.28, r � .20), z� � 3.70, p � .05, suggesting this operationalization
is not interchangeable with conflict or enrichment.

Table 11 also shows that the effect size for involvement/impor-
tance measures (cluster 3) with job satisfaction (�c � .40, r � .33)
was larger than that for nonwork-to-work conflict (�c � .23, r �
.19), z� � 2.00, p � .05. Effectiveness-only measures (cluster 4)
exhibited stronger relationships with both job (�c � .50, r � .42)
and life satisfaction (�c � .56, r � .50) than did nonwork-to-work
conflict (job satisfaction �c � .23, r � .19, z� � 3.24, p � .05; life

satisfaction �c � .24, r � .17, z� � 5.04, p � .05) and a stronger
relationship with life satisfaction than work-to-nonwork enrich-
ment (�c � .28, r � .20), z� � 5.13, p � .05. Satisfaction-only
measures (cluster 5) also had a stronger relationship with job
satisfaction (�c � .56, r � .36) than did work-to-nonwork conflict
(�c � .34, r � .27), z� � 2.55, p � .05, and nonwork-to-work
conflict (�c � .23, r � .19), z � 4.38, p � .05, and a larger
relationship with life satisfaction (�c � .69, r � .53) than did
nonwork-to-work conflict (�c � .24, r � .17), z� � 3.40, p � .05,
or work-to-nonwork enrichment (�c � .28, r � .20), z� � 3.19,
p � .05. In short, balance measures were often more strongly
related to satisfaction correlates that were conflict and enrichment,
suggesting that balance may differ from these established con-
structs.

Evidence was weaker that balance measures differ from one
another. Satisfaction-only measures were more strongly correlated
with job satisfaction (�c � .56, r � .36) than were the four-
meaning measures (�c � .38, r � .32), z� � 2.08, p � .05, but no
other differences in effect sizes for balance clusters were found.
When three or more samples were available, we conducted meta-
analyses on published scales (see Tables 8–10). Four scales were
used in three or more samples: Carlson et al. (2009); Haar (2013);
Valcour (2007), and Marks and MacDermid (1996). The Marks
and MacDermid (1996) scale correlated more strongly with life
satisfaction (�c � .61, r � .45) than did the Valcour (2007) scale
(�c � .52, r � .42), z� � 2.08, p � .05 (see Table 12).

Finally, there were enough studies for job (see Table 8) and
family (see Table 10) satisfaction to compare single- to multiitem
measures of balance. Counter to expectations, there was a larger

Table 8
Meta-Analysis of Balance Measures With Job Satisfaction

Balance measure k N r SDr 95% CI �c SD� 90% CV Q (df) I2

All measures (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6)a 48 76,730 .35 .08 [.32, .37] .48 .16 [.21, .75] 682.39 (47)� 93.11
Balance scales (1, 3, 4, 5)a 32 70,441 .35 .08 [.32, .38] .48 .14 [.26, .70] 575.31 (31)� 94.61
Specific balance clusters

Sat, effect, involve & fit (1)a 9 24,077 .32 .08 [.26, .38] .38 .09 [.23, .54] 223.59 (8)� 96.42
Involvement & importance (3)a 3 641 .33 .08 [.22, .44] .40 .12 [.21, .60] 8.00 (2)� 75.01
Effectiveness (4)a 15 6,138 .42 .11 [.36, .48] .50 .10 [.33, .67] 132.09 (14)� 89.40
Satisfaction (5)a 8 43,447 .36 .05 [.33, .40] .56 .08 [.42, .69] 160.14 (7)� 95.63

Conflict and enrichment measures labeled as balanceb

All conflict measures (reverse coded) 11 4,445 .25 .08 [.20, .31] .33 .09 [.19, .47] 42.65 (10)� 76.55
All enrichment measures 6 1,762 .34 .15 [.21, .46] .47 .18 [.17, .77] 56.72 (5)� 91.18
Work-to-nonwork conflict (reverse coded) measures 8 3,551 .27 .09 [.20, .34] .34 .11 [.16, .51] 39.68 (7)� 82.36
Nonwork-to-work conflict (reverse coded) measures 5 1,157 .19 .08 [.10, .27] .23 .09 [.08, .38] 12.43 (4)� 67.82
Work-to-nonwork enrichment measures 3 617 .37 .08 [.25, .48] .45 .11 [.28, .63] 8.85 (2)� 77.41
Nonwork-to-work enrichment measures 3 617 .30 .09 [.18, .43] .39 .12 [.19, .59] 9.34 (2)� 78.59

Number of items
Single item measures 7 38,361 .37 .04 [.34, .40] .70 .06 [.60, .81] 93.85 (6)� 93.61
Multi item measures 43 41,277 .33 .10 [.30, .36] .40 .12 [.21, .59] 556.31 (42)� 92.45

Specific scales
Carlson et al. (2009) 6 3,564 .46 .12 [.36, .56] .51 .11 [.33, .69] 84.13 (5)� 94.06
Haar (2013) 3 2,733 .40 .05 [.34, .47] .50 .06 [.40, .60] 13.68 (2)� 85.38
Valcour (2007) 4 4,140 .47 .08 [.38, .55] .55 .06 [.45, .65] 50.54 (3)� 94.06

Note. Number of samples in each cluster does not add to total number of samples in the all measure category because composites were created in studies
with multiple definitions of balance; r � sample weighted mean correlation; I2 � percent of total variability attributable to true heterogeneity
(between-studies variance).
a Number(s) in parentheses refer to the cluster numbers referenced in Table 7 for measures that were included in this meta-analysis. b Rather than
meta-analyzing measures that fell in certain clusters for conflict and enrichment, we followed previous meta-analyses and meta-analyzed the four
bidirectional constructs as well as all conflict measures in aggregate and all enrichment measures in aggregate.
� Q statistic is significant at p � .05.
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effect size with job satisfaction for single- (�c � .70, r � .37) over
multiitem measures (�c � .40, r � .33), z� � 3.27, p � .05. This
finding may reflect overcorrection for attenuation when imputing
the corrected reliability of a single-item measure with the
Spearman-Brown formula, as there was no difference in uncor-
rected effect sizes, zr � .62, p � .05.

In sum, results of our meta-analysis suggest significant empirical
consequences of committing the jangle fallacy by labeling measures
of conflict and enrichment as balance. Balance measures typically
correlate more strongly with both job and life satisfaction than do
work-to-nonwork conflict and nonwork-to-work enrichment, suggest-
ing that differentiating balance from conflict and enrichment is im-

Table 9
Meta-Analysis of Balance Measures With Life Satisfaction

Relationship k N r SDr 95% CI �c SD� 90% CV Q (df) I2

All measures (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6)a 28 19,096 .44 .12 [.39, .48] .55 .14 [.32, .78] 430.58 (27)� 93.73
Balance measures (1, 3, 4, 5)a 20 15,213 .47 .09 [.43, .51] .58 .11 [.39, .77] 208.14 (19)� 90.87
Specific balance clusters

Sat, effect, involve & fit (1)a 7 9,748 .44 .04 [.40, .47] .54 .06 [.44, .63] 31.90 (6)� 81.19
Involvement & importance (3)a 4 808 .37 .18 [.18, .55] .48 .25 [.06, .90] 38.89 (3)� 92.29
Effectiveness (4)a 5 1,594 .50 .05 [.44, .56] .56 .00 [.56, .56] 11.88 (4)� 66.34
Satisfaction (5)a 6 5,971 .53 .06 [.48, .58] .69 .14 [.45, .92] 47.51 (5)� 89.48

Conflict and enrichment measures labeled as balanceb

All conflict measures (reverse coded) 6 3,194 .32 .14 [.21, .44] .47 .17 [.19, .76] 79.73 (5)� 93.73
All enrichment measures 7 3,373 .26 .10 [.18, .34] .35 .12 [.15, .55] 47.37 (6)� 87.33
Work-to-nonwork conflict (reverse coded) measures 6 3,194 .34 .10 [.26, .43] .45 .11 [.26, .64] 45.50 (5)� 89.01
Nonwork-to-work conflict (reverse coded) measures 5 2,976 .17 .11 [.07, .27] .24 .13 [.02, .45] 42.30 (4)� 90.54
Work-to-nonwork enrichment measures 4 2,654 .20 .08 [.11, .28] .28 .10 [.11, .45] 23.92 (3)� 87.46
Nonwork-to-work enrichment measures 3 2,436 .32 .07 [.23, .40] .46 .12 [.26, .66] 17.20 (2)� 88.37

Specific scales
Valcour (2007) measure 3 6,595 .42 .04 [.37, .46] .52 .06 [.41, .63] 14.93 (2)� 86.60
Marks & MacDermid (1996) measure 3 678 .45 .00 [.41, .49] .61 .00 [.61, .61] 1.36 (2) 0c

Note. Number of samples in each cluster does not add to total number of samples in the all measure category because composites were created in studies
with multiple definitions of balance; r � sample weighted mean correlation; I2 � percent of total variability due to true heterogeneity (between-studies
variance).
a Number(s) in parentheses refer to the clusters numbers referenced in Table 7 for all clusters with measures that were included in this meta-
analysis. b Rather than meta-analyzing measures that fell in certain clusters for conflict and enrichment, we followed previous meta-analyses and
meta-analyzed the four bidirectional constructs as well as all conflict measures in aggregate and all enrichment measures in aggregate. c Higgins &
Thompson (2002) suggest that when Q � df and I2 is negative, I2 be rounded to 0.
� Q statistic is significant at p � .05.

Table 10
Meta-Analysis of Balance Measures With Family Satisfaction

Relationship k N r SDr 95% CI �c SD� 90% CV Q (df) I2

All measures (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6)a 21 11,285 .34 .15 [.28, .41] .48 .17 [.20, .75] 331.36 (20)� 93.96
Balance measures (1, 3, 4, 5)a 18 10,301 .34 .15 [.27, .41] .46 .16 [.20, .71] 323.19 (17)� 94.74
Specific balance clusters

Sat, effect, involve & fit (1)a 4 3,959 .41 .13 [.28, .53] .49 .13 [.28, .70] 96.92 (3)� 96.90
Involvement & importance (3)a 4 916 .31 .10 [.20, .42] .36 .11 [.18, .55] 14.86 (3)� 79.82
Effectiveness (4)a 8 3,452 .46 .16 [.35, .57] .54 .15 [.29, .80] 142.66 (7)� 95.09
Satisfaction (5)a 5 5,825 .26 .07 [.20, .32] .39 .08 [.27, .52] 34.16 (4)� 88.29

Conflict measures labeled as balanceb

All conflict measures (reverse coded) 4 1,682 .22 .10 [.11, .32] .26 .11 [.07, .44] 21.70 (3)� 86.18
Number of items

Single item measure 6 6,478 .26 .08 [.19, .33] .47 .14 [.70, .24] 55.04 (5)� 90.92
Multi item measure 17 7,715 .39 .14 [.32, .46] .46 .18 [.75, .17] 223.13 (16)� 92.83

Specific scales
Carlson et al. (2009) measure 4 2,537 .56 .10 [.46, .66] .61 .11 [.42, .79] 57.96 (3)� 94.82
Marks & MacDermid (1996) measure 5 842 .32 .10 [.21, .43] .41 .12 [.21, .60] 16.14 (4)� 75.21

Note. Number of samples in each cluster does not add to total number of samples in the all measure category because composites were created in studies
with multiple definitions of balance; r � sample weighted mean correlation; I2 � percent of total variability attributable to true heterogeneity
(between-studies variance).
a Number(s) in parentheses refer to the cluster numbers referenced in Table 7 for all clusters with measures that were included in this meta-
analysis. b Rather than meta-analyzing measures that fell in certain clusters for conflict and enrichment, we followed previous meta-analyses and
meta-analyzed all conflict measures in aggregate.
� Q statistic is significant at p � .05.
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portant. Though some authors have committed the jangle fallacy by
measuring balance with conflict and/or enrichment scales, balance has
been, and we argue should be, defined as a unique construct.

We found less evidence of empirical consequences of the jingle
fallacy. Of the four balance clusters, just two exhibited differences in
their nomological network, with satisfaction-only measures exhibiting
stronger relationships with job satisfaction than four-meaning mea-
sures. Because using clusters for meta-analyses (rather than original
scales) resulted in within-cluster variability in measures, when we had
three or more samples, we conducted meta-analyses on the original
scales. The higher effect size for life satisfaction using Marks and
MacDermid (1996) rather than Valcour (2007) suggests that scale
choice affects empirical findings. As such, treating all balance mea-
sures as the same (i.e., the jingle fallacy) may produce inconsistent
findings about the magnitude of relationships. Still, as balance effect
sizes tend to differ in magnitude but not direction and many clusters

showed similar effect sizes, balance may be best reflected as a higher
order construct with multiple overlapping meanings.

Discussion

The concept of balance is ubiquitous. Working mothers and
fathers, single and nonparent workers all want to achieve this
elusive thing called balance. Our meta-analysis indicates that
balance relates to job, life, and family satisfaction, suggesting
the importance of its further study. Scholars who wish to
develop theory and study balance are hindered by poor con-
struct clarity. The jingle and jangle fallacies, common problems
for emerging constructs, prevent theory and research from
advancing (Suddaby, 2010). To theorize about or study balance,
we must understand what it is and how to measure it. In our
discussion, we summarize key problems in the balance litera-

Table 11
Z Tests Comparing Corrected Nomological Validities for Different Operational Definitions of Balance

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Balance measures8 (1, 3, 4, 5)a

2. Satisfaction, Effectiveness, Involvement & Fit (1)a

JS .91
LS .42
FS .21

3. Involvement & Importance (3)a

JS .65 .24
LS .52 .34
FS .79 1.16

4. Effectiveness (4)a

JS .16 1.30 .94
LS .24 .45 .46
FS .52 .35 1.40

5. Satisfaction (5)a

JS .66 2.08� 1.58 .59
LS .77 1.21 1.01 1.12
FS .59 .96 .36 1.24

6. All conflict measures (reverse coded)
JS 1.42 .66 .81 1.95 2.87�

LS .72 .52 .03 .72 1.29
FS 1.65 2.16� 1.17 2.27� 1.74

7. All enrichment measures
JS .06 .66 .47 .19 .59 1.05
LS 2.10� 2.29� .69 2.98� 2.50� .89
FS — — — — —

8. Work-to-Nonwork Conflict (reverse coded)
JS 1.29 .53 .69 1.75 2.55� .08 .97
LS 1.16 1.04 .16 1.46 1.74 .18 .96
FS — — — — — —

9. Nonwork-to-Work Conflict (reverse coded)
JS 2.43� 2.09� 2.00� 3.24� 4.38� 1.52 1.82 1.42
LS 3.24� 3.89� 1.31 5.04� 3.40� 1.74 1.18 2.13�

FS — — — — — — —
10. Work-to-Nonwork Enrichment

JS .23 .80 .49 .46 1.09 1.43 .13 1.26 2.70�

LS 3.00� 3.70� 1.10 5.13� 3.19� 1.47 .78 1.81 .50
FS — — — — — — — —

11. Nonwork-to-Work Enrichment
JS .77 .09 .13 1.07 1.73 .66 .57 .55 1.85 .63
LS 1.01 .84 .10 1.20 1.61 .09 1.03 .11 2.14� 1.83
FS — — — — — — — — —

Note. JS � job satisfaction; LS � life satisfaction; FS � family satisfaction.
a Number(s) in parentheses refer to the cluster numbers for all clusters with measures that were included in this meta-analysis.
� p � .05.
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ture and make recommendations for beginning to remedy them
(see Table 13).

Major Issues Identified in the Balance Literature

First, a major concern is the low consensus about the meaning
of balance, exacerbated by the fact that, in many studies, scholars
did not provide a conceptual definition at all. This is a major
omission as theory development rests on a precise definition of the
central construct (Suddaby, 2010). Conceptual definitions may be
excluded when there is consensus about the meaning of a con-
struct. Yet, given high overall D-scores for conceptualizations of
balance, no such agreement about balance exists. Of 233 concep-
tual definitions, 137 of them were unique, and cluster analysis
found five interpretable, substantively different meanings: (a) sat-
isfaction, effectiveness, and fit, (b) conflict and enrichment, (c)
effectiveness and fit, (d) involvement and equality, and (e) satis-
faction, effectiveness, and conflict, evidence of the jingle fallacy.
This poor consensus about the meaning of balance may reflect the
fact that theory was rarely used to define balance. When it was,
there was much disparity, with scholars drawing on 47 distinct
theories.

Second, many scholars who claim to study balance have com-
mitted the jangle fallacy. Almost a third of conceptualizations and
40% of operationalizations of balance included conflict, and 12%
of conceptualizations and 19% of operationalizations included
enrichment. Our meta-analysis found that balance measures were
more strongly related to satisfaction correlates than were conflict
and enrichment, highlighting the importance of differentiating
balance from conflict and enrichment. A positive trend is that
labeling conflict and enrichment measures as balance is on the
decline more recently in better journals.

Third, closer attention to how balance is measured is needed.
Cluster analysis revealed four operational definitions of balance
different from conflict and enrichment. Cluster 1 included four

meanings (effectiveness, fit, satisfaction, and involvement); the
other clusters involved two meanings (involvement and impor-
tance) or a single meaning (effectiveness or satisfaction). In ag-
gregate, balance measures often exhibited stronger relationships
with satisfaction correlates than conflict and enrichment, but the
evidence was weaker that balance measures could be discriminated
from one another. Although satisfaction-only balance measures
were more strongly correlated with job satisfaction than were
four-meaning measures, effect sizes for other balance operational
definitions did not differ from each other. Notably, correlates in
our meta-analysis were all satisfaction-based; as such, different
balance measures may show unique relationships if different vari-
ables are considered (e.g., performance; withdrawal behaviors). In
short, the balance construct is not well-understood but may involve
multiple meanings.

Finally, our review speaks to concerns about balance measures.
Relative to work–family research in general, there are more prob-
lems with measurement in the balance literature. Almost one fifth
of balance measures were single items, whereas a review of
work–family research found only 4% of measures used single
items (Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Lambert, 2007).
Single items are a problem because internal consistency cannot be
assessed, and complex constructs, like balance, cannot adequately
be captured (Loo, 2002). Studies of balance more often used their
own measures (38%) than tends to occur in the work–family
literature (31%) more generally (Casper et al., 2007). Finally,
cluster analyses tentatively suggest that measures do not always
align with conceptualizations, raising construct validity concerns.
One example of such misalignment was that relational definitions
were most often assessed with single-source, self-report measures
from the focal person. Because relational items reflect shared
expectations between role partners, capturing perceptions of both
self and role partners may be more suitable. Construct validity
problems such as those raised here are a major impediment to

Table 12
Z Test for Corrected Correlations From Independent Samples Comparing Different Scales of Balance

Measure

Carlson measure Haar measure Marks & MacDermid measure

JS LS FS JS LS FS JS LS FS

Carlson measure
Haar measure .11 — —
Marks & MacDermid measure — — 1.74 — — —
Valcour measure .44 — — .81 — — — 2.08� —

Note. JS � job satisfaction; LS � life satisfaction; FS � family satisfaction.
� p � .05.

Table 13
Recommendations for Balance Researchers Based on Review Findings

1. Address the jangle fallacy by conceptualizing, measuring, and studying balance as distinct from conflict and enrichment.
2. Specify the conceptual definition of balance in all research.
3. Ensure construct adequacy by including satisfaction, involvement, effectiveness, and fit in definitions of balance.
4. Adopt the term work-nonwork balance and incorporate multiple nonwork roles into definitions and measures.
5. Develop and validate multi-item measures that align with conceptual definition to enhance construct validity.

a. Use multidimensional scales when balance is defined as multiple dimensions with distinct meanings.
6. Measure relational balance constructs with multi-source data.
7. Begin to develop comprehensive theory about balance and its nomological network, based on attitude and P-E fit theory.
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theory building—that is, when measures tap variance other than
the latent construct of interest, findings do not provide knowledge
about the focal construct (Schwab, 1980).

In sum, our review documents problems with jingle and jangle
fallacies in defining and measuring balance that persist across time
and publication outlet. Although recent research in better journals
tends to conceptualize balance as unidimensional and distinct from
conflict and enrichment, disagreement persists, even in better
journals, about meanings attributed to balance (e.g., effectiveness,
satisfaction, involvement, importance).

Addressing the Jangle Fallacy: Do We Need the
Balance Construct?

Given that many scholars have committed the jangle fallacy by
labeling measures of conflict and/or enrichment as balance, we
consider whether balance adds value to the literature. Several
scholars have found balance measures are empirically distinct
from and predict job and family variables above conflict and
enrichment (Carlson et al., 2009; De Hauw, 2014; Grawitch,
Maloney, Barber, & Mooshegian, 2013; Wayne, Butts, Casper, &
Allen, 2017). We contribute to this evidence by finding clusters of
conceptual and operational definitions of balance different from
conflict and enrichment. Our meta-analysis found that corrected
effect sizes for balance were higher than those for conflict and
enrichment, suggesting the value of studying balance, given its
relationship to important attitudes. This evidence and trends in
better journals toward differentiating balance from conflict and
enrichment suggest the value of defining balance as a nondirec-
tional perception of how one manages work and nonwork simul-
taneously (Carlson et al., 2009; Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Marks
& MacDermid, 1996; Valcour, 2007).

Addressing the Jingle Fallacy: How Do We Define
Balance?

To begin to remedy the jingle fallacy, we offer a comprehensive
conceptual definition of work–nonwork balance. We focus on
work–nonwork balance because it is a broad construct including
nonwork areas beyond family (e.g., Bellavia & Frone, 2005;
Casper & DePaulo, 2012). A broad focus is important because
people hold multiple nonwork identities (e.g., friend, volunteer;
Thoits, 1983) that vary in salience between people and within the
same person over time (Super, 1980). Moreover, because work is
a central focus of organizational psychologists, we avoid overly
broad terms like “role balance” that can apply to balance only
between roles (e.g., leisure enthusiast, hobbyist) outside of work.
Finally, the term work–life balance is popular, but imprecise
because it implies that work is not part of life. In sum, the term
work–nonwork balance includes all salient roles, retains work as
one role, and is a precise label.

The literature on construct measurement notes the importance of
defining the conceptual domain of a construct (MacKenzie, Pod-
sakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994; Podsa-
koff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2016). In defining a construct, the
goal is to capture the most relevant and important aspects of the
concept and ensure it reflects the words, experiences, and perspec-
tive of the population of interest (Brod, Tesler, & Christensen,
2009). Brod et al. (2009) suggest that to ensure content validity,

researchers should draw from a comprehensive literature review,
expert opinion, and the population’s perspective through qualita-
tive research to define a construct domain. In defining work–
nonwork balance, we considered three sources. First, we drew
from our review and analysis of how balance is defined by schol-
ars. Second, we consulted dictionary meanings of balance to
ensure consistency between our definition and everyday uses of
the term. Finally, we consulted qualitative research in which
employees, as subject matter experts, identified what they mean
when they use the term balance.

Our review indicated that scholars most often define balance as
a psychological construct with multiple meanings, particularly
effectiveness (45%), satisfaction (35%), fit (35%), and involve-
ment (26%). Recent research (Wayne et al., 2017) found that
different balance meanings (i.e., satisfaction and effectiveness)
were not interchangeable and should be treated as distinct. Balance
has many distinct dictionary definitions (www.merriam-webster
.com), including an “aesthetically pleasing integration of ele-
ments,” “mental and emotional steadiness,” “a counterbalancing
weight, force or influence,” and “equipoise between contrasting,
opposing, or interacting elements.” Finally, we consulted a qual-
itative study that asked 753 employees “When you think about
work–family balance, what does that mean to you? How do YOU
define work–family balance?” (Allen, Wayne, Casper, & Caza,
2012). The primary themes mentioned by at least 15% of employ-
ees were (a) adequate time for involvement in both roles (41%), (b)
a perception of performing both roles effectively (32%), (c) satis-
faction and positive affect in both roles (16%), and (d) being
mentally present and engaged in both roles (15%). As such, the
perspective, experiences, and words of employees suggest that
involvement, effectiveness, and satisfaction are key meanings at-
tributed to balance. Notably, 10% of employees defined balance as
a fit with values, but no employee (0%) defined balance by
invoking equality.

Several themes across these three sources converge to suggest
how balance should be defined. First, balance is a psychological
construct that reflects an individual’s own view rather than the
view of others (i.e., relational definitions). Second, balance is a
complex construct with multiple meanings that should be distin-
guished. Third, common meanings across scholarly experts and
views of the population are satisfaction, involvement, effective-
ness, and fit. Based on these three sources, we propose that
work–nonwork balance be defined as:

Employees’ evaluation of the favorability of their combination of work
and nonwork roles, arising from the degree to which their affective
experiences and their perceived involvement and effectiveness in work
and nonwork roles are commensurate with the value they attach to
these roles.

Next, we elaborate on each aspect of this comprehensive definition.

Combination of work and nonwork roles. We view balance
as employees’ appraisals of how well they combine work with
nonwork roles. This reflects recent definitions (Greenhaus & Al-
len, 2011; Kalliath & Brough, 2008; Valcour, 2007; Voydanoff,
2005) of balance as an overall assessment of work and nonwork
roles simultaneously instead of a directional perception of one role
interfering with or enriching another. We see balance as an atti-
tude—“a psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a
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particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor” (Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993, p. 1)—where the entity is the “combination of
work and nonwork roles.” Like other attitudes, work–nonwork
balance arises from both affective and cognitive factors (Petty,
Wegener, & Fabrigar, 1997; Van den Berg, Manstead, van der
Pligt, & Wigboldus, 2006) that people consider in appraising their
balance. Research indicates that cognitive and affective aspects of
attitudes are distinct and that different people weigh cognitive and
affective aspects differently in making an overall evaluation
(Huskinson & Haddock, 2006; Van den Berg et al., 2006). As
such, overall attitudes are best assessed by capturing both cogni-
tive and affective aspects of the evaluation (Cervellon & Dubé,
2002).

Affective experiences, involvement, and effectiveness.
Consistent with sources described above, how favorably employ-
ees evaluate their combination of work and nonwork roles is based
on an affective factor (i.e., affective experiences in roles) and two
cognitive factors (i.e., involvement in roles, effectiveness in
roles). Dictionary definitions include “aesthetically pleasing” or
satisfaction-based meanings of balance. Satisfaction, involvement,
and effectiveness were all commonly invoked in conceptual defi-
nitions in the literature. The inclusion of affect, involvement, and
effectiveness also aligns nicely with qualitative findings on how
employees define balance wherein two themes relate to involve-
ment (time and psychological involvement), one with effective-
ness, and another with satisfaction. As such, our definition reflects
not only the scholarly literature but also what many employees
mean when they use the term balance.9

Commensurate with values. The above sources suggest that
balance arises from role-related affect, involvement, and effective-
ness that are commensurate with the value employees attach to
these roles (i.e., fit). That is, employees do not require equal affect,
involvement, and effectiveness in work and nonwork roles to
experience balance. For instance, employees who strongly value
work and family roles (but not the volunteer role) experience
balance when they are reasonably satisfied, involved, and effective
at work and in family, regardless of volunteer role experiences. In
contrast, employees who strongly value all three roles need to be
reasonably satisfied, involved, and effective in all roles to experi-
ence high balance. Our rejection of equality is consistent with
recent scholarly views (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Grzywacz &
Carlson, 2007; Kalliath & Brough, 2008; Reiter, 2007; Valcour,
2007; Voydanoff, 2005) in which equality is not commonly ref-
erenced. In our comprehensive review, conceptual definitions
more often invoked fit (35%) than equality (15%). Though equal-
ity is one dictionary definition of balance, these definitions also
invoke fit (i.e., elements are in “correct proportions”), and a
fit-based definition reflects qualitative study findings where 10%
of 753 participants referenced fit in defining balance but no one
defined it with equality. As such, our notion that work–nonwork
balance arises from fit between role-based affect, involvement, and
effectiveness and values aligns with dictionary definitions, schol-
arly views, and employees’ own definitions.

Our definition sees balance as an attitude about one’s own
needs-supplies fit or the degree to which one’s needs (i.e., goals or
values) are met by what the environment supplies (Kristof, 1996).
Our definition implies that people have needs in the form of values
or priorities and environmental supplies in the form of role-based
affect, involvement, and effectiveness. Needs (i.e., values) are

person-specific and do not presume which “roles or identities . . .
are . . . centerpieces of respondents’ self-systems” (Marks &
MacDermid, 1996, p. 420). This approach reflects recent scholarly
views (e.g., Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Kalliath & Brough, 2008)
that personal values and priorities are central to how role experi-
ences translate into balance appraisals. Because each person values
each role differently, distinct levels of affect, effectiveness, and
involvement in work and nonwork roles foster balance for each
person.

A multidimensional construct. Scholarly work suggests that
in defining a construct one should consider whether there is “more
than one conceptually distinguishable facet, aspect, or sub-
dimension” to avoid construct deficiency (MacKenzie et al., 2011,
p. 300). Our analysis and prior qualitative research findings (Allen
et al., 2012) suggest that affective experiences, involvement, and
effectiveness are all critical to avoid construct deficiency. Because
these are conceptually different meanings, we view work–nonwork
balance as multidimensional. Despite evidence that balance has
multiple meanings, trends over time in higher impact journals were
toward conceptualizing and measuring balance as unidimensional.
A multidimensional definition encourages the field to specify and
measure the facets of balance. As fleshing out a construct’s facets
is central to construct specification (MacKenzie et al., 2011; Nun-
nally & Bernstein, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 2016), we define the key
dimensions of work–nonwork balance below.

We define affective balance as “The perception that one expe-
riences sufficiently pleasant emotions in work and nonwork roles
commensurate with the value attached to those roles.” People
should experience high (low) affective balance when they have
more (fewer) positive and fewer (more) negative emotions in
highly valued roles. We define effectiveness balance as “The
perception that one’s effectiveness in work and nonwork roles is
commensurate with the value attached to the roles.” People should
experience high (low) effectiveness balance when they believe that
they perform well (poorly) in highly valued roles. Finally, we
define involvement balance as “The perception that one’s involve-
ment in work and nonwork roles is commensurate with the value
attached to the roles.” People experience high (low) involvement
balance when they believe that they are adequately (inadequately)
engaged in highly valued roles.

Comparison With Other Definitions

Our definition differs from extant scholarly definitions, including
Greenhaus and Allen’s (2011), in at least three key ways. First, as
noted earlier, the scope of our balance construct includes work and
nonwork roles, whereas Greenhaus and Allen, and 34% of conceptu-
alizations we reviewed, focused only on work and family. Our defi-
nition recognizes that the experience of balance incorporates nonwork
roles besides family, such as friend, community member, or even the
self. Because many roles may matter to a person’s identity (Marks &
MacDermid, 1996), our definition includes all nonwork roles that may

9 One of the themes mentioned by 13% of respondents in the qualitative
study was “having little conflict between roles.” We omit conflict from our
definition of balance, despite these respondents and the emphasis on
conflict in Cluster 2 and 6 to avoid the jangle fallacy by differentiating
balance and conflict.
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contribute to evaluations of balance, which may be particularly rele-
vant for single and nonparent employees.

Second, our definition is comprehensive in that it includes the most
common empirically derived and normative meanings for balance
other than conflict: satisfaction, involvement, effectiveness, and fit.
Other definitions include one, two, or three meanings (see Table 14),
but none have all four. Qualitative findings suggest that all four
meanings are key to what people mean when they discuss balance
(Allen et al., 2012), so all are important to avoid construct deficiency.
Although Greenhaus and Allen (2011) discuss involvement as an
antecedent to balance, our definition sees involvement as an element
of meaning of balance for three reasons. Theoretically, early research
on and definitions of balance (Greenhaus et al., 2003; Marks &
MacDermid, 1996) as well as role balance theory (Marks & MacDer-
mid, 1996) consider role involvement as central to how balance is
defined and measured. Empirically, involvement is a common mean-
ing in conceptualizations of balance, suggesting scholars see it as
important to the definition. Finally, involvement—in terms of time
and psychological engagement—was often mentioned by employees
in defining balance, with time involvement the most common theme
(Allen et al., 2012). As such, including involvement is critical to
aligning scholarly definitions with employees’ normative definitions.
As recent conceptualizations tend to omit involvement (Greenhaus &
Allen, 2011; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007; Kalliath & Brough, 2008;
Valcour, 2007), a key contribution of our definition is including
involvement as a key element.

Third, our definition of balance is integrative - it draws from
various perspectives in conceptualizing what balance is. In addition to

incorporating multiple meanings invoked by scholars and employees,
we also reconcile what appears as contradictory arguments about
balance. For instance, extant definitions conceptualize balance and
measure it as either unidimensional or multidimensional. Drawing
parallels from the construct of job satisfaction, we conceptualize
balance as an attitude that can be assessed both as a global unidimen-
sional reflective construct, and as a multidimensional formative con-
struct. Similarly, extant definitions conceptualize balance as either
psychological or relational. Although we view balance as psycholog-
ical, we appreciate the merit of relational views. Because a balance
evaluation is made within an ecosystem of role senders, we assert that
social cues from role partners may be key antecedents of one’s
balance (see An Agenda for Future Research for additional discus-
sion).

Finally, the theoretical foundation of our definition also differenti-
ates it from others, as few authors provided a theoretical basis. Like
Valcour (2007), we draw from attitude theory to define work–
nonwork balance as an attitude; yet, we also draw from P-E fit theory
to discuss balance as an attitude about one’s needs-supplies fit (see An
Agenda for Future Research). Because our definition is grounded in
both attitude and P-E fit theories, a wealth of novel, theoretically
based questions can be examined in future research.

Addressing the Operationalization of Balance: How Do
We Measure Balance?

Measure development should start with a clear construct definition,
as we provide above, to ensure alignment between operational and

Table 14
Comparison of Our Proposed Definition With Other Common Conceptual Definitions of Balance

Definition Properties Meanings Breadth of roles

Our Definition: The extent to which employees hold a favorable
evaluation regarding their combination of work and nonwork
roles, arising from the belief that their emotional experiences,
involvement, and effectiveness in work and nonwork roles
are commensurate (compatible) with the value they attach to
the roles.

Psychological Effectiveness, Satisfaction, Fit, Involvement Work-nonwork balance

Marks & MacDermid (1996): “The tendency to become fully
engaged in the performance of every role in one’s total role
system, to approach every typical role and role partner with
an attitude of attentiveness and care. Put differently, it is the
practice of that evenhanded alertness known sometimes as
mindfulness.”

Psychological Involvement Role balance

Greenhaus & Allen (2011): “An overall appraisal of the extent
to which individuals’ effectiveness and satisfaction in work
and family roles are consistent with their life values at a
given point in time.”

Psychological Effectiveness, Satisfaction, Fit Work-family balance

Valcour (2007): “An overall level of contentment resulting from
an assessment of one’s degree of success at meeting work
and family role demands.”

Psychological Satisfaction, Effectiveness Work-family balance

Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw (2003): “The extent to which an
individual is equally engaged in and equally satisfied with his
or her work role and family role.”

Psychological Involvement, Satisfaction, Equality Work-family balance

Grzywacz & Carlson (2007): “Accomplishment of role-related
expectations that are negotiated and shared between an
individual and his/her role-related partners in the work and
family domain.”

Relational Effectiveness Work-family balance

Voydanoff (2005): “A global assessment that work and family
resources are sufficient to meet work and family demands
such that participation is effective in both domains.”

Psychological Effectiveness, Fit Work-family balance
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conceptual definitions (MacKenzie et al., 2011; Netemeyer, Bearden,
& Sharma, 2003). Although developing a measure of work–nonwork
balance is beyond the scope of this article, we make recommendations
for how the field should move forward to measure balance. As noted,
our definition of work–nonwork balance, like job satisfaction, can be
measured as a unidimensional reflective construct and a multidimen-
sional formative construct (Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2012;
Mackenzie et al., 2011). A unidimensional reflective construct could
involve a multiitem global assessment of how one combines work and
nonwork roles. One type of scale favored for global attitudes is a
semantic differential approach (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957)
where respondents rate an attitude object on bipolar adjectives reflect-
ing evaluation, potency, and activity. In this approach, participants
would consider the work and nonwork roles that matter most to them
and rate bipolar dimensions describing how these roles are combined
(e.g., good-bad, successful-unsuccessful; involved-uninvolved;
healthy-unhealthy; satisfying-unsatisfying). Semantic differential
scales have several advantages; they capture both intensity and direc-
tion of an appraisal, can be used in short forms, and exhibit reliability
and validity (Chin, Johnson, & Schwarts, 2008; Mindak, 1961; Van
Auken & Barry, 1995; Wirtz & Lee, 2003).

Our review found that most measures of balance have been treated
as unidimensional, except for studies that use conflict and enrichment
scales and treat them as dimensions of balance. Yet, our cluster
analysis of all measures revealed four interpretable types of balance
measures with unique meanings differing from conflict and enrich-
ment. This suggests that these various meanings of balance may be
unique, multiple dimensions of balance rather than a single dimen-
sion. Though we suggest scholars avoid labeling conflict and enrich-
ment scales as balance to avert the jangle fallacy, we suggest they
consider multidimensional scales that align with their conceptual
definitions. Given convergence across scholarly opinion (i.e., the
literature) and normative (i.e., employee) perceptions (Allen et al.,
2012) that balance entails effectiveness, satisfaction, involvement, and
fit, all these concepts are likely critical. Scholars can measure distinct
meanings that contribute to work–nonwork balance (involvement,
affective, and effectiveness) as unique facets. This should foster
cleaner measures than occurs when scales with multiple meanings are
treated as unidimensional. For example, Valcour’s (2007) scale is
often said to assess a single meaning-balance satisfaction (see Wayne
et al., 2017)—but items also tap involvement and effectiveness.
Measuring each facet of balance (i.e., involvement) with multiple
items for a single meaning can improve construct validity when
multidimensional measures align with conceptual definitions of a
construct that involve multiple meanings.

Also, because we define balance facets as attitudes about needs-
supplies fit, the P-E fit literature can inform how to measure
balance facets. Measures of P-E fit vary on a reductionist versus
subjective continuum with the best approach that which matches
the fit conceptualization (Edwards et al., 2006). We define balance
facets as subjective appraisals of fit, so a molar approach, focusing
on subjective fit perceptions, reflects our definition. In this ap-
proach, people rate their perceptions of affective balance (e.g.,
“Reflecting on combining my work and nonwork roles, I am happy
in the roles that I value most”), effectiveness balance (e.g., “In
considering how I combine my work and nonwork roles, I do well
in roles that are my biggest priorities”), and involvement balance
(e.g., “The time I spend in my work and nonwork roles reflects
what I most value”) using a Likert scale. In sum, both a global

reflective measure of our balance definition and facet measures
(i.e., affective, involvement, and effectiveness balance) are
needed.

An Agenda for Future Research

Because our definition is based in attitude and P-E fit theories, we
suggest balance research draw from both these theories. From attitude
theory, researchers might explore whether balance is organized hier-
archically as a general factor with facets (Judge & Kammeyer-
Mueller, 2012). Global work–nonwork balance may be at the top of
the hierarchy, with three facets driving the global evaluation—affect,
involvement, and effectiveness. Scholars could examine whether a
reflective measure of global balance (i.e., “global balance”) equates to
an average of three formative facets (i.e., “formative balance”), or
whether some facets relate more strongly to global balance than
others. Because people differ in their emphasis on cognitive versus
affective aspects in evaluating an attitude object (Huskinson & Had-
dock, 2006; Van den Berg et al., 2006), research could explore
whether the facets that relate most strongly to global balance differ by
person or change over time with life events. For example, effective-
ness balance may be key to global balance for people with high
achievement needs, but involvement or affective balance may be
more important for people with high relational needs or an interde-
pendent self-construal (Singelis, 1994). Longitudinal research could
examine if changes in one facet (e.g., involvement) temporally pre-
cede changes in another (e.g., effectiveness), or whether facets change
in tandem.

Longitudinal designs are needed to examine the stability of global
balance and its facets. Maertz and Boyar (2011) suggest that balance
is relatively stable unless there are changes in episodes of conflict or
enrichment. Because stronger attitudes are more stable and weaker
attitudes are more malleable (Krosnick & Petty, 1995), weaker for-
mative balance evaluations—such as when involvement balance is
high but affective balance is low—may be more dynamic than a
stronger formative balance evaluation in which affective, effective-
ness, and involvement are all similarly moderate in level. Strong
contextual factors influence attitudes (Schwarz, 2007), so research
might examine how change in the work (e.g., promotion) and non-
work (e.g., personal illness) events relate to change in global and/or
facets of balance over time.

Attitude theories also provide a lens to study the relationships of
formative balance, its facets, and consequences. For example, when
an overall attitude is more strongly (relative to weakly) held, it more
strongly relates to outcomes because the internal components of
strongly held attitudes are more tightly connected (Petty et al., 1997;
Schleicher, Watt, & Greguras, 2004). Thus, in a stronger formative
balance evaluation, facets positively relate to one another, and in such
cases, formative balance should relate more strongly to outcomes
relative to a weaker formative balance evaluation in which facets are
not highly related to each other. Following research on job
satisfaction-outcome relationships, one could also examine the inter-
connection among balance facets as a moderator of the relationship of
global or formative balance with outcomes (Schleicher et al., 2004,
2015).

Social information processing (SIP) theory (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978), might also inspire research. SIP theory argues that attitudes are
influenced by other people, either directly, as when attitudes are
passed from person to person, or indirectly, by directing attention to
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information that is made more salient. SIP theory suggests that social
cues (e.g., feedback from role partners) may affect people’s emotions
about salient roles or perceptions of how involved or effective they
are. For instance, social cues from a spouse may be a key antecedent
of the effectiveness facet. This approach incorporates ideas from
scholars who define balance as relational (Grzywacz & Carlson,
2007) by recognizing social cues from role partners (e.g., supervisor
feedback, spouse mood, or child behavior) as potential antecedents of
psychological perceptions of balance.

Because we see balance facets as a subjective form of needs-
supplies fit, P-E fit theory also provides fertile ground for balance
research. Regardless of “objective” levels of fit, subjective fit
perceptions are a proximal driver of attitudes (Kristof, 1996). As
such, when a person feels effective in valued roles (i.e., effective-
ness balance), this perception may drive global balance. Needs-
supplies fit occurs when the environment supplies resources (fi-
nancial, physical, and psychological) and opportunities (task and
interpersonal) that satisfy needs (i.e., values, goals; Kristof, 1996).
As such, work and nonwork environments that provide resources
and opportunities that enable involvement in valued roles should
optimize involvement balance, which may foster global balance
and its outcomes. For instance, work factors (e.g., flexibility,
family supportive supervision) that foster involvement and effec-
tiveness in nonwork roles might interact with nonwork values
(e.g., family values) to predict involvement and effectiveness
balance, contributing to global balance and its outcomes. Longi-
tudinal research could examine the causal order theorized here
where resources precede balance facets (i.e., involvement, effec-
tiveness, and/or satisfaction), contributing to global balance and
outcomes.

It is also important to consider which variables fall in the nomo-
logical network of global balance and its facets. Our findings and
other recent evidence (Carlson et al., 2009; Wayne et al., 2017)
suggest that balance is distinct from conflict and enrichment, but how
these variables relate to each other is not well-understood. Some
scholars have proposed conflict and enrichment as antecedents of
balance (Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Maertz & Boyar, 2011), and two
empirical studies (Grawitch et al., 2013; Wayne et al., 2017) found
that satisfaction- and effectiveness-based balance mediated the effects
of conflict and enrichment on attitudes, supporting this view. Yet, as
both these studies were cross-sectional, temporal precedence could
not be directly assessed. Research is also needed to examine whether
and how balance relates to work and nonwork outcomes. Although
our meta-analysis contributes to understanding the link between bal-
ance and satisfaction correlates, research that examines intentions and
behaviors is needed. Future research might explore the link between
balance and work outcomes such as job performance, turnover, and
burnout, as well as success and engagement in nonwork roles.

Another consideration is whether our definition generalizes cross-
culturally and resonates with employees from diverse cultures. De-
veloping work–nonwork constructs that generalize globally is impor-
tant but difficult due to value differences (Powell, Francesco, & Ling,
2009). By adopting a fit approach, our aim was to define global
balance and its facets to generalize across employees with unique
priorities both within and between cultures. Thus, our definition
should apply equally to employees from masculine cultures prioritiz-
ing work and those from feminine cultures prioritizing nonwork, but
different employees would be balanced under different conditions.
People who value work highly (masculine cultures) would experience

balance when affect, effectiveness, and involvement at work are
positive and high. In contrast, those who most value the nonwork
domain (feminine cultures) would be balanced when affect, effective-
ness, and involvement in valued nonwork roles are positive and high.
Of course, research will need to verify whether our definition gener-
alizes with tests of measurement equivalence across cultures.

In conclusion, our review of the balance literature reveals problems
with poor construct clarity, poor measurement, and heterogeneous
theories. We empirically demonstrate the extent and implications of
the jingle and jangle fallacies, over time and across publication
outlets, and potential implications for the nomological network. To
begin to remedy these concerns, we provide a comprehensive con-
ceptual definition, suggest a measurement strategy, and outline a
theoretical basis to move the field toward consensus about balance
and advance our knowledge of it in a significant way.
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Appendix

Detailed Information on Primary Studies Included in Meta-Analysis

Study Outcome N r rxx ryy Balance measure Cluster
Single vs.
multi-item

Abendroth & den Dulk (2011) LS 5,904 .43 .89 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Ali Omran (2016) LS 276 .54 .85 .92 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Aryee et al. (2005) JS 267 �.26 .75 .82 Grzywacz and Marks (2000) - WFC 2 Multi-item
Aryee et al. (2005) JS 267 .28 .75 .82 Grzywacz and Marks (2000) - WFE 2 Multi-item
Aryee et al. (2005) JS 267 �.21 .76 .82 Grzywacz and Marks (2000) - FWC 2 Multi-item
Aryee et al. (2005) JS 267 .25 .73 .82 Grzywacz and Marks (2000) - FWE 2 Multi-item
Aziz et al. (2010) JS 199 .01 .93 .88 Fisher et al. (2009) 2 Multi-item
Bornstein et al. (2003) LS 234 .35 .70 Macphee et al. (1986) 4 Multi-item
Bryant & Constantine (2006) JS 133 .20 .76 .69 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Bryant & Constantine (2006) LS 133 .45 .76 .91 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Cahill et al. (2015) JS 2,495 .40 .97 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Carlson et al. (2009) FS 685 .52 .93 .94 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Carlson et al. (2009) JS 685 .62 .93 .93 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Carvalho & Chambel (2016) LS 218 �.16 .88 .88 Carlson et al. (2009) - WFC 2 Multi-item
Carvalho & Chambel (2016) LS 218 .27 .96 .88 Carlson et al. (2009) - WFE 2 Multi-item
Chan et al. (2016) FS 234 .29 .94 .97 Brough et al. (2014) 3 Multi-item
Chan et al. (2016) JS 234 .27 .94 .86 Brough et al. (2014) 3 Multi-item
Chen & Li (2012) Sample 1 FS 204 .37 .72 .95 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Chen & Li (2012) Sample 2 FS 204 .47 .71 .96 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Clark (2000) JS 179 �.10 .86 .91 Bohen & Viveros-Long (1981) - WFC & FWC 6 Multi-item
Clark (2000) LS 179 �.15 .86 .85 Bohen & Viveros-Long (1981) - WFC & FWC 6 Multi-item
Clarke et al. (2004) JS 387 .22b Milkie & Peltola (1999) 4 Single-item
Clarke et al. (2004) FS 387 .12a Milkie & Peltola (1999) 4 Single-item
DeHauw (2014) Sample 1 JS 395 .43 .93 .88 Own measure 4 Multi-item
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Appendix (continued)

Study Outcome N r rxx ryy Balance measure Cluster
Single vs.
multi-item

DeHauw (2014) Sample 1 LS 395 .50 .93 .91 Own measure 4 Multi-item
DeHauw (2014) Sample 2 JS 413 .52 .93 .89 Own measure 4 Multi-item
DeHauw (2014) Sample 2 LS 413 .53 .93 .93 Own measure 4 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 FS 698 .23 .87 Jones et al. (2006) 1 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 FS 698 .19 .85 .87 Brett and Stroh (2003) 6 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 FS 698 .26 .87 Berg et al. (2003) 5 Single-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 JS 698 .41 .83 Jones et al. (2006) 1 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 JS 698 .59 .85 .83 Brett and Stroh (2003) 6 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 JS 698 .52 .83 Berg et al. (2003) 5 Single-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 LS 698 .42 .82 Jones et al. (2006) 1 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 LS 698 .46 .85 .82 Brett and Stroh (2003) 6 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 1 LS 698 .52 .82 Berg et al. (2003) 5 Single-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 2 FS 2,210 .30 .85 Jones et al. (2006) 1 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 2 FS 2,210 .34 .85 Berg et al. (2003) 5 Single-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 2 JS 2,210 .37 .80 Jones et al. (2006) 1 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 2 JS 2,210 .50 .80 Berg et al. (2003) 5 Single-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 2 LS 2,210 .49 .82 Jones et al. (2006) 1 Multi-item
Ellwart & Konradt (2011) Sample 2 LS 2,210 .61 .82 Berg et al. (2003) 5 Single-item
Farivar et al. (2016) JS 513 .23 .84 .89 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Ferguson et al. (2012) FS 270 .42 .88 .97 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Ferguson et al. (2012) JS 270 .30 .88 .88 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Ferguson et al. (2016) FS 639 .42 .94 .92 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Ferguson et al. (2016) JS 639 .51 .94 .95 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Finegold et al. (2002) JS 2,946 .24a .6c Own measure 5 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 1 JS 267 �.28 .83 .91 Own measure - PLIW 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 1 JS 267 �.31 .94 .91 Own measure - WIPL 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 1 JS 267 .52 .77 .91 Own measure - WPLE 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 1 LS 267 �.42 .83 .85 Own measure - PLIW 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 1 LS 267 �.55 .94 .85 Own measure - WIPL 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 1 LS 267 .61 .77 .85 Own measure - WPLE 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 2 JS 273 �.21 .76 .90 Own measure - PLIW 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 2 JS 273 �.41 .93 .90 Own measure - WIPL 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 2 JS 273 .45 .76 .90 Own measure - WPLE 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 2 LS 273 �.34 .76 .86 Own measure - PLIW 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 2 LS 273 �.56 .93 .86 Own measure - WIPL 2 Multi-item
Fisher (2002) Sample 2 LS 273 .63 .76 .86 Own measure - WPLE 2 Multi-item
Gareis et al. (2009) LS 2,031 �.32b .82 .64 MIDUS I - WFC 2 Multi-item
Gareis et al. (2009) LS 2,031 .15b .72 .64 MIDUS I - WFE 2 Multi-item
Gareis et al. (2009) LS 2,031 �.10b .79 .64 MIDUS I - FWC 2 Multi-item
Gareis et al. (2009) LS 2,031 .34b .68 .64 MIDUS I - FWE 2 Multi-item
Grawitch et al. (2013) JS 456 .55 .94 .86 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Grawitch et al. (2013) LS 456 .28 .94 .90 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Greenhaus et al. (2003) LS 353 .01 .83 Own measure 5 Multi-item
Haar (2013) Sample 1 JS 609 .51 .80 .86 Haar (2013) 5 Multi-item
Haar (2013) Sample 1 LS 609 .48 .80 .82 Haar (2013) 5 Multi-item
Haar (2013) Sample 2 JS 708 .40 .74 .81 Haar (2013) 5 Multi-item
Haar (2013) Sample 2 LS 708 .49 .74 .80 Haar (2013) 5 Multi-item
Haar et al. (2014) JS 1,416 .36 .84 .79 Haar (2013) 5 Multi-item
Haar et al. (2014) LS 1,416 .47 .84 .83 Haar (2013) 5 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) FS 161 .29 .91 .86 Carlson et al. (2009) - WFE 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) FS 161 .37 .79 .86 Carlson et al. (2009) - FWE 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) FS 161 �.33 .92 .86 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - WFC 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) FS 161 �.23 .79 .86 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - FWC 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) JS 161 .33 .91 .80 Carlson et al. (2009) - WFE 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) JS 161 .20 .79 .80 Carlson et al. (2009) - FWE 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) JS 161 �.17 .92 .80 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - FWC 2 Multi-item
Hennessy (2007) JS 161 .05 .79 .80 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - FWC 2 Multi-item
Hosboyar (2013) JS 103 .38 .92 Own measure 4 Single-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) JS 189 .52 .79 .81 Grzywacyz and Marks (2000) - WFE 2 Multi-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) JS 189 .47 .75 .81 Grzywacyz and Marks (2000) - FWE 2 Multi-item
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Appendix (continued)

Study Outcome N r rxx ryy Balance measure Cluster
Single vs.
multi-item

Jia-Fang et al. (2009) JS 189 .01 .86 .81 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - WFC 2 Multi-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) JS 189 �.18 .72 .81 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - FWC 2 Multi-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) LS 189 .46 .79 .79 Grzywacyz and Marks (2000) - WFE 2 Multi-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) LS 189 .33 .75 .79 Grzywacyz and Marks (2000) - FWE 2 Multi-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) LS 189 �.22 .86 .79 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - WFC 2 Multi-item
Jia-Fang et al. (2009) LS 189 �.16 .72 .79 Netemeyer et al. (1996) - FWC 2 Multi-item
Juliao (2005) LS 271 .49 .68 .88 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Kamel & Omran (2016) LS 276 .54 .93 .91 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Kanwar et al. (2009) Sample 1 JS 191 .32 .76 .71 Own measure 4 Multi-item
Kanwar et al. (2009) Sample 2 JS 122 .56 .76 .71 Own measure 4 Multi-item
Ko (2016) LS 216 �.31 .72 .77 No citation given - WFC 2 Multi-item
Ko (2016) LS 216 .32 .60 .77 No citation given - WFE 2 Multi-item
Ko (2016) LS 216 �.34 .84 .77 No citation given - FWC 2 Multi-item
Ko (2016) LS 216 .07 .73 .77 No citation given - FWE 2 Multi-item
Le Fevre et al. (2015) Sample 1 JS 1,004 �.36 .90 Frone and Yardley (1996) - WFC 6 Multi-item
Le Fevre et al. (2015) Sample 2 JS 1,016 �.22 .90 Frone and Yardley (1996) - WFC 6 Multi-item
Lee et al. (2014) FS 274 .16 .63 .98 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Lee et al. (2014) JS 274 .44 .63 .90 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Lee et al. (2014) LS 274 .41 .63 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 3 Multi-item
Marks et al. (2001) Sample 1 FS 80 .42 .64 .92 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 5 Multi-item
Marks et al. (2001) Sample 2 FS 80 .28 .56 .92 Marks & MacDermid (1996) 5 Multi-item
Mas-Machuca et al. (2016) JS 374 .21 .62 Hayman (2005) 6 Multi-item
Milkie & Peltola (1999) Sample 1 FS 234 .46b Own measure 4 Single-item
Milkie & Peltola (1999) Sample 2 FS 192 .38b Own measure 4 Single-item
Nayeem & Tripathy (2012) JS 152 .55 .77 .83 Own measure 6 Multi-item
Odle-Dusseau et al. (2012) LS 330 .44 .89 .87 Greenhaus et al. (2012) 5 Multi-item
Parkes & Langford (2008) JS 16,784 .27 .86 Own measure 1 Multi-item
Pattusamy et al. (2016) FS 218 .46 .83 .97 Hill et al. (2001) 6 Multi-item
Pattusamy et al. (2016) JS 218 .33 .83 .88 Hill et al. (2001) 6 Multi-item
Petrie (2013) LS 130 �.06 .88 Own measure 3 Multi-item
RamaDevi & Nagini (2014) JS 103 .38 Own measure 4 Single-item
Salzstein et al. (2001) JS 32,103 .36b Ezra & Deckman (1996) 5 Single-item
Sang et al. (2009) JS 110 �.49 .90 .91 Small & Riley (1990) and Bacharach et al.

(1991) - WFC & FWC
6 Multi-item

Seong & Hong (2015) JS 765 .26 .81 Brett and Stroh (2003) 6 Multi-item
Siu (2013) JS 287 .30 .76 .88 Siu & Phillips (2005) 4 Multi-item
St. Vil (2014) FS 102 .28b .94 Own measure 4 Multi-item
Syrek et al. (2011) Sample 1 JS 137 .35 .95 Syrek et al. (2011) 1 Multi-item
Syrek et al. (2011) Sample 1 LS 137 .49 .95 Syrek et al. (2011) 1 Multi-item
Syrek et al. (2011) Sample 2 FS 108 .34 .95 Syrek et al. (2011) 1 Multi-item
Syrek et al. (2011) Sample 2 JS 108 .55 .95 Syrek et al. (2011) 1 Multi-item
Syrek et al. (2011) Sample 2 LS 108 .55 .95 Syrek et al. (2011) 1 Multi-item
Virick et al. (2007) JS 510 .28 .86 .92 Hill et al. (2001) 6 Multi-item
Virick et al. (2007) LS 510 .36 .86 .84 Hill et al. (2001) 6 Multi-item
Wayne et al. (2017) Sample 1 FS 943 .65 .89 .92 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Wayne et al. (2017) Sample 1 FS 943 .63 .95 .92 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Wayne et al. (2017) Sample 1 JS 954 .46 .89 .92 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item
Wayne et al. (2017) Sample 1 JS 954 .60 .95 .92 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Wayne et al. (2017) Sample 2 JS 235 .44 .94 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
Wayne et al. (2017) Sample 2 LS 235 .49 .94 .88 Valcour (2007) 1 Multi-item
White (1999) FS 2757 .19b Own measure 5 Single-item
White (1999) JS 2757 .33 Own measure 5 Single-item
Wu et al. (2013) JS 573 .35b .76 Own measure 4 Multi-item
Zhang et al. (2012) FS 605 �.13 .75 Marshall & Barnett (1991) - WFC & FWC 2 Multi-item
Zhang et al. (2012) FS 605 .33 .71 Marshall & Barnett (1991) - WFE & FWE 2 Multi-item
Zhang et al. (2012) JS 605 �.20 .75 Marshall & Barnett (1991) - WFC & FWC 2 Multi-item
Zhang et al. (2012) JS 605 .14 .71 Marshall & Barnett (1991) - WFE & FWE 2 Multi-item
Zivnuska et al. (2016) JS 503 .49 .93 .92 Carlson et al. (2009) 4 Multi-item

Note. LS � life satisfaction; JS � job satisfaction; FS � family satisfaction.
a Correlation calculated based on composite of outcome variables. b Correlation calculated using a conversion formula. c Reliability calculated based on
the correlation among composites.
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