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Summary In this research, we develop and test a model of the links between psychological strain
(subjective experiences of feeling conflict and tension) and work performance. Our model
includes two types of strain (work strain and home strain) and two forms of work performance
(quantity of individual sales performance and creativity). Thus we acknowledge the impor-
tance of work and non-work sources of strain as well as the multidimensional nature of work
performance. We test the proposed relationships with data collected over six months from a
field sample of 195 hair salon stylists (personal service workers who interact directly with
customers and provide services directly to individuals and not to other firms). Results demon-
strate a positive relation between work strain and individual employee sales performance and
a negative relation between home strain and employee creativity at work. Leader—-member
exchange moderated the effects of work strain and home strain on creativity. We discuss
findings and implications, emphasizing multiple roles, the importance of differentiating types
of strain, and the multidimensionality of work performance. We conclude by suggesting that
strain may be particularly relevant to work performance of employees in jobs like those in our
sample which are characterized by high social interdependence and low task interdependence.
Copyright © 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Introduction

Although an increasing amount of research acknowledges the existence of work roles and home roles
and the potential links between these two domains (Zedeck, 1992), the relationships between various
forms of psychological strain (subjective experiences of conflict and tension) and work performance
have received little research attention. Although scholars have examined stress, strain, and work per-
formance relationships (e.g., Jex, 1998; Beehr et al., 2000; Motowidlo ef al., 1986) as well as work and
family relationships (e.g., Frone et al., 1992; Zedeck, 1992), we are aware of no research that contrasts
the effects of work strain and home strain on multiple aspects of work performance.
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This is an important research topic because employee work performance is multidimensional and
essential for organizational success (Campbell, 1990). At the same time, an increasing number of indi-
viduals must simultaneously try to balance the demands of multiple roles such as work and home
(Crouter, 1984; Edwards and Rothbard, 2000; Frone et al., 1992; Jex, 1998; Zedeck, 1992). Thus,
understanding the links between types of psychological strain and multiple aspects of work perfor-
mance, as well as moderators of these relationships, has theoretical as well as practical implications.
Expanding our models of work performance to include within-domain conflict from multiple domains
(work and home) and inter-role conflict based on strain associated with roles in multiple domains
(work and home) can enhance the ability of organizations to anticipate performance problems, while
also facilitating specific interventions to help employees cope with difficult situations.

Research Questions

In this research, we draw on the role-conflict and role stress literatures to develop and test a model that
contrasts the effects of strain based on interpersonal conflict at home and at work on two forms of
employee work performance (individual employee sales and creativity). In addition, we examine
the quality of leader—member exchange relationships as a potential moderator to the relationship
between strain and work performance. Our basic proposition is that employees fill multiple roles
(e.g., work roles and home roles), that psychological strain involving conflict and tension occurs in
each of these roles, and that strain (work and home) will be related to performance at work. From
an applied perspective, we are also interested in the quality of supervisor—employee relationships as
a moderator that might change the relation between strain and work performance. In examining these
issues, we focus on three general research questions: (1) What are the relations between home strain/
work strain and performance? (2) What is the relation between strain and different aspects of perfor-
mance? (3) Does leader—-member exchange influence the relations between strain and work perfor-
mance?

Context: Personal Service Jobs and Strain

We examine these research questions in an important, but under-researched context—that of hair salon
stylists. We suggest that this is an important setting for research on strain and work performance for
two reasons. First, hair stylists are part of the growing ‘personal services’ industry. Personal service
firms provide services directly to individuals rather than to other organizations. These services include
hair care, manicures, dry cleaning, laundry, home cleaning, child care, elder care, nanny service, per-
sonal fitness, and for some individuals home health assistance, housekeeping, gardening, and
chauffeuring. Overall, the service sector is important because it accounts for over 70 per cent of all
workers and over 90 per cent of all new jobs created in recent decades (Applebaum and Batt, 1994;
Meisenheimer, 1998; Personick, 1987). Yet this domain has not been the typical focus of research
which investigates employees work outcomes.

A second reason we chose to assess strain and work performance in personal service jobs is the
nature of the work performed by these employees. Personal service jobs typically require employees
to manage their emotions (Parkinson, 1991; Rafaeli and Sutton, 1989) and since this can cause
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personal strain, we anticipated that strain would be particularly relevant to employee work perfor-
mance in these jobs. Service sector jobs are often differentiated from manufacturing and traditional
office jobs because service employees work directly with customers and must involve the customer
in the production and delivery of the services (Sasser ef al., 1978). Direct contact with customers
means that employee behavior and customer interactions are not always observed or coordinated by
management. As such, individual employee behavior, including individual employee performance, has
important implications for customer satisfaction (Gutek, 1995; Schmitt and Allscheid, 1995). Thus, we
viewed hair stylist jobs as an important context in which to increase our understanding of how home
and work strain are related to the quantity and creativity of employee performance at work.

Strain and Employee Work Performance

Consistent with early definitions of subjective or psychological strain (Lazarus et al., 1952), we use the
word ‘strain’ to represent a psychological state—an individual’s subjective feelings in response to
stressors in the environment. This is comparable to prior research on subjective strain (Motowidlo
et al., 1986), strain (Jex, 1998) and strain-based conflict (Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985) where tension
in one role can affect behavior in that role and in other roles. Work strain occurs in the workplace. It
can be based on conflict or tension with co-workers and supervisors and can involve arguments, ner-
vousness, and tension at work. Home strain has similar characteristics (i.e., conflict, tension, argu-
ments, etc.) but is based on relationships, responsibilities, and events that occur at home.

To date, most research on job-related strain has emphasized work role characteristics such as role
conflict, role ambiguity, and role overload (Kahn and Byosiere, 1992; Kahn and Quinn, 1970) and has
focused primarily on predicting well-being and health (Barling, 1990; Greenhaus and Parasuraman,
1987). Less research has examined role strain and work performance, and even less research has con-
sidered the effect of multiple roles (both work and home) on work performance.

In reviews of the literature on stressors and strain, Jex and Beehr (1991), Frone and colleagues
(1992), and Kahn and Byosiere (1992) called for research on a wider variety of outcomes (including
objective measures of performance), research that examines interactions among types of strain, and
research on factors that strengthen or weaken the effects of strain. More recently, Beehr and colleagues
(2000) and Jex (1998) emphasized the multidimensionality of work performance. Drawing on the work
of Campbell (1990) and Organ (1977) that conceptualizes performance as multidimensional, Jex pro-
posed that different types of stressors and strain may have differential effects on different aspects of
performance. We designed our research to respond to Jex’s conclusion that the ‘the biggest gap’ in this
literature is our understanding of strain and different aspects of performance (Jex, 1998: 61).

Campbell’s (1990) taxonomy of performance includes eight key components: job-specific task pro-
ficiency, non-job-specific task proficiency, communication, demonstrating effort, personal discipline,
facilitating cooperation, supervision, and management/administration. According to Jex (1998), one
possible reason for inconsistencies in past research may be the overly general conceptualization of
performance. According to Campbell, performance components must be specified for a particular
job because all components are not relevant for all jobs. Acknowledging the importance of multi-
dimensionality and specificity, we included two aspects of work performance in our study: sales per-
formance (which emphasizes quantity and job-specific task proficiency) and creativity (which
emphasizes quality and demonstrating effort). Sales is a core substantive or technical task that forms
the basis of service jobs. In contrast, creativity requires extra effort in going beyond basic skills to meet
customer needs and preferences.
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Work strain and employee sales performance

One of the first models to be applied to strain and performance is a variation of the Yerkes—Dodson Law
(1908) which describes an inverted-U shaped relation between physiological arousal and performance
(Cohen, 1980; Sullivan and Bhagat, 1992). The explanation for this U-shaped relation is typically based
on activation theory. Low to moderate arousal helps individuals to focus attention on task-relevant cues
and to ignore irrelevant cues, thus enhancing task performance (Baron, 1986). In contrast, when arousal
is moderate to high, further narrowing of attention causes individuals to neglect task-relevant cues and
instead causes them to focus on reducing their arousal (Groff ef al., 1983). According to Scott (1996),
the non-task focus associated with high levels of arousal reduces performance. Applying these ideas to
strain and work performance suggests that performance would be low when strain is either very low or
very high and that performance would be high when strain is moderate.

Although the above described curvilinear model may be intuitively appealing, research generally
provides little support for curvilinear effects of stress or strain on performance. Instead, most research
indicates a negative linear relation. For example, Motowidlo and associates’ (1986) study of nurses
reported a negative relation between subjective strain and supervisor ratings of quality, composure,
tolerance, and interpersonal effectiveness aspects of performance. Jamal’s (1984) study of nurses indi-
cated support for a negative linear relation between job stressors (role ambiguity, overload, conflict,
and resource inadequacy) and role performance. In a second study involving two additional samples
(blue collar and managerial), Jamal (1985) again demonstrated more support for a negative linear rela-
tion than for a positive or curvilinear relation. Although none of these prior studies examined strain
exactly as defined in our study (subjective feelings in response to stressors in the environment), we
think prior results are relevant to our research. In thinking about the specific context of our study, it
seemed that the empirical findings of Jamal (1984) and Motowidlo et al. (1986) have the most rele-
vance to our interest in personal service jobs in hair care salons. Both of these studies focused on nur-
sing jobs which can be viewed as a form of personal service work because nursing emphasizes direct
contact with customers as a key aspect of the work. Accordingly, consistent with prior research, we
expected a negative effect of strain on work performance. Thus,

Hypothesis la: Work strain will be negatively related to employee sales performance.

Work strain and employee creativity at work

Creativity is the production of ideas, products, or procedures that are novel and potentially useful to the
organization (Amabile, 1988). Creativity involves gathering information from multiple sources, recog-
nizing unusual connections, and generating ideas with practical implications (Oldham and Cummings,
1996). Creative outcomes are novel and can not be defined in advance. Thus, in most jobs, creativity is
closer to quality than quantity aspects of performance.

While little research directly addresses impediments to creativity, we expect work and home strain
to diminish employee creativity. According to Farr and Ford (1990), strain produces routinized, well-
rehearsed behavior patterns and generally interferes with novel or creative responses. Research on
attentional conflict (Baron, 1986) suggests that distraction is particularly problematic for complex task
performance (Sanders and Baron, 1975). Similarly, Jex (1998) posits that stress and strain are espe-
cially damaging to the motivational aspects of performance, such as demonstrating effort or going
beyond routine job responsibilities. When employees experience strain, they may neglect the more
challenging or intangible aspects of the job. When employees are distracted by other goals (such as
coping with strain or reducing strain), they resort to habitual actions and forsake creative actions
(Ford, 1996). Thus, we predicted that work strain will result in lower creativity.
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Hypothesis 1b: Work strain will be negatively related to employee creativity at work.

Home strain and employee sales performance

Although there is less research on family to work (than work to family) effects of strain, an increasing
amount of theory and research indicates that non-work factors can influence attitudes and behavior at
work (Crouter, 1984; Kabanoff, 1980; Staines, 1980; Zedeck, 1992). For example, MacEwen and
Barling (1994) proposed that inter-role conflict (at work or at home) produces personal strain which,
in turn, leads to withdrawal from role performance, and Kelloway and Barling (1991) demonstrated
that emotional exhaustion influenced job-related affective well-being and mental health of hospital
employees. More recently, Edwards and Rothbard (2000) developed an enhanced theoretical model
depicting a variety of mechanisms that link family and work. For example, they predicted that strain
at home reduces the ability to meet demands at work and inhibits role performance.

Frone et al. (1997) address family to work relationships theoretically and empirically. Their results
demonstrated differences in distal and proximal work and family antecedents of work behaviors. At
the heart of the Frone et al. model is the extent to which involvement in one role interferes with the
ability to meet responsibilities in another role. They theorized that domain-specific family distress and
the resulting strain undermine an individual’s ability or willingness to meet work role obligations and
thus reduce role performance. Consistent with their predictions, results demonstrated negative rela-
tions between family distress and two work-related outcomes: family-to-work conflict and a self-report
measure of work performance. Building on the work of Edwards and Rothbard (2000) and Frone and
colleagues (1997), we hypothesized that home strain would detract from work performance.

Hypothesis 2a: Home strain will be negatively related to employee sales performance.
Hypothesis 2b: Home strain will be negatively related to employee creativity at work.

We also propose that home strain will accentuate the work strain—performance relation for employee
sales and creativity. When high levels of home strain direct attention away from task-oriented issues
(Lazarus et al., 1952), this further strengthens the negative relation between work strain and work per-
formance. For example, Edwards and Rothbard (2000) proposed that the basic relationships in their
theoretical model linking family and work could be extended to include effects across work and family
domains that influence role performance. Family strain combined with work strain could further
detract from positive outcomes at work. Thus, we proposed an amplifying effect where high work
strain combined with high home strain yield the lowest work performance (see Figure 1a for an illus-
tration of this predicted interaction). Accordingly,

Hypothesis 3a: When home strain is high, the negative relation between work strain and employee
sales performance will be stronger, such that high work strain and high home strain result in the
lowest sales performance.

Hypothesis 3b: When home strain is high, the negative relation between work strain and employee
creativity at work will be stronger, such that high work strain and high home strain result in the
lowest creativity.

LMX, work strain, and employee performance

In his comprehensive review of the stress, strain, and job performance literatures, Jex (1998) called for
research on a broader range of moderators; Beehr e al. (1990) recommended that research consider
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Figure 1(a). Predicted form of the interaction between work strain and home strain. (b) Predicted form of
interactions between strain and LMX

specific types of relationships as moderating influences; and Beehr er al. (2000) suggested that
researchers examine specific behaviors in particular situations. Following this advice and given the
central importance of supervisors at work, we focused on the quality of the supervisor’s relationship
with specific employees as a moderator of the relationships proposed in hypotheses 1 and 2. When
supervisors have high quality relationships with their employees, they have close working relation-
ships characterized by high trust and confidence in the employee. Leader—-member exchange
(LMX) theory (Graen, 1976; Gerstner and Day, 1997) addresses this topic of relationship quality
and theorizes that supervisors develop unique or particularistic relationships with each employee
(Dansereau et al., 1995; Dienesch and Liden, 1986; Graen and Cashman, 1975). Based on LMX the-
ory, we propose that when supervisors know they can count on the loyalty and support of specific
employees, they will treat these employees differently (perhaps sharing additional information and
resources that will enhance the performance of these employees). Although we are not aware of exist-
ing research on LMX as a moderator of the strain—work performance relations, we suggest that when
supervisors view their relationship with a specific subordinate in favorable terms, the positive nature of
this relationship will mitigate the negative effects of strain on work performance.

Supervisors have reward and coercive power over employees. They determine pay increases, pro-
motions, and exceptions to policies and procedures. When supervisors view employee relationships
positively and when they know they can count on the employee’s loyalty and support, they are more
inclined to provide special consideration to these individuals. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) suggest that
high quality supervisor—-employee relationships cause supervisors to accommodate the unique needs of
subordinates. This could include granting favorable work schedules, offering suggestions for how to
deal with challenging work situations, or offering supportive comments when tension or conflict
occurs among employees. Supervisors with high quality relationships adopt the employee’s perspec-
tive, provide helpful advice, and display confidence in their work (Deci et al., 1989; Dienesch and
Liden, 1986). We propose that high quality LMX relationships weaken the negative effects of work
strain by helping employees focus on the task and giving them confidence to perform their jobs. For
example, when an employee feels pressure due to tension among peers, personal attention from the

Copyright © 2001 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. J. Organiz. Behav. 23, 57-74 (2002)



WORK STRAIN AND HOME STRAIN 63

supervisor (e.g., a comment that reinforces their personal relationship) can enhance the employee’s
focus on getting the work done and weaken the negative work strain—sales performance link.

Extending prior research that demonstrates high quality supervisor-employee relationships are
directly related to employee creativity (Oldham and Cummings, 1996); we suggest that high quality
LMX relationships will reduce the negative effect of work strain on creativity. For example,
when supervisors know they can trust employees, they are non-controlling and display confidence
in the employee’s perspective (Deci et al., 1989; Dienesch and Liden, 1986). Thus a high quality
supervisor—subordinate relationship should minimize the distracting aspects of work strain (such as
conflict with peers), encourage employees to think beyond the routine part of the job, and
should enhance creativity. In contrast, when a supervisor—employee relationship is not high
quality, supervisors are less personal and more formal (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). Lacking a close
and trusting relationship, employees will be more sensitive to their psychological experience of
strain and less likely to try innovative approaches to their work. In sum, we hypothesized a
moderating role for high quality LMX relationships relative to work strain (see Figure 1b for an
illustration).

Hypothesis 4a: When supervisors have high quality relationships with employees, the negative
relation between work strain and employee sales performance will be weaker, such that low
LMX and high work strain result in the lowest sales performance.

Hypothesis 4b: When supervisors have high quality relationships with employees, the negative
relation between work strain and employee creativity at work will be weaker, such that low
LMX and high work strain result in the lowest creativity.

LMX, home strain, and employee performance

In addition, we expect that high quality LMX relationships will lessen the distracting nature of home
strain and enhance both forms of work performance. When supervisors have high quality relationships
with subordinates, they are more likely to allow special treatment (Graen and Uhl-Bien, 1995). We
suggest that this could include flexible work hours and time-off to take care of non-work responsibil-
ities. Special attention from the supervisor (e.g., willingness to listen to employee concerns) can help
employees shift their attention back to the work. For example, if a supervisor responds empathetically
to an employee’s expression of concern regarding conflict between children or tension between a child
and a grandparent while refocusing the employee’s attention on the job, the employee may be less
distracted overall by home strain and should be able to produce higher quantity sales performance.
Thus we propose high quality supervisor relationships with subordinates will weaken the negative rela-
tion between home strain and sales performance.

Similarly, when supervisors express confidence in employees, this trust may lessen the distraction
caused by negative feelings (Isen et al., 1987) and help them produce creative work. For example,
close personal relationships can generate positive feelings and may reduce the distracting nature of
home strain, enhancing attentiveness to cues in the work environment. Attention to a variety of inputs,
in turn, should enhance divergent thinking and creativity. Accordingly, we proposed that high quality
LMX relationships will moderate the relation between home strain and employee work performance
(see Figure 1b).

Hypothesis 5a: When supervisors have high quality relationships with employees, the negative
relation between home strain and employee sales performance will be weaker, such that low
LMX and high home strain result in the lowest sales performance.
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Hypothesis 5b: When supervisors have high quality relationships with employees, the negative
relation between home strain and employee creativity at work will be weaker, such that low
LMX and high home strain result in the lowest creativity.

Comparison of strain relations

Thus far we have hypothesized that work strain and home strain will be related to two forms of work
performance: employee sales and employee creativity. As a final step in our research, we were curious
about the relative strength of home strain and work strain in predicting work performance. Since we
are aware of no prior research or theory that provides adequate support for predicting specific differ-
ences, we address this issue on an exploratory basis. We pose two questions. First: Do work strain and
home strain make equal contributions to the prediction of sales performance; Do work strain and
home strain make equal contributions to the prediction of creativity? Second: Does work strain make
equal contributions to the prediction of sales performance and creativity; Does home strain make
equal contributions to the prediction of sales performance and creativity? Both of these comparisons
are consistent with our theme of examining the effects of different types of strain on different aspects
of performance.

In summary, we have proposed that work strain and home strain will be related to two forms of
individual employee performance at work: sales performance and creativity, and that these relations
will be moderated by LMX.

Method

Sample

We examined these research questions in a convenience sample of 195 stylists and their supervisors
who worked for hair care salons owned and managed under one master franchise. Salons were located
in six states in the Midwestern section of the United States and represented 95 per cent of the units in
the organization (41 out of 43). Two salons did not participate because the organization’s senior man-
agement determined that participation was not timely or appropriate. In one of these salons, the super-
visor was terminally ill and in the other, the supervisor had just resigned and had not yet been replaced.
Salons provided value-based hair care in local neighborhoods where (according to overall company
records) individual stylists typically developed ongoing relationships with 43 per cent of their customers.
Stylist compensation was based on salaries and tips; stylists did not rent space from the organization.

Stylist jobs, like most personal service jobs, differ from office jobs and from production jobs (Gutek,
1995). Cutting and styling hair requires tangible physical activity such that stylists work in close phy-
sical contact with customers. For repeat customers, stylists must remember personal hair preferences
as well as the content of prior conversations. Stylists work in close physical proximity to their co-
workers and have little opportunity to ‘escape’ or get away. In the organization we studied, the primary
determinant of an individual stylist’s overall performance was personal popularity with customers,
based on repeat business. This is because new customers were assigned to stylists on a rotating basis,
but repeat customers made appointments with specific stylists. In sum, we suggest that results of this
study may have relevance to a variety of personal service jobs and perhaps to other jobs characterized
by high social interdependence with clients and co-workers, but low task interdependence.
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The employee sample was 97 per cent female and 46 per cent were full-time. On average,
participants were 28 years old (range: 16-66) and had worked for the organization two years.
Seventy-one per cent had at least one to two years of college or technical school, and 56 per cent
had worked in the hair care industry for at least five years. Supervisors were 95 per cent female
and 100 per cent were full-time. On average, supervisors were 30 years old (range: 22-48), had worked
four years for the organization, and had ten years of total full-time work experience. Eighty per cent of
the supervisors had at least one to two years of college or technical school.

Procedure

At time 1, employees completed surveys in group meetings held at company facilities which were
administered as part of a larger study on work attitudes and behavior. Participants were assured their
individual responses would remain confidential and that they could withdraw from the study at any
time (92 per cent response rate). Two research assistants, trained by the primary researcher, conducted
the meetings using identical scripts. This assured that all respondents completed their questionnaires
under the same circumstances. The presence of a research assistant during data collection meetings
prevented discussion of responses among employees. Employee questionnaires included measures
of psychological strain and demographic characteristics.

Supervisors were not present during employee meetings to reduce potential demand factors that
might influence responses. At time 1, supervisors (n=41) completed questionnaires that included
LMX items. Three months later, we obtained sales performance data for each stylist from organiza-
tional records. At time 2, six months after the initial surveys, supervisors completed questionnaires
which included items on employee creativity. The specific timing of the data collections was deter-
mined primarily by the organization’s requirements rather than by theoretical considerations. Our
main objective was to obtain information from the most appropriate sources and minimize common
source bias.

Variables

Since employees worked in salons with different physical locations and different supervisors, we
examined the predictors and outcomes to evaluate the relative amount of variance (individual level
versus salon or group level). This is important because salon location and demand could influence
employee opportunity to obtain sales and because supervisors rated creativity of employee in each
salon. Results of the 30° WABA test for sales performance (E=0.36), creativity (E=0.35), work
strain (£ =0.37), home strain (£ =0.35), and LMX (E = 0.48) all fell below 0.58, indicating a parts
within-groups condition with little between-group effect (little salon effect) (Dansereau et al., 1984).

Outcome variables

We obtained individual sales performance data from corporate records and, based on management’s
recommendation, averaged three months of individual sales performance to even-out atypical varia-
bility in sales. Since a stylist’s opportunity to obtain sales could be influenced by salon location, we
standardized sales performance within each salon. Following Amabile and other creativity researchers
(Amabile, 1983; Oldham and Cummings, 1996; Tierney et al., 1999), we used expert ratings of crea-
tivity provided by direct supervisors of stylists (at time 2). We viewed supervisors as the best qualified
raters given the centrality of creativity to the salon’s mission and the regular training sessions provided
by the organization on creative styling trends and novel approaches to cutting hair. Assessing creativity
was an ongoing and routine aspect of the supervisor’s jobs. They assessed each stylist on the following
items (1 = very much does not meet performance expectations; 4 = meets performance expectations;
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7 =very much exceeds performance expectations) adapted from Oldham and Cummings (1996)—
‘rate this employee’s creativity in performing the job and rate this employee’s creativity in styling hair’
(Cronbach’s alpha =0.88).

Predictor variables

We measured psychological strain at time 1, with self-report items from Brett e al.’s (1990) measures
of home strain and work strain. Consistent with our conceptualization of strain, we selected specific
items that focused only on individuals’ subjective response to perceptions of interpersonal conflict and
tension. Thus, the strain items describe subjective and affective feelings; they do not describe the pre-
sence or perception of stressors in the environment. We also followed recommendations of Jex et al.
(1992) and avoided scales and items that included the words ‘strain’ or ‘stress’ since respondents often
interpret these words differently from researcher intentions. The strain scales started with the phrase
‘indicate how frequently you are bothered by the following feelings’ (1 =never, 4 = sometimes,
7=always). Three items assessed employee’s subjective perceptions of work strain—feeling that
you get into too many arguments in your work group, feeling that you have a lot of conflict in your
work group, and feeling that you work under a great deal of tension (Cronbach’s alpha =0.83); and
three items assessed employee’s subjective perceptions of home strain—feeling that you get into too
many arguments with your spouse/partner, feeling that you have a lot of conflict at home, and feeling
that your home life has a great deal of tension (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.90).

Moderator

We assessed LMX (alpha =0.90) at time 1, with supervisor responses to seven LMX items based on
Dienesch and Liden (1986). Items included: ‘I have a close working relationship with this employee’;
‘I have a high degree of confidence in this employee’; ‘I have a high level of trust in this employee’
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).

Controls

Past research has demonstrated that gender, part-time work status, and work experience can influence
performance (Feldman, 1990). Thus, we controlled for work status (0 =part time; 1 =full time),
gender (1 =male; 2 = female), and work experience (number of years) in our statistical tests.

Analyses

We assessed the discriminant validity of constructs with principal component factor analysis. All items
loaded on the appropriate factors, primary loadings exceeded 0.60, and no cross-loadings exceeded
0.40. We tested hypotheses 1 through 5 with hierarchical regression, centering interactions per Aiken
and West (1991), and illustrated interactions using GLM and marginal means (to account for the
controls). To assess the exploratory research questions, we used Steiger’s (1980) z tests.

Results

Table 1 reports descriptive statistics, correlations, and Cronbach’s alpha. Before reporting results of
our hypotheses, we comment briefly on the correlations reported in Table 1. First, we note the non-
significant correlation between sales performance and creativity (r= — 0.08). Second, the contrasting
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics, correlations, and Cronbach’s alpha

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Sales performance 0.00  0.86 —

2. Creativity 490 1.01 —0.08 (0.88)

3. Work strain 244 1.37 0.15* —0.02 (0.83)

4. Home strain 2.89 1.64 0.15% —0.22  0.10 (0.90)

5. LMX 571 097 0.03 037" —0.04 —0.08 (0.90)

6. Work status! 0.13 0.34 0.15 0.11 0.02 0.08 —0.03 —

7. Gender” 1.98 0.14 0.07 0.03 —0.06 —0.08 0.07 —-0.05 —

8. Work experience 8.54 635 —0.07 —0.06 001 —0.16f 0.09 -0.02 -002 —

Notes. Coefficient alpha values are reported in parentheses on the diagonal.
0= Part-time, 1 = full-time; 1= male, 2 = female.
#p < 0.10; Tp < 0.05; p < 0.01; p < 0.001.

relationship of home strain with the two types of work performance (positive for sales and negative for
creativity) suggests important differences in these two aspects of performance. Third, we note that the
correlation of sales performance with both forms of strain is the same (r=0.15). In the remainder of
the discussion, we address these relationships and the results of the statistical tests of our hypotheses in
more detail.

Strain and work performance
Table 2 summarizes the hierarchical regression results for work performance (sales and creativity).
After accounting for the control variables (work status, gender, and work experience), the beta values

for work strain (3 =0.20, p < 0.05) and home strain (5= 0.25, p < 0.01) were significant in predicting
sales performance, but the direction of these relations was opposite of our prediction for Hla and H2a.

Table 2. Results of hierarchical regression for employee sales performance and creativity

Step  Variable Sales Performance' Creativity'
Beta AR? AF Beta AR? AF
1. Work status® 0.17 0.12
Gender® —0.08 0.00
Work experience —0.09 —0.09
0.04 1.61 0.03 0.94
2. Work strain (WS) 0.201 0.00
Home strain (HS) 0.25% —0.25
0.10 6.21% 0.06 3.697
3. LMX (LMX) 0.09 0.36!
0.01 0.92 0.14 19.52!
4. WS xHS —0.04 —0.05
0.00 0.14 0.00 0.33
5. WS xLMX —0.01 0.221
HS x LMX —0.09 —0.15%
0.01 0.40 0.06 436
Overall R 0.16 0.29

Notes. 1Step by step Beta values; 20 = Part-time, 1 = full-time; 1 = male, 2 = female.
#p <0.10; p < 0.05, Ip < 0.01; lp < 0.001.
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(a)

Creativity High LMX
Low LMX

(b)

Creativity HighLMX  ____.
Low LMX

Home Strain

Figure 2(a). Interaction between work strain and LMX on creativity. (b) Interaction between home strain and
LMX on creativity

Results do not support H1b: work strain was not related to employee creativity (5= 0.00, p > 0.05).
Results support H2b with a significant and negative beta for home strain in predicting employee crea-
tivity (8= — 0.25, p <0.01). The interactions between work strain and home strain failed to reach
significance (sales performance H3a: 0= —0.04, p > 0.05; creativity H3b: 8= —0.05, p > 0.05)
and thus do not support hypothesis 3.

The interactions for LMX were not significant in predicting employee sales performance (H4a and
H5a). Results for creativity, however, support hypothesis 4b and 5b. The interaction between work
strain and LMX was significant (G =0.22, p < 0.05), and the form of the interaction (as illustrated
in Figure 2a) is consistent with our prediction. High quality LMX weakened the negative relation
between work strain and employee creativity. For hypothesis 5b, the interaction between LMX and
home strain approached traditional significance levels (= —0.15, p <0.10). Again, the form of
the interaction (as illustrated in Figure 2b) is consistent with our prediction and shows that high quality
LMX relationships weakened the relation between home strain and employee creativity.

Post hoc comparison of strain relations

For the first exploratory analyses, Steiger’s (1980) z test (z= 0.00) indicates no statistical difference in
the strength of the relation between work strain and sales performance (r=0.15) compared to that of
home strain and sales performance (r=0.15). In contrast, results indicate that the home strain—
creativity relation (r= —0.22) is stronger (z=2.10) than the work strain—creativity relation
(r= —0.02). For the second set of exploratory analyses, the z test (z= — 1.61) indicates no statistical
difference in the strength the relation between work strain and creativity (r = — 0.02) versus that of
work stain and sales performance (r=0.15). In contrast, the home strain—creativity relation
(r= —0.22) is stronger (z= — 3.53) than the home strain—sales relation (r = — 0.02). In sum, the type
of strain (work versus home) made a difference for creativity (but not for sales performance) and the
type of performance (sales versus creativity) made a difference for home strain (but not for work
strain).
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Discussion

This study contrasted work strain and home strain relations with two forms of employee work perfor-
mance (sales performance and creativity) in a sample of hair care stylists. Results indicate that the role
of strain depends on type of strain and the nature of the performance criterion. This suggests one pos-
sible explanation for previous inconsistent relations between strain and performance (Jex, 1998). It
also indicates the benefits of future research that further examines specific forms of strain and specific
aspects of work performance. We discuss four aspects of our findings that highlight the contrasting
pattern of results for employee sales and creativity below.

Our first observation concerns the overall differences in the findings for sales performance versus
creativity. We view these results as an initial step toward meeting Jex’s challenge for research to fill the
‘biggest gap in our understanding of the relation between job stress and job performance’ and deter-
mining ‘whether stressors have a different impact on different aspects of performance’ (1998: 61).
Results demonstrate contrasting main effects for the two forms of performance. Work strain and home
strain were positively related to sales performance (r = 0.15) and home strain was negatively related to
creativity (r = — 0.22). If these findings are replicated in other samples, researchers should continue to
refine their conceptualization and specification of various forms of strain and various types of perfor-
mance. Future research should assess whether this contrast in main effects is unique to personal service
jobs where sales and creativity are key elements of performance.

Our second observation relates to the unexpected positive sign of the relation between both types of
strain and sales performance. The observations of Farr and Ford (1990) and Ford (1996) provide one
possible interpretation of this finding. According to these authors, strain can cause individuals to focus
on habitual actions. At work, this could mean a focus on sales performance. Since the stylists in our study
had significant amounts of work experience (average = 8 ¥2 years) and significant hair care experience
(average = six years), it is possible that interpersonal conflict and tension at work and at home caused
them to focus specifically on interacting with clients and generating sales. Similarly, attention-conflict
theory (Baron, 1986) suggests that for some jobs, strain can facilitate well learned aspects of perfor-
mance. Consistent with this, we suggest that strain may have caused the employees in our sample to
focus on their work, thus producing high sales performance (a well-defined work behavior) with
increased efficiency. Future research is needed to determine if these effects generalize to other samples,
to other service jobs, and to other jobs that involve customer relationships and sales performance.

Third, continuing our discussion of the contrasting results for sales performance and creativity, we
note that LMX did not have main or moderated links to sales performance. This is disappointing
because sales performance is critical for the success of business organizations. We speculate that gen-
erating sales revenue is a fundamental aspect of service jobs. As such, it may be less influenced by
supervisor—employee relationships and more a function of employee conscientiousness. Another pos-
sible explanation is the ‘objective’ nature of the sales performance data and the perceptual nature of the
data on creativity. In our study, supervisors assessed their LMX relationships with employees at time 1
and rated employee creativity at time 2. Although common source issues may be a factor in these
results, our primary interest was the moderating role of LMX, and supervisors assessed creativity
six months after LMX. An interesting possibility for future research would be to assess LMX as a
moderator following Gerstner and Day’s (1997) recommendations of using both supervisor and
employee perceptions of this construct.

Also related to LMX, the two interactions predicting creativity both exhibited classic ‘buffering’
relations, where high quality supervisory relationships mitigated the negative role of strain (both work
strain and home strain). As illustrated in Figure 2a, there is no relation between work strain and
creativity for those with high LMX, and the relation is negative for those with low LMX. Overall,
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creativity is lowest when work strain is high and LMX is low. Figure 2b also supports our prediction
and shows that LMX weakens the negative effects of home strain. This figure, however, also illustrates
a subtle difference between the results for work strain and home strain. Here, the main effect for home
strain is negative overall, whereas there is no overall negative main effect for work strain. This is con-
sistent with the regression results, suggesting that home strain may be more damaging to creativity
than work strain. Another possible interpretation of these interactions was suggested by one reviewer.
Perhaps employee feelings of tension and interpersonal conflict (our operationalization of strain) cre-
ate management problems for the supervisor. Perhaps supervisors with high quality LMX relationships
with specific employees overlook high levels of employee strain when these employees demonstrate
high levels of creativity on the job.

Our final observations concern the exploratory comparisons. Home strain was more strongly related
to creativity (than work strain) and home strain was also more strongly related to creativity (than to
sales performance). We offer the following interpretation (focusing on the differences in the two types
of strain) as one possible explanation for the differences in these relations. In both comparisons with
significant differences, the negative relation of home strain with creativity was stronger. Thus creativ-
ity seems to be especially sensitive to home strain. We suggest that home strain depletes employee
resources, reduces the attention available for less tangible or more complex aspects of performance
(Baron, 1986), and makes it more difficult for employees to consider and integrate a wide range of
alternatives (Farr and Ford, 1990). Thus, the intangible aspects of creativity seem to make it especially
vulnerable to high levels of home strain.

Contributions, limitations, and conclusion

This study contributes to the work performance literature because the contrasting findings for sales
performance and creativity indicate the importance of differentiating quantity aspects from quality
or creativity aspects of work. We recommend that future research on strain examine additional dimen-
sions of work performance and additional types of jobs. The study also contributes to the strain litera-
ture. To date, most research on strain has focused on role conflict, role ambiguity, and well-being at
work. Our study responds to the suggestions of Jex (1998) and Frone et al. (1997) for additional
research on the effects of strain on performance. In addition, we extended prior strain research by con-
trasting strain relations with two aspects of performance. The study also adds to the limited prior
research on spillover from home to work. We concur with Zedeck (1992) that future research should
examine strain and the ‘work’ that occurs in family or non-work domains as well as the ‘work’ that
occurs in the work domain.

Although our research has a number of strengths, it suffers from several weaknesses. First, lacking
an experimental design, we cannot draw conclusions about causality. Perhaps those with high sales
performance have high strain levels because they are overloaded by high demand for their services
(Beehr et al., 2000). Perhaps the stylists who are most efficient and most popular with customers gen-
erate the highest sales, but in the process also experience high levels of strain. Perhaps their strain was
caused by the volume of clients they served. Perhaps those who handled the most customers and thus
had high sales performance created their own strain. This would be consistent with the findings of
Sutton and Rafaeli’s (1988) study of convenience stores which demonstrated that staff in stores with
higher sales were less friendly. In discussing this unexpected finding, Sutton and Rafaeli speculated
that the pace of work in busy stores may have caused strain, heightened interpersonal conflict, and
reduced friendliness of the staff. Alternatively, perhaps these stylists experienced strain at work and
at home due to heavy financial needs and consequently used high sales performance to generate more
income. These are interesting questions for future research.
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Second, our research did not explicitly assess stressors, inter-role conflict, or the mediating process
of allocating attention toward various aspects of work performance (Edwards and Rothbard, 2000;
Frone et al., 1997). Also, we did not examine situational factors such as work group norms or climate
that can influence the relationships between strain and work outcomes (Jex and Bliese, 1999). We
recommend future research that specifically examines processes that may link stressors, psychological
strain, and work performance.

Third, future research is required to see if our results generalize beyond the present sample. We
suggest that our findings may have relevance to other personal service jobs, to human service jobs
(which are often described as high in burnout), and to jobs characterized by high social interdepen-
dence and low task interdependence. For example, this could include physical therapists, occupational
therapists, masseuses, manicurists, personal shoppers, and personal fitness trainers. Results may also
be relevant to other types of jobs where the multi-dimensionality of performance creates potential for
within domain role conflict between competing demands for quantity of performance (such as produc-
tion or output) and creativity. This could include product design and consulting jobs where employees
function as individual contributors and have multiple forms of work performance. This suggests pos-
sible benefits of examining these research questions in jobs outside the service sector. Thus, even
though the nature of our sample suggests boundary conditions for the generalizability of our results,
findings may be relevant to a wide variety of jobs.

In summary, this research adds to our understanding of multiple roles, strain, and work performance.
First, it acknowledges employee home life and demonstrates contrasting links between home strain
and two aspects of work performance. Second, it indicates LMX differentially moderates the
strain—creativity relations, allowing additional comparisons between the two forms of strain and the
two aspects of work performance. Third, and perhaps most interesting, our results show contrasting
findings for home strain versus work strain and for sales performance versus creativity.
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