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Abstract
On the basis of conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the resource-gain-development perspective
(Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, & Kacmar, 2007), this paper examines the differential impact of speciﬁc social resources
(supervisory support and family support) on speciﬁc types of affect (job satisfaction and family satisfaction, respectively), which, in turn, inﬂuence work-to-family enrichment and family-to-work enrichment, respectively. A sample
of 276 Chinese workers completed questionnaires in a three-wave survey. The model was tested with structural
equation modelling. Job satisfaction at time 2 partially mediated the relationship between time 1 supervisory support
and time 3 work-to-family enrichment (capital), and the effect of supervisory support on work-to-family enrichment
(affect) was fully mediated by job satisfaction. Family satisfaction at time 2 fully mediated the relationship between time
1 family support and time 3 family-to-work enrichment (affect, efﬁciency). Implications for theory, practice and future
research are discussed. Copyright © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Introduction
The majority of work–family research has focused on
the negative spillover of work stressors and possible
consequences for the family domain (e.g. work–
family conﬂict; see review by Eby, Casper, Lockwood,
Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). Recently, in line with the positive psychology movement (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi,
2000), work–family interface research has also included
positive spillover (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008; Brough,
O’Driscoll, Kalliath, Cooper, & Poelmans, 2009; Grzywacz
& Marks, 2000), which reﬂects support, facilitation or
enrichment (the positive path; Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne,
& Grzywacz, 2006). Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested that work–family enrichment best captures the
mechanism of the positive work–family interface, and they
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deﬁned work–family enrichment as ‘the extent to which
experiences in one role improve the quality of life in another role’ (p. 73). They also developed a theoretical
model of the work–family enrichment process, with a
focus on two paths to promote work–family enrichment:
an instrumental path and an affective path. Thus, work–
family enrichment represents how family roles beneﬁt
through developmental resources and positive affect derived from involvement in work. Similarly, family–work
enrichment denotes how work roles beneﬁt from family
involvement via the same processes (Brough, Hassan, &
O’Driscoll, in press). This emerging focus on work–family
enrichment supplements the dominant conﬂict perspective
by identifying new ways of cultivating human resources.
Carlson et al. (2006) described the bi-directional and
multidimensional concept of work–family enrichment
Stress Health 31: 306–314 (2015) © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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that work and family provide individuals with somewhat
distinct resources that can be used to improve role
performance and quality of life in other domains. Accordingly, work-to-family enrichment (WFE) consists of three
dimensions of gains from work to family (development,
affect and capital), while family-to-work enrichment
(FWE) consists of three dimensions of gains from the
family to work (development, affect and efﬁciency). The
present study adds to the literature by investigating the
antecedents of the three dimensions and both directions
of work–family enrichment.
Kossek, Baltes, and Matthews (2011) have recently
suggested that there is limited international sampling in
work–family studies. Cultural characteristics and the
macro-environment in Chinese society may elicit different opportunities for individuals to achieve work–family
enrichment than in Western societies. Compared with
their individualistic counterparts, Chinese tend to place
more emphasis on work than on leisure, have less concern about work intruding on non-work and see work
as contributing to the family rather than competing with
it. Such a collectivistic perspective helps alleviate work–
family pressure, and thus, Chinese workers seem to experience less work–family conﬂict than workers from
Western societies (e.g. Spector et al., 2007; Yang, 2005).
Under the inﬂuence of Confucianism and Buddhism,
harmonious relationships are important for Chinese
people. Following arguments presented by Spector and
his colleagues (2007) on work–family conﬂict, one would
expect that the quality of the relationship with the supervisor would be better, job satisfaction higher and WFE
would be more likely to occur among Chinese employees. Similarly, as part of Confucian values, family
relations among Chinese are also very important. Thus,
perceiving family support will most likely result in family
satisfaction, which in turn, may yield higher levels of
FWE. China is therefore a very interesting context to
examine work–family enrichment processes.
In addition, as China is transforming into a market
economy-oriented society, social modernization is also
creating rapid change in both work and lifestyles,
resulting in potentially more interference and interactions
between the work and family domains (Lu, Shi, & Lawler,
2002; Siu, Spector, Cooper, & Lu, 2005). Whereas several
work–family studies have been conducted in China including studies comparing China with Western societies,
the results are inconsistent, and the underlying process
is still unclear (Lu, Siu, Chen, & Wang, 2011; Lu, Siu,
Spector, & Shi, 2009; Spector et al., 2007; Tang, Siu, &
Cheung, 2012; Yang, Chen, Choi, & Zou, 2000). Additionally, work–family enrichment research has long been
criticized for an overreliance on cross-sectional data (e.g.
Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Burnett, 2007). In
the present study, we investigate the process through
which work may enrich the family and vice versa. We will
focus on social support as possible resources in both domains that may spill over to the other domain through
positive affect and satisfaction with the life domain.
Stress Health 31: 306–314 (2015) © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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Moreover, we will use a longitudinal design in order to
test the causal ordering of the model variables.

Theory and hypotheses
Resource conservation, resource gain and
work–family enrichment
According to the conservation of resources (COR) theory
(Hobfoll, 1989), ‘…people strive to retain, protect, and
build resources and what is threatening to them is the potential or actual loss of these valued resources’ (p. 516).
Hobfoll (1989) suggested that in order to develop and gain
more resources, people would employ resources that they
possess or call on resources that are available to them from
their environment. There is some empirical evidence
showing that resources generated in the family role can
improve work role performance through an instrumental
(i.e. direct) path (e.g. Demerouti, Bakker, & Voydanoff,
2010; Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007; Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006; Hunter, Perry, Carlson, & Smith, 2010;
Weer, Greenhaus, & Linnehan, 2010).
As a key resource in the COR model, social support has
two major functions. It serves to protect existing available
resources and to enable individuals to obtain new resources. Adams, King, and King (1996) differentiated
work-related support (e.g. supervisory support) from
non-work-related social support (e.g. family support).
Many studies on the work–family interface have shown
domain-speciﬁc effects of social support. For instance,
social support from supervisors or colleagues is more
strongly (negatively) related to work-to-family conﬂict,
whereas social support from the spouse is more strongly
(negatively) related to family-to-work conﬂict (e.g.
Bellavia & Frone, 2005). Moreover, Wayne et al. (2007)
introduced the resource-gain-development (RGD) perspective to study work–family facilitation, which is consistent with the domain-speciﬁc model of work–family
enrichment. They suggested that the key enablers of
growth and development—and consequently also of
work–family enrichment—are personal and environmental resources in the originating domain. In our study,
we focused on social support resources (supervisory
support and family support) as one type of environmental resource and examined the impacts of different
types of social support on work–family enrichment
(i.e. WFE and FWE) through domain-speciﬁc outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction and family satisfaction).
Supervisory support, job satisfaction and
work-to-family enrichment
Previous studies have shown that supervisory support
is positively associated with job attitudes such as job
satisfaction (Allen, 2001; Marcinkus, Whelan-Berry, &
Gordon, 2007). These ﬁndings can be explained by
social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), which states that
individuals reciprocate in the form of more favourable
attitudes toward the domain that is perceived as the
originator of a resource. Reciprocity or bao is one of
307

O. L. Siu et al.

Work–Family Enrichment

the social beliefs in Chinese culture (Leung, 2010).
Applying this to work–family enrichment, employees
and their supervisors have an exchange relationship
with each other. For instance, when employees perceive
their supervisors as being more supportive, they feel
obligated to reciprocate with positive feeling toward
the job and the organization, and they put in increased
effort (Aryee, Srinivas, & Tan, 2005; Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002; Tang et al., 2012).
Consistent with the affective path advocated by
Greenhaus and Powell (2006), support from supervisors could help to promote the focal employee’s job
performance. This would result in satisfaction with
one’s job role, which in turn may spill over to the family domain and improve family role performance.
Rothbard (2001) also indicated that greater attentiveness in one domain is indirectly associated with
enhanced engagement in another domain through
positive affect. For instance, in a recent quantitative diary study among Spanish working couples, RodríguezMuñoz, Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, and Bakker (in press)
found that employees’ daily work engagement spilled
over to the home domain, increasing their own happiness level at the end of the day, and indirectly inﬂuencing the partner’s happiness. Additionally, it has been
found that enrichment can occur when the emotions
and moods experienced in one role enrich another role,
verifying the affective path (Hanson, Hammer, &
Colton, 2006). Furthermore, as outlined by Wayne
et al. (2007), employees experiencing positive affect at
work transfer their good mood to their family. In the
current study, we focused on job satisfaction as an
affect mediating path because not only it represents an
affective reaction to job (Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992;
Judge, Hulin, & Dalaal, in press) but also it captures an
individual’s satisfaction with job role in Greenhaus and
Powell’s (2006) work–family enrichment model. Thus,
on the basis of social exchange theory, domain-speciﬁc
effects of social support, and the RGD perspective (e.g.
Allen, 2001; Aryee et al., 2005; Wayne et al., 2007), we
hypothesize that individuals will experience WFE directly
when they receive supervisor support at work and that
supervisory support will also contribute positively and
indirectly to WFE via job satisfaction. Hence, the following mediation hypothesis is posited:
Hypothesis 1: Job satisfaction partially mediates the
positive relationship between supervisory support and
WFE (development, affect and capital).

Family support, family satisfaction and
family-to-work enrichment
Family support may play an extrinsic motivational role
by providing instrumental advice to help employees in
achieving their work goals (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).
Additionally, family support (e.g. spouse support)
would also make people experience more positive affect
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such as positive mood, satisfaction with family roles
and psychological well-being by providing emotional
support. According to the COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989),
in order to develop and gain more resources, people
utilize resources that they possess or call on resources
that are available to them from their environment. In
collectivistic societies, family support seems to be especially important in motivating employees to work harder
at their jobs (Lu et al., 2011; Tang et al., 2012).
Drawing on the tenets of the RGD perspective
(Wayne et al., 2007), employees experiencing positive
affect in family life may transfer their good mood to
work settings. Stevens, Minnotte, Mannon, and Kiger
(2007) found that satisfaction with their partner’s
emotion work (e.g. providing encouragement to their
partners) was positively related to FWE for both men
and women. Empirical studies also provided evidence
that family support is stronger positively related to
FWE than WFE (Aryee et al., 2005; Wayne, Randel, &
Stevens, 2006). In collectivistic cultures, family life
and work life are likely to be perceived as being
connected rather than distinct (e.g. Daly, Jennings,
Beckett, & Leashore, 1995; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1998). A recent study by Lu et al. (2009)
found that support from elderly domestic helpers and
spouses had signiﬁcant positive effects on the facilitation component of work–family balance. More
recently, Lu et al. (2011) reported that family mastery
enhanced work engagement—a work-related positive
affect in a sample of Chinese nurses. We extend their
studies to investigating the mediating role of family
satisfaction that acts as an affective path in Greenhaus
and Powell’s (2006) work–family enrichment model.
We posit that individuals will experience FWE
directly when they receive family support, which
will also contribute positively and indirectly to
FWE via family satisfaction.
Hypothesis 2: Family satisfaction partially mediates
the relationship between family support and FWE
(development, affect and efﬁciency).

Method
We utilized a three-wave self-administered questionnaire survey for testing the hypotheses. We assessed
predictor variables at time 1, mediating variables at
time 2 and criterion variables at time 3. A 6-month
time lag was speciﬁed between the ﬁrst (T1) and the
second (T2) waves, and another 6-month time lag
between the second and the third waves (T3). In the
past, the time lag adopted by longitudinal studies in
the work–family interface ranged from 6 weeks to
6 years, with most studies reporting a time lag of
1 year (Brough et al., 2013; Demerouti, Bakker, &
Bulters, 2004; O’Driscoll, Brough, & Kalliath, 2004;
Peeters, de Jonge, Janssen, & van der Linden, 2004;
Rantanen, Kinnunen, Feldt, & Pulkkinen, 2008). In
Stress Health 31: 306–314 (2015) © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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this study, we conducted a three-wave study with a
6-month time lag between consecutive waves. The
span of 6 months was chosen to provide ample separation
between our measures while not spacing surveys so far
apart as to increase participant attrition.
Participants and procedures
The respondents were drawn from an eye glasses factory in Dongguan, China. On behalf of the research
team, the factory’s human resource department sent
invitation letters to all employees requesting them to
participate in the survey three times. Employees were
assured of the conﬁdentiality of their response and
were informed in the invitation letter that their participation was voluntary. Employees were told that the
objective of the survey was to evaluate the effectiveness
of work-life policies in terms of business outcomes and
measuring individual health outcomes. Sealed completed questionnaires were returned to a designated
person in the human resources department.
During the ﬁrst wave (time 1) in December 2007,
two research assistants distributed the questionnaires
to employees within the factory. The response rate
was 90% (N = 3137) out of 3500 workers in the ﬁrst
wave of data collection, and the second wave survey
was administered to the 3137 respondents 6 months
later after the ﬁrst wave. After matching the two survey
data using a matching code (the matching code was
composed of three letters of respondents’ mothers’
maiden name, two digits of date of birth and two digits
of month of birth),we achieved a time 1 and time 2
matched sample of 713 employees (23%). Six months
after the second wave, research assistants administered
the third survey to the 713 participants, and by the
same matching procedure, we achieved a three-wave
matched sample of 276 (39%) of full-time workers.
The low matched rate may be because some participants forgot their codes created at T1 or they did not
create their codes at T1 or T2. Furthermore, there are
not many varieties of surnames in Chinese; hence,
there were many coincidences of codes in the sample
that made it difﬁcult for us to identify the matched
ones. There were no signiﬁcant differences between
the T3 sample of 276 workers and the original T1
3137 respondents in terms of gender, organizational
tenure and marital status. We also compared the time
1 sample of 276 workers and the original 3137 respondents in terms of supervisor support and family support measured at T1 and between the 276 workers
and the 713 respondents in terms of job satisfaction
and family satisfaction measured at T2. No signiﬁcant
difference was found in any of these tests.
At time 1, the respondents ranged in age from 18 to
39 years [M = 23.3, standard deviation (SD) = 4.0], and
their average organizational tenure was 3.5 years (SD =
1.8). Over half (70%; n = 193) of the respondents were
single or never married, 73 (29%) were married or
Stress Health 31: 306–314 (2015) © 2013 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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cohabitating, most of them were women (71%, n = 197)
and 172 (62%) were living with family member(s).
Measures
The survey instruments were administered in Chinese.
The translation and back translation procedure was
performed on measures that do not have Chinese
versions (Brislin, 1980).
Supervisory support and family support were measured at time 1 (T1) with eight items developed by
O’Driscoll et al. (2004). Respondents were asked how
often they had received four different types of support
from their supervisor and their family: ‘helpful information or advice’, ‘sympathetic understanding and
concern’, ‘clear and helpful feedback’ and ‘practical
assistance’. A 6-point response scale was used, where
1 = ‘never’ and 6 = ‘all the time’. Internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alphas) for the measures of supervisor support and family support were 0.85 and 0.86, respectively.
Job satisfaction was measured at T2 by three items
from Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, and Klesh (1979)
using a 5-point scale with responses ranging from 1
(‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’). A sample
item is ‘All in all I am satisﬁed with my job’. Alpha
was 0.73.
Family satisfaction was also measured at T2 by three
items from Edwards and Rothbard (1999) using a
7-point scale with responses ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A sample item is ‘In
general, I am satisﬁed with my family/home life’. Alpha
was 0.91.
Work-to-family enrichment was measured at T3
using the nine-item scale by Carlson et al. (2006)
containing three dimensions—development, affect
and capital. Ratings were completed on a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree.
A sample item for development is ‘My work helps me
to understand different viewpoints and this helps me
be a better family member’, a sample item for affect is
‘My work puts me in a good mood and this helps me
be a better family member’ and a sample item for
capital is ‘My work provides me with a sense of
accomplishment and this helps me be a better family
member’. The alphas were 0.71, 0.90 and 0.83 for
development, affect and capital, respectively.
Family-to-work enrichment was measured at T3
using the nine-item scale by Carlson et al. (2006)
containing three dimensions—development, affect
and efﬁciency. Ratings were completed on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree. A sample item for development is ‘My family
helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a
better worker’, a sample item for affect is ‘My family
makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better
worker’ and a sample item for efﬁciency is ‘My family
requires me to avoid wasting time at work and this
helps me be a better worker’. The alphas were 0.75,
309
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0.92 and 0.83 for development, affect and capital,
respectively.
Data analysis
Considering the potential problem of common method
variance, the Harman’s single-factor test was conducted
to examine whether a general factor emerged and accounted for most of the covariance among the measures. In
this statistical procedure, all the items were entered into
an exploratory factor analysis with un-rotated principal
axis factoring. If a substantial amount of common
method variance is present, a single factor will emerge
from the factor analysis, or one general factor will account
for the majority of the covariance among variables.
The Amos 19.0 programme was used to conduct
conﬁrmative factor analysis before testing our hypothesized relationships. The analysis was performed on
variance–covariance matrices. We speciﬁed all 10 latent
variables (the time 1 measures of supervisory support
and family support, the time 2 measures of job satisfaction and family satisfaction and the time 3 measures of
WFE-development, WFE-affect, WFE-capital, FWEdevelopment, FWE-affect and FEW-efﬁciency) into a
single conﬁrmative factor analysis. The ﬁt of the
measurement model to the data was assessed with the
chi-squared (χ 2) statistic, the goodness of ﬁt index
(GFI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), the comparative ﬁt index (CFI), the incremental ﬁt index (IFI), the Akaike information criterion
(AIC) and the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI). For GFI, CFI,
IFI and TLI, values closed to 0.95 or greater are
desirable, whereas RMSEA should preferably be less
than 0.05; for AIC, ranging from ∞ to +∞ and generally used to compare competing models, the model
with the lowest AIC is preferred (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Correlations were computed as an initial test of the
hypotheses. We used structural equation modelling
with bootstrapping to test whether the signiﬁcant pathways running between support at T1 and enrichment at
T3 through satisfaction at T2. Speciﬁcally, we tested the

bi-directional process model of work–family enrichment separately and the antecedents of sub-dimensions
of WFE and FWE rather than overall score of subdimensions. Bootstrapping is a statistical re-sampling
method that estimates the parameters of a model and
their standard errors strictly from the sample (Preacher
& Hayes, 2008). We extracted new samples (with
replacement) from our sample 2000 times and calculated the estimates of the mediation effects (Preacher
& Hayes, 2008).

Results
Harman’s single-factor test, conﬁrmative
factor analysis and descriptive statistics
The results of Harman’s single-factor test showed that
10 factors emerged with an eigenvalue greater than 1.
The 10 un-rotated factors together accounted for
75.01% of variance, suggesting that common method
variance was not of great concern and was unlikely to
signiﬁcantly confound the interpretation of results.
We then conducted conﬁrmatory factor analysis to test
the validity of our measurement model. The hypothesized 10-factor model showed an acceptable ﬁt to the
data [χ 2 = 609.16, degrees of freedom (df) = 419, χ 2/
df = 1.35, GFI = 0.88, CFI = 0.98, IFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.97,
RMSEA = 0.038], with factor loadings ranging from
0.61 to 0.92, thus supporting the validity of the constructs measured. Table I shows the means, SDs, correlations and alpha coefﬁcients for the main variables.
Testing hypothesis 1
Alternative structural models were tested against each
other to test the research hypotheses. Speciﬁcally, the
hypothesized WFE model (model A1) was compared
with a competing full mediation model (model B1) in
which all path coefﬁcients from supervisor support to
development, affect and capital were constrained to
zero and to a competing direct effects model (model
C1) in which all path coefﬁcients to and from job

Table I. Descriptive statistics, correlations and reliabilities for study variables (N = 276)
Mean
1. Supervisor support T1
2. Family support T1
3. Job satisfaction T2
4. Family satisfaction T2
5. Work-to-family development T3
6. Work-to-family affect T3
7. Work-to-family capital T3
8. Family-to-work development T3
9. Family-to-work affect T3
10. Family-to-work efﬁciency T3

2.72
4.00
3.17
5.25
3.39
3.03
3.12
3.57
3.65
3.65

SD

1

0.88 (0.85)
1.05 0.12*
0.71 0.21**
1.47 0.13*
0.65 0.24**
0.80 0.16**
0.74 0.24**
0.59 0.16**
0.70 0.08
0.71 0.10

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

(0.86)
0.09
(0.73)
0.16** 0.11
(0.91)
0.03
0.16** 0.05
(0.71)
0.05
0.21** 0.07
0.53** (0.90)
0.02
0.22** 0.14*
0.45** 0.55** (0.83)
0.12
0.09
0.13*
0.55** 0.32** 0.39** (0.75)
0.09
0.01
0.17** 0.36** 0.29** 0.19** 0.45** (0.92)
0.05
0.00
0.16** 0.41** 0.22** 0.19** 0.43** 0.49** (0.83)

SD: standard deviation; T1: time 1; T2: time 2; T3: time 3.
Alphas are in parentheses on the diagonal.
*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01.
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satisfaction were constrained to zero. As shown in
Table II, model A1 produced a signiﬁcantly better ﬁt
to the data than model B1 ( χ 2 = 15.29, df = 3, p < 0.01;
AIC = 9.31) and model C1 ( χ 2 = 22.60, df = 4,
p < 0.001; AIC = 3.54). Therefore, we conclude that
model A1, a partial mediation WFE model, provided
the most parsimonious ﬁt to the data (Figure 1).
The bootstrap analyses conﬁrmed the indirect effects
of supervisory support at T1 on affect [bootstrap
estimate = 0.06, standard error = 0.03, lower conﬁdence
interval (CI) = 0.01, higher CI = 0.11, p < 0.05] and on
capital (bootstrap estimate = 0.05, standard error =
0.02, lower CI = 0.01, higher CI = 0.09, p < 0.05)
through job satisfaction at T2 but not on development
(bootstrap estimate = 0.04, standard error = 0.02, lower
CI = 0.01, higher CI = 0.09, p > 0.05). As shown in
Figure 1, supervisory support had signiﬁcant direct
effects on capital (β = 0.21, p < 0.01) and development
(β = 0.27, p < 0.001). Additionally, the bootstrap
analyses showed that the total effects of supervisory support on affect (bootstrap estimate = 0.17, standard error = 0.07, lower CI = 0.04, higher CI = 0.31, p < 0.05),
capital (bootstrap estimate = 0.26, standard error = 0.07,
lower CI = 0.11, higher CI = 0.40, p < 0.01) and development (bootstrap estimate = 0.31, standard error = 0.08,
lower CI = 0.15, higher CI = 0.46, p < 0.01) were all
signiﬁcant.
These results indicated that job satisfaction partially
mediated the relationship between supervisory support
and capital and fully mediated the relationship between
supervisory support and affect. In other words,
employees who perceived more supervisory support experienced more job satisfaction; they then as a member
of the family perceived higher levels of security, conﬁdence and accomplishment (i.e. work-to-family capital)
and more positive emotional states (i.e. work-to-family
affect). Thus, hypothesis 1 was partially supported.
Testing hypothesis 2
The hypothesized FWE model (model A2) was also
compared with a competing full mediation model
(model B2) in which all path coefﬁcients from family

Figure 1. Standardized path coefﬁcients for the work-to-family
enrichment model (N = 276)

support to development, affect and efﬁciency were
constrained to zero and to a competing direct effects
model (model C2) in which all path coefﬁcients to and
from family satisfaction were constrained to zero. As
shown in Table II, model A2 produced a signiﬁcantly
better ﬁt to the data than model C2 ( χ 2 = 15.21, df = 4,
p < 0.01; AIC = 7.22). However, model B2 was significantly better than model A2 ( χ 2 = 3.17, df = 3, p > 0.05;
AIC = 2.83). Therefore, we accepted model B2, which
is a full mediation FWE model (Figure 2).
The bootstrap analyses conﬁrmed that the indirect
effects of family support at T1 on affect (bootstrap estimate = 0.03, standard error = 0.02, lower CI = 0.00,
higher CI = 0.08, p < 0.05) and on efﬁciency (bootstrap
estimate = 0.03, standard error = 0.02, lower CI = 0.00,
higher CI = 0.07, p < 0.05) through family satisfaction
at T2 but not on development (bootstrap estimate =
0.03, standard error = 0.02, lower CI = 0.00, higher
CI = 0.07, p > 0.05). Additionally, the bootstrap analyses showed that the total effects of family support on
affect (bootstrap estimate = 0.03, standard error = 0.02,
lower CI = 0.00, higher CI = 0.08, p < 0.05) and efﬁciency (bootstrap estimate = 0.03, standard error =
0.02, lower CI = 0.00, higher CI = 0.07, p < 0.05) were
signiﬁcant but not development (bootstrap estimate =
0.03, standard error = 0.02, lower CI = 0.00, higher
CI = 0.07, p > 0.05).

Table II. Model ﬁt summary and structural models comparison (N = 276)
Model
Work-to-family enrichment model
1. Partial mediation model (model A1)
2. Full mediation model (model B1)
3. Direct model (model C1)
Family-to-work enrichment model
4. Partial mediation model (model A2)
5. Full mediation model (model B2)
6. Direct model (model C2)

χ

2

df

GFI

CFI

IFI

TLI

AIC

RMSEA

155.52**
170.81**
178.12**

94
97
98

0.93
0.93
0.93

0.97
0.96
0.97

0.97
0.96
0.97

0.96
0.95
0.96

239.50
248.81
243.04

0.049
0.053
0.051

135.45*
138.62*
150.66**

94
97
98

0.94
0.94
0.94

0.98
0.98
0.98

0.98
0.98
0.98

0.98
0.98
0.97

220.08
217.25
227.30

0.040
0.040
0.045

GFI: goodness of ﬁt index; RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI: comparative ﬁt index; IFI: incremental ﬁt index; AIC: Akaike
information criterion; TLI: Tucker–Lewis index.
*p < 0.01. **p < 0.001.
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Discussion

provide preliminary empirical evidence offering a more
complete understanding of positive work–family
linkages (work-to-family and family-to-work) in the
Carlson et al. (2006) work–family enrichment model.
In the present research, we treated satisfaction with
job and family as affective responses, which can
positively improve the quality of life in the other
domain. As argued earlier, our ﬁndings can be explained
by social exchange theory (similar to reciprocity or bao)
(Blau, 1964; Leung, 2010). Perhaps because our samples
are Chinese, and the contribution and need for a family
was much more important in their lives (Tang et al.,
2012); thus, the ﬁndings of family satisfaction being a
mediator between family support and family-to-work
enrichment are more consistent than those found in
WFE. Scholars have noted that more research on the
antecedents of family-to-work enrichment is needed as
there is a paucity of such studies in the work–family
literature (Jones, Burke, & Westman, 2006; Kofodimos,
1993). Our study has added to Lu et al. (2011) ﬁnding
that family support is an indirect antecedent of familyto-work enrichment via family satisfaction, thus ﬁlling
this gap of knowledge and contributed to Western
theories in work–family literature.

The purpose of the present study was to test a model of
work–family enrichment using a three-wave survey in
China. The ﬁrst process tested social resources
(supervisory support and family support) as antecedents,
WFE and FWE as outcomes, and the second process
tested social resources (supervisory support and family
support) as antecedents, WFE and FWE as outcomes,
with affect (job satisfaction and family satisfaction) as
mediating variables. We found that time 2 job satisfaction partially mediated the relationship between
time 1 supervisory support and time 3 WFE capital,
whereas job satisfaction fully mediated the effect of
supervisory support on work-to-family affect. In
addition, time 2 family satisfaction fully mediated the
relationship between time 1 family support and time
3 FWE affect and efﬁciency. However, the mediation
effect of job (family) satisfaction in the relationship
between supervisor (family) support and WFEdevelopment (FWE-development) was not signiﬁcant.
The ﬁndings suggest that when employees receive
more support from their supervisor, they are more
satisﬁed with their job. This job satisfaction seems to
spill over to the home domain: higher job satisfaction
translates into positive experiences in the family
domain, including feelings of security, conﬁdence and
accomplishment (i.e. work-to-family capital) and
positive affect. Similarly, when employees receive more
support from their family at home, they feel more satisﬁed and come to work in a positive mood and with a
sense of urgency.
This study is one of very few that has examined
affect as a mediator (see Rothbard, 2001, for another
example) in work–family enrichment research—in
particular in a Chinese context. Our ﬁndings therefore

Contributions of the present study
The current study offers a signiﬁcant contribution to
the extension, validation and generalization of Western
theories. The present study also further supports the
COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and the RGD perspective
(Wayne et al., 2007)–testing a bi-directional process
model of work–family enrichment linking differential
social resources and affect. To date, few studies have
examined the differential impact of speciﬁc social
resources on WFE and FWE respectively, to conﬁrm
the domain-speciﬁc effects of social support. Thus,
our study contributes to this literature by adopting a
three-wave survey design, on the basis of the COR
theory and the RGD perspective.
To date, this is the ﬁrst longitudinal study adopting a
three-wave design in a Chinese context, which is
especially valuable for testing assumptions about causality of the three dimensions of the bi-directional
work–family enrichment processes and extends previous
ﬁndings on work–family enrichment research in Chinese
societies. Therefore, our study directly contributes to the
growing work–family enrichment literature. Whilst
work–family enrichment is becoming a topic of popular
national concern, mainland China is under-represented
in this pool of academic knowledge. As mentioned
earlier, research has found that, in a collectivistic
culture, people tend to have closer ties to extended
family members who provide both material and
social support for family responsibilities (e.g. Daly
et al., 1995; Ling & Powell, 2001; Ryan, Leong, &
Oswald, 2012; Spector et al., 2007; Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner, 1998). It is therefore valuable to test

Figure 2. Standardized path coefﬁcients for the family-to-work
enrichment model (N = 276)

These results indicated that family satisfaction fully
mediated the relationships between family support
and affect and efﬁciency. It appears that family support
enhanced individuals’ positive and satisfying feeling
towards family, which in turn helped them to be a
better worker by improvement of positive emotional
states (i.e. family-to-work affect) and having a sense
of focus or urgency (i.e. family-to-work efﬁciency).
Hence, hypothesis 2 was partially supported.
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Western theories of work–family enrichment within the
Chinese context (Kossek et al., 2011).
Research limitations
Several limitations of this study should be noted.
Firstly, we were not able to collect performance data
in the work and family domains, in order to directly
assess role performance. Secondly, the study was based
on self-reports, which may raise questions of commonmethod bias (e.g. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). However, the predictors, mediators
and outcomes were separated in time from each other,
which could lower the likelihood of ﬁnding correlations which are simply because of response consistency.
In addition, the results from the Harman’s single-factor
test also showed common-method variance was not a
major problem in the present study. Thirdly, unexpectedly, we found that supervisory support did not have a
direct effect on work-to-family affect enrichment,
while family support did not have a direct positive
effect on the three dimensions of family-to-work enrichment. However, we cannot exclusively attribute these
differences to the impact of collectivistic culture, since
we did not directly assess cultural variables in our study.
Future research needs to examine the cross-cultural
generalizability of our ﬁndings.
Practical implication of the ﬁndings
The ﬁndings of our study highlight the importance of
social support in helping employees to integrate their
work and family life. The positive impact of supervisor
and family support on work–family enrichment has
implications for both managers and family members,
because social support provided in one domain not only
improves employees’ evaluation of role experiences in
that domain but also has beneﬁcial inﬂuence on the
other domain (Westman, Brough, & Kalliath, 2009).
Recognition of the interdependence between work and
family domains provides an impetus for both managerial
and family members to support skilled workers.
Another important ﬁnding in the current study concerns the mediating effect of job and family satisfaction, which suggests that positive evaluations of role
experiences in one domain are important for affect in
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