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Abstract
Based on the social information processing theory and attribution theory, the present study examined the relationship between
family-supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) and employee work engagement, as well as the mediating role of loyalty to
supervisor and the moderating role of attribution of intentions for FSSB.We collected two waves of data with a 6-month lag from
310 Chinese employees (age range 20–56, M = 33.32, SD = 7.11). We tested a moderated mediation model for our hypotheses
and found that FSSB positively predicted employee work engagement through loyalty to supervisor. Moreover, the positive
relationship between FSSB and loyalty to supervisor and the indirect effect of FSSB on work engagement through loyalty to
supervisor were stronger for employees with low external attribution of intentions for FSSB (i.e., believing that supervisors’
FSSB is driven by their internal motivation instead of organizational expectations). The present study contributes to understand-
ing potential emotional mechanisms in the relationship between FSSB and work engagement and how attribution might serve as
an important boundary condition. Moreover, our findings have practical implications for fostering employee engagement in the
workplace.
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Introduction

With the increase of dual-earner couples and changing work-
life expectations, more organizations are introducing work-
life initiatives and policies to promote employee work-life

balance (Hammer et al. 2009) and attract and retain qualified
staff (Wong and Ko 2009). These initiatives are related to
positive work-related outcomes such as increased job satisfac-
tion (Kong 2013), job performance (Beauregard and Henry
2009), and job involvement (Kong 2013). However, formal
work-life practices might not be enough to meet employees’
needs to balance their work and personal lives (Kossek and
Distelberg 2009), and informal supervisor behaviors might be
a meaningful supplement to these practices.

Family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB) as a type
of informal supervisor support has attracted increasing atten-
tion because of their positive influence on employees’ work-
nonwork balance and work-related outcomes (Hammer et al.
2009, 2013; Odle-Dusseau et al. 2012). FSSB refers to super-
visor behaviors that are supportive of employees’ families and
employees’ efforts to balance work and non-work demands
(Hammer et al. 2009). These supervisor behaviors have been
found to positively predict work-family enrichment (Odle-
Dusseau et al. 2012) and work-family positive spillover
(Hammer et al. 2013); in addition, they are positively related
various work-related attitudes and behaviors such as job sat-
isfaction (e.g., Bagger and Li 2014; Hammer et al. 2013),
turnover intention (e.g., Bagger and Li 2014; Odle-Dusseau
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et al. 2012) and job performance (e.g., Rofcanin et al. 2017;
Wang et al. 2013).

Another potential positive attitudinal outcome of FSSB is
work engagement (Straub 2012).Work engagement is defined
as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption”
(Schaufeli et al. 2002, p. 74). Work engagement has important
implications because it has been linked with employee moti-
vation and performance (Breevaart et al. 2015), job satisfac-
tion (Alarcon and Lyons 2011), and organizational citizenship
behavior (Babcock-Roberson and Strickland 2010). While a
few studies have established the potential positive effect of
FSSB on work engagement in Western contexts (i.e.,
Matthews et al. 2014; Rofcanin et al. 2017), only Qing and
Zhou (2017) examined this relationship in the Chinese con-
text. Further, Qing and Zhou (2017) for the first time exam-
ined potential underlying mechanisms of this relationship by
testing the mediating effect of work-family enrichment. Thus,
much remains unclear about the relationship between FSSB
and work engagement, as well as potential underlying mech-
anisms of this relationship in the Chinese context. The current
study aims to address some of the remaining gaps in this line
of research.

First, the relationship between FSSB and employee work
engagement has been largely understudied in China. Although
the direct relationship between FSSB and work engagement
has received empirical support in Western cultures (Matthews
et al. 2014; Rofcanin et al. 2017), so far only one study (Qing
and Zhou 2017) has examined this relationship in China. As
part of a collectivistic culture, employees in China tend to
have blurred boundaries between work and non-work do-
mains (Aryee et al. 1999), and they want to have personal
and close relationships with their supervisors (Hofstede
2001). Hence, employees in China are more likely to allow
their supervisors to support their personal lives (Hampden-
Turner and Trompenaars 2011) and expect more FSSB from
supervisors. As a result, in the Chinese context, FSSB might
be more appreciated by employees and be more likely to en-
hance work engagement. The current study will add to the
limited literature by examining this relationship with
Chinese employees.

Second, so far only one study has examined potential me-
diators of the relationship between FSSB and work engage-
ment (Qing and Zhou 2017), and much remains unclear about
other potential underlying mechanisms of the relationship.
Qing and Zhou (2017) examined work-family enrichment as
the mediator, a spillover mechanism that addresses the process
of how work has a positive impact on employees’ family life.
Beyond work-family enrichment, FSSB might predict em-
ployee engagement through other mechanisms. For example,
FSSB was found to positively predict employee organization-
based self-esteem (Aryee et al. 2013), relational identification
with supervisor (Wang et al. 2013) and affective

organizational commitment (Mills et al. 2014), suggesting that
FSSB can potentially fulfill employees’ emotional needs.
Based on these findings, we propose that FSSB may promote
employees’ work engagement through emotional mecha-
nisms. Yet, research has not investigated the emotional mech-
anisms through which FSSB might promote employee work
engagement. This is an important gap given that the emotional
meaning of social support is more effective than the instru-
mental meanings, and that non-emotional support such as in-
strumental support and informational support also has emo-
tional meaning (Semmer et al. 2008). Thus, as a unique type of
social support, FSSBmight meet employees’ emotional needs
and influence work engagement via an “emotional mecha-
nism”. Thus, our study contributes to this line of research by
proposing and testing loyalty to supervisor as an emotional
bond that might mediate the relationship between FSSB and
work engagement.

Third, boundary conditions of the relationship between
FSSB and work engagement have been rarely examined thus
far (Rofcanin et al. 2017). From the attribution theory perspec-
tive, previous studies have found that employees’ attributions
of leaders’ behavior play an important moderating role in the
relationship between leadership and employee attitudes and
behaviors (e.g., Dasborough and Ashkanasy 2002; Mao
et al. 2017). Thus, based on the attribution theory, the present
study will examine the role of employees’ attribution of inten-
tions for FSSB in the relationship between FSSB and work
engagement.

In summary, the current study aims to extend our under-
standing of the relationship between FSSB and work engage-
ment and we hypothesize that FSSB will positively predict
work engagement through loyalty to supervisor, and this me-
diating effect will be moderated by employees’ attribution of
intentions for FSSB. Figure 1 summarizes the relationships
tested in the current study.

Theoretical Background

Social Information Processing Theory

The present study used the social information processing the-
ory (SIP; Salancik and Pfeffer 1978) as a theoretical founda-
tion to explain how FSSB affects work engagement. Social
information processing theory (SIP) proposes that social in-
formation in employees’ work environments has an effect on
their attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors (Salancik and
Pfeffer 1978). The sources of social information in the work
context can be disentangled into information from people such
as supervisors and coworkers, and information from the envi-
ronment such as special events or organizational culture
(Bhave et al. 2010).
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Supervisors are a key source of social information to
indicate whether employees’ family lives are supported
(Kossek et al. 2011a, b). This is because supervisors act
as gatekeepers for the availability and the effective im-
plementation of informal work-family support and have
considerable discretion over the level of informal work-
family support that employees can receive (McCarthy,
Darcy, & Grady, 2010). According to SIP (Salancik
and Pfeffer 1978), FSSB as supervisor behaviors
(Hammer et al. 2009) could convey social information
to employees that their supervisors care for and support
their work-family balance. Influenced by this informa-
tion, employees tend to interpret supervisors’ behaviors
as supportive and form positive perceptions of FSSB,
which in turn will enhance their loyalty to supervisors
and increase work engagement.

Hypotheses

Loyalty to Supervisor as a Mediator

FSSB includes instrumental and emotional support, creative
work-family management, and role modeling behaviors
(Hammer et al. 2009). Researchers have found that FSSB is
associated with work-related outcomes such as increased or-
ganizational citizenship behavior (Wang et al. 2013) and de-
creased work withdrawal (Kim et al. 2013), and family-related
outcomes including more family satisfaction (Lu et al. 2015)
and marital satisfaction (Xie et al. 2017). In addition to work-
related and family-related outcomes, FSSB can also satisfy
employees’ affiliation-based and esteem-based needs and
was found to positively predict organization-based self-es-
teem (Aryee et al. 2013), relational identification with super-
visor (Wang et al. 2013), and affective organizational commit-
ment (Mills et al. 2014). Building on these findings, it is likely
that FSSB as informal supervisor behaviors may also satisfy
employees’ emotional needs and positively predict loyalty to
supervisor.

Loyalty to supervisor refers to the relative degree of
subordinates’ identification with, attachment and dedica-
tion to their supervisor (Chen et al. 2002). It encom-
passes five dimensions: dedication to the supervisor, ex-
tra efforts for the supervisor, attachment to the supervi-
sor, identification with the supervisor, and internaliza-
tion of the supervisor’s values (Chen et al. 2002).

Loyalty to supervisor results from an emotional bond
with the supervisor (Cheng et al. 2003; Stinglhamber
and Vandenberghe 2003), and it has a strong affective
component (Jiang and Cheng 2008). Employees’ loyalty
to their supervisors represents an emotional attachment
to their supervisor (Jiang and Cheng 2008). Therefore,
like organizational commitment and relational identifica-
tion with supervisor, loyalty to the supervisor is likely
to be part of an emotional mechanism by which FSSB
influences employee work engagement.

Although the effect of FSSB on loyalty to supervisor
has not been examined, there is a theoretical reason to
expect such an effect. According to SIP (Salancik and
Pfeffer 1978), social context influences employees’ un-
derstanding of what is desirable and their emotion to-
wards the people working in it (e.g., supervisors). Based
on this reasoning, we believe that FSSB can affect em-
ployees’ emotional bonds to their supervisors (loyalty to
supervisor). FSSB signals employees that their supervi-
sor recognizes and understands their family demands
and supports their efforts to balance their work and
family lives (Hammer et al. 2005, 2009). Influenced
by this information, employees feel cared for and sup-
ported (Hammer et al. 2009) and may form positive
perceptions and emotions towards supervisors. In turn,
employees are likely to demonstrate gratitude in person-
al ways, such as showing dedication, extra effort, and
attachment to the supervisor (namely, loyalty to
supervisor; Chen et al. 2002).

In support of our argument, researchers have found that
similar constructs such as perceived supervisor support
(Cheng et al. 2015), leadership (Wang et al. 2017; Wu and
Wang 2012), and trust in the supervisor (Wong et al. 2002)
were positively related to loyalty to supervisor. Thus, we hy-
pothesized the following:

Hypothesis 1: FSSB will positively predict loyalty to
supervisor.

We also predict that loyalty to supervisor can positively
predict employee work engagement. SIP theory proposes that
employees’ perceptions of affective components of the work
environment might influence their attitudes (Salancik and
Pfeffer 1978). Loyalty to supervisor indicates a positive per-
ception of the affective components of the supervisor’s

Attribution of intentions for FSSB

FSSB Work engagementLoyalty to supervisor

Fig. 1 Overview of the
hypothesized mediated
moderation model. Note. FSSB,
Family supportive supervisor
behaviors, similarly hereinafter
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behavior. Drawing on SIP theory (Salancik and Pfeffer 1978),
when employees are loyal to their supervisor, they are likely to
develop positive job attitudes, such as work engagement.

Researchers have demonstrated that employees with a
higher level of loyalty to supervisor may be more motivated
to perform well because they believe that the supervisor will
observe and reward their good performance (Chen et al.
2002). In a similar vein, employees with a higher level of
loyalty to their supervisor are more likely to identify with
and internalize the goals and interests of the supervisor, and
form values consistent with those of their supervisors. The
internal motivation for reciprocity with their supervisor and
extra efforts will ultimately result in a higher level of work
engagement (Chughtai 2013). Although the relationship be-
tween loyalty to supervisor and work engagement has not
been examined, previous studies have shown that loyalty to
a supervisor is related to higher job satisfaction (Chen 2001;
Okan and Akyüz 2015) and lower turnover intention (Chen
2001). Thus, we propose that loyalty to supervisor is likely to
be positively associated with work engagement. We hypothe-
sized the following:

Hypothesis 2: Loyalty to supervisor will positively pre-
dict work engagement.

According to SIP (Salancik and Pfeffer 1978), social infor-
mation influences employee attitudes through influencing em-
ployees’ perceptions of the affective components of the work
environment. FSSB as social information signals that the su-
pervisor cares about subordinates’ family demands, which
makes employees feel that they are valued and supported by
the supervisor (Hammer et al. 2009). Thus, employees are
likely to develop stronger employee-supervisor emotional
bonds (a stronger sense of loyalty), and subsequent corre-
sponding job attitudes, such as work engagement.
Combining the aforementioned arguments on the relation-
ships between FSSB and loyalty to supervisor, and between
loyalty to supervisor and work engagement, as well as the
previously established relationship between FSSB and work
engagement (Matthews et al. 2014; Qing and Zhou 2017;
Rofcanin et al. 2017), we predict that loyalty to supervisor
will mediate the relationship between FSSB and work
engagement.

This rationale is consistent with research examining loyalty
to supervisor as a mediator of the relationship between lead-
ership and employee job attitudes and behaviors. For example,
loyalty to supervisor was found to mediate the relationship
between charismatic leadership and work performance and
turnover intention (Wu and Wang 2012). Additionally, re-
search has demonstrated that loyalty to supervisor plays an
important mediating role in the relationship between ethical
leadership and job satisfaction (Okan and Akyüz 2015). Taken
together, the research in this area suggests that loyalty to

supervisor may act as a mediator in the relationship between
FSSB and employee work engagement. Thus, we hypothe-
sized the following:

Hypothesis 3: Loyalty to supervisor will mediate the re-
lationship between FSSB and employee work
engagement.

Attribution of Intentions for FSSB as a Moderator

According to attribution theory, when people observe others’
behaviors, they tend to determine whether the behaviors were
externally caused or internally caused (Ferris et al. 1995;
Heider 1958; Kelley 1971). Further, people understand others’
motivations through an attribution process (Ferris et al. 1995)
and the attributions for the behaviors influence people’s emo-
tional and behavioral responses (Weiner 1985). From the at-
tribution theory perspective, previous studies have found that
employees’ attributions of leaders’ behavior play an important
role in the relationship between leadership and employee atti-
tudes and behaviors (Dasborough and Ashkanasy 2002; Mao
et al. 2017).

Since FSSB is an informal type of family-supportive be-
haviors (Hammer et al. 2009), it can be considered as extra-
role behavior (Straub 2012). However, FSSB might some-
times be expected by employees because FSSB is exhibited
by supervisors (Hammer et al. 2009). Based on the attribution
theory, employees may have different attribution about their
supervisor’s intentions for exhibiting family-supportive be-
haviors such as whether the supervisor should provide FSSB
as part of their job responsibilities. We define this attribution
as attribution of intentions for FSSB. Specifically, when em-
ployees believe that their supervisors do not have the respon-
sibility to provide FSSB to meet their family needs, FSSBwill
be attributed to a willingness to go beyond supervisors’ pre-
scribed job duties (low external attribution of intentions for
FSSB); when employees believe that supervisors have the
responsibility to provide FSSB as part of their job duties,
FSSB will be attributed to the demands of the supervisor’s
standard job activities (high external attribution of intentions
for FSSB). This attribution can be made based on situational
cues. For example, employees working in an organization
with a stronger family-supportive organizational culture might
feel that the organization supports the integration of their work
and family lives. Thus, these employees are likely to expect
their supervisors, who act as the agent for the organization, to
engage in family-supportive behaviors and regard FSSB as an
in-role behavior (high external attribution of intentions for
FSSB). On the other hand, employees working in an organi-
zation with a weaker family-supportive organizational culture
might interpret FSSB as an extra-role behavior (low external
attribution of intentions for FSSB) because they won’t expect
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their supervisors to engage in such family supportive
behaviors.

According to the attribution theory, employees’ attri-
butions about the supervisor’s intentions can impact
how supervisors’ behaviors are interpreted and their
subsequent effects on employee attitudes and behaviors
(Ashkanasy and Tse 2000). Based on this theory, em-
ployees’ attribution of intentions for FSSB might affect
their emotional response to experiences of FSSB.
Specifically, when employees think their supervisors do
not have the responsibility to provide FSSB and FSSB
is purely driven by supervisors’ internal motivation to
meet their family demands (low external attribution of
intentions for FSSB), they are more likely to consider
FSSB as individualized support and extra care from
their supervisors and more likely to be grateful and
loyal to their supervisor (Chen et al. 2002). In contrast,
employees with high external attribution of intentions
for FSSB tend to think supervisors should provide
FSSB as part of their formal job responsibilities, and
they will not think of FSSB as extra care from super-
visors. Even when supervisors show family supportive
behaviors, employees with high external attribution are
less likely to respond with a sense of loyalty because
they be l i eve FSSB is pa r t o f a supe rv i so r ’s
responsibilities.

Previous studies have found a similar role of employees’
attributions of leaders’ behaviors in the association between
other leadership behaviors and employee attitudes and behav-
iors (Dasborough and Ashkanasy 2002; Mao et al. 2017). For
example, Mao et al. (2017) found that employees’ inferences
about a leader’s motivation for managing the impression of
humility moderated the effect of leader humility on relational
closeness. Specifically, when followers inferred that the leader
had a strong personal motivation for humility-related impres-
sion management, the positive relationship between leader
humility and relational closeness was weaker. Similarly,
Dasborough and Ashkanasy (2002) found that employees’
attributions of leader intentionality influenced their affection
for the leader and the leader-member relationship; whenmem-
bers labeled the leader as truly transformational, there was
increased affection for the leader and a higher quality leader-
member relationship.

To summarize, we believe attribution of intentions for
FSSB may moderate the relationship between FSSB and loy-
alty to supervisor, such that the effect of FSSB on loyalty to
supervisor is stronger for employees with a low external attri-
bution of intentions for FSSB. Thus, we hypothesized the
following:

Hypothesis 4: Attribution of intentions for FSSB will
moderate the relationship between FSSB and employee
loyalty to supervisor, such that the relationship is stronger

for employees with a low external attribution of inten-
tions for FSSB.

Taken together, our assumptions constitute a moderated
mediation model (e.g., Hayes 2013; Muller et al. 2005) where
the mediating effect of loyalty to supervisor in the relationship
between FSSB and work engagement is moderated by the
attribution of intentions for FSSB. Specifically, when em-
ployees consider FSSB as individualized support and extra
care from their supervisors (low external attribution of inten-
tions for FSSB), they are likely to be more loyal to their su-
pervisors and hence experience high work engagement. In
contrast, when employees think supervisors should provide
FSSB as part of their formal job responsibilities (high external
attribution of intentions for FSSB), they are less likely to re-
spond with a sense of loyalty and hence less likely to experi-
ence increased work engagement. Building on the above hy-
potheses, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: Attribution of intentions for FSSB will
moderate the indirect effect of FSSB on work engage-
ment through loyalty to supervisor, such that the indirect
effect will be stronger for employees with low external
attribution of intentions for FSSB.

Method

Participants

Our sample consisted of 310 employees from a supermarket
chain in northeast China who voluntarily participated in two
surveys. Among the sample of 310 employees, 77 (24.84%)
were men and 233 (75.16%) were women. Their ages ranged
from 20 to 56 (M = 33.32, SD = 7.11) years; a total of 243
(78.39%) participants were married and 67 (21.61%) were
not married; 192 (61.94%) participants had at least one child
under the age of 18; 182 (58.71%) participants had elderly
people to take care of. Their average tenure at their current
job was 3.10 ± 2.12 years.

Measures

Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors

FSSB was assessed using the 14-item Family Supportive
Supervisor Behaviors Scale developed by Hammer et al.
(2009). The measure includes four subscales: emotional sup-
port (4 items; e.g., “My supervisor is willing to listen to my
problems in juggling work and non-work life”), instrumental
support (3 items; e.g., “My supervisor works effectively with
workers to creatively solve conflicts between work and non-
work”), role model (3 items; e.g., “My supervisor
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demonstrates how a person can jointly be successful on and
off the job”), and creative work-family management (4 items;
e.g., “My supervisor asks for suggestions to make it easier for
employees to balance work and non-work demands”).
Participants scored each item on a 5-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree), with higher scores indi-
cating higher FSSB. This scale has shown good reliability and
validity in previous research conducted in Chinese samples
(Jiang et al. 2016; Xie et al. 2017). In the current study, the
Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .91. Further, the Cronbach’s
alpha of the four FSSB subscales (emotional support, instru-
mental support, creative work-family management, and role
modeling behaviors) were .75, .77, .86 and .85 respectively.

Loyalty to Supervisor

Loyalty to supervisor was assessed using the 17-item Loyalty
to Supervisor Scale developed by Chen et al. (2002). Each
item was scored on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly dis-
agree, 7 = strongly agree), with higher scores indicating a
higher level of loyalty to supervisor. An example item is “I
would support my supervisor under all circumstances.” This
scale has shown good reliability and validity in previous re-
search conducted in Chinese samples (Wong et al. 2002). In
the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .92.

Attribution of Intention for FSSB

The Attribution of Intentions for FSSB Scale was adapted
from the Blame Attribution Scale developed by Green et al.
(2011). We created four items to assess attributions related to
each of the four dimensions (instrumental support, emotional
support, creative work-family management, and role model-
ing behaviors) of the FSSB scale (e.g., “I believe that super-
visors have the responsibility to listen to my problems in jug-
gling work and non-work life”). Participants scored items on a
6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree),
with higher scores indicating higher external attribution of
intentions for FSSB (i.e., believing that supervisors have the
responsibility to provide FSSB). In the current study, the
Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .75, and the confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) fit indices showed a good fit of the scale
model: χ2 = 3.56, df = 2, RMSEA= .05, IFI = .99, TLI = .99,
CFI = .99.

Work Engagement

Work engagement was assessed using the 17-item Work
Engagement Scale developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002).
Participants scored each item on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), with higher scores indi-
cating higher engagement. An example item is “When I am
working, I forget everything else around me.” This scale has

shown good reliability and validity in previous research con-
ducted in a Chinese sample (Liu et al. 2015). In the current
study, the Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .94.

Work-Family Facilitation

We measured work-family facilitation and family-work facil-
itation with their own four-item scale developed by Wayne
et al. (2004). Participants scored each item on a 5-point
Likert scale (1 = never, 5 = always), with higher scores indi-
cating higher levels of work-family facilitation or family-work
facilitation. An example work-family facilitation item is
“Having a good day on your job makes you a better compan-
ion when you get home.”An example work-family facilitation
item is “Your home life helps you relax and feel ready for the
next day’s work.” These scales have shown good reliability
and validity in previous research in a Chinese sample (Jiang
et al. 2016). In the current study, the Cronbach’s alpha of the
work-family facilitation scale was .77, and the Cronbach’s
alpha of the family-work facilitation scale was .73.

Control Variables

Work-family facilitation and family-work facilitation were
controlled for because this construct has already been docu-
mented to be a mediator of the link between FSSB and work
engagement (Qing and Zhou 2017). In addition, according to
previous research, we chose gender (male = 1; female = 0),
marital status (married = 1; unmarried = 0), children under
the age of 18 (yes = 1; no = 0), whether there is need for elder
care (yes = 1; no = 0) and job tenure as control variables that
correlate simultaneously with FSSB and work engagement.

Procedure

We first obtained approval from the owner of the supermarket
to conduct the study. Then, the human resources manager of
the supermarket announced this research opportunity to the
employees in all the departments and invited those interested
in participating in the study to complete the questionnaires as a
group in the store’s meeting room.We trained nine undergrad-
uate psychology majors to assist with the distribution and
collection of questionnaires. Specifically, they read the in-
structions to participants, clarified the purpose of the scales,
and emphasized that the participants’ answers were anony-
mous. Then, the participants completed the paper-and-pencil
questionnaires according to their current work situations. Each
participant received a gift worth 35 Chinese Yuan (approxi-
mately 5 US dollars) at the end of the data collection. The
present study received the university’s research ethics com-
mittee’s approval.

Similar to previous studies (Rodríguez-Muñoz et al. 2009),
we collected data twice, with a 6-month interval between the
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two waves. At Time 1 (T1), we measured FSSB and attribu-
tion of intentions for FSSB; we distributed 400 questionnaires
and received back 371 usable questionnaires (92.75% re-
sponse rate). At Time 2 (T2), we measured loyalty to super-
visor, work engagement and control variables. Only those 371
participants who participated at T1 filled out the questionnaire
for the second survey (T2). At T2, 23 of those employees were
unable to participate because they were taking a long vacation
or had resigned. We received 320 usable questionnaires
(91.95% response rate). Of the 320, we eliminated 10 unus-
able questionnaires because at least a third of the variables
were missing or more than 90% of the items had the same
answers, leaving us with a total of 310 usable questionnaires.

Both questionnaires were anonymous. In order to match
the first and second questionnaires, we created an anonymous
code for each employee based on a name list provided by the
human resource manager and wrote the anonymous code at
the top right-hand corner of the first page of the question-
naires. Thus, the questionnaires were all anonymous.

We used the translation and back-translation method
to translate the scales that were originally in English
into Chinese. Specifically, scales in English (FSSB, loy-
alty to supervisor, work engagement and work-family
facilitation) were first translated into Chinese by a
PhD student who was fluent in both English and
Chinese. The Chinese versions of the scales were then
back-translated into English by another PhD student
who was also f luent in Chinese and Engl ish .
Discrepancies were resolved through discussion.

Statistical Analysis

We tested the hypotheses using the SPSS macro
PROCESS (Hayes 2013), which was developed for test-
ing complex models, including the effects of both me-
diator and moderator variables. Specifically, we used
PROCESS Model 4 to test the effect of FSSB on loy-
alty to supervisor (Hypothesis 1), the effect of loyalty to
supervisor on work engagement (Hypothesis 2), and the
mediation effect of loyalty to supervisor on the relation-
ship between FSSB and employee work engagement
(Hypothesis 3). Additionally, we used PROCESS
Model 7 to test for moderated mediation effects
(Hypotheses 4 and 5). In all analyses involving the
moderation effect, the predictor variable and moderator
variable were mean-centered prior to creating the inter-
action term. Finally, we used PROCESS Model 1 to
produce the output used to probe and graph the interac-
tions illustrating moderation effects. In the present
study, bootstrapped bias-corrected confidence intervals
(95%) for the indirect effects were generated using
5000 iterations of bootstrapping.

Results

Preliminary Analyses

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the vari-
ables are presented in Table 1. The results showed that FSSB
was positively correlated with both work engagement (r = .30,
p < .001) and loyalty to supervisor (r = .38, p < .001).
Additionally, loyalty to supervisor was positively correlated
with work engagement (r = .56, p < .001). These results pro-
vided preliminary evidence in support of Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Before testing the hypotheses, we detected common meth-
od bias using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). For the
Harman’s single-factor test at T1, we examined the one-
factor model in which all items of all variables were loaded
on a common factor. The results showed that this model had
poor goodness of fit (χ2 = 908, df = 135, CFI = 0.690, TLI =
0.649, RMSEA = 0.136). We then examined a five-factor
model that included FSSB (four dimensions) and attribution
of intentions for FSSB. The results of the five-factor model
suggested that it had acceptable goodness of fit (χ2 = 227, df =
125, CFI = 0.959, TLI = 0.950, RMSEA = 0.052). These re-
sults demonstrated that there was no serious common method
bias in the T1 surveys.

Similarly, for the Harman’s single-factor test at T2, the one-
factor model had poor goodness of fit (χ2 = 4468, df = 819,
CFI = 0.538, TLI = 0.514, RMSEA= 0.120). We then exam-
ined the ten-factor model that included loyalty to supervisor
(five dimensions), work engagement (three dimensions),
work-family facilitation and family-work facilitation. The re-
sults of the five-factor model suggested that it had acceptable
goodness of fit (χ2 = 1538, df = 774, CFI = 0.903, TLI =
0.892, RMSEA = 0.056). These results demonstrated that
there was no serious common method bias in the T2 surveys.

Hypothesis Testing

Table 2 summarizes results from all hypothesis testing. As Eq.
2 shows, FSSB positively predicted loyalty to supervisor
(B = .49, p < .001), supporting Hypothesis 1. As Eq. 3 shows,
loyalty to supervisor positively predicted work engagement
(B = .53, p < .001), supporting Hypothesis 2. Additionally,
the indirect effect of FSSB on work engagement was signifi-
cant (indirect effect = .26, 95% CI [.18, .36]), suggesting that
loyalty to supervisor mediates the relationship between FSSB
and work engagement, supporting Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 4 predicted that attribution of intentions for
FSSB would moderate the relationship between FSSB and
loyalty to supervisor, such that the relationship would be
stronger for employees with low external attribution of inten-
tions for FSSB. As shown in Table 2 (Eq. 2), the interaction
between FSSB and attribution of intentions for FSSB predict-
ed loyalty to supervisor (B = − .25, p < .01). Simple slope
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analyses showed that the effect of FSSB on loyalty to super-
visor was stronger for employees with low external attribution
of intentions for FSSB (B simple = .67, p < .001) than those with
high external attribution of intentions for FSSB high external
attribution of intentions for FSSB (B simple = .27, p < .01; see
Fig. 2). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 was supported.

Hypothesis 5 predicted that attribution of intentions for
FSSB would moderate the indirect effect of FSSB on work
engagement through loyalty to supervisor, such that the indi-
rect effect would be stronger for employees with low external
attribution of intentions for FSSB. Results showed that the

index of moderated mediation was significant (effect = −.13,
boot SE = .05, 95% CI [− .24, − .05]). This result indicated
that the two conditional indirect effects estimated for em-
ployees with low external attribution of intentions for FSSB
and high external attribution of intentions for FSSB were sig-
nificantly different from each other. Specifically, results
showed that the indirect effect of FSSB on work engagement
through loyalty to supervisor was stronger for employees with
low external attribution of intentions for FSSB (effect = .36,
boot SE = .07, 95%CI [.23, .50]) than those with high external
attribution of intentions for FSSB (effect = .14, boot SE = .05,

Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1.Gender –

2. Marriage .01 –

3.Children .01 .64*** –

4.Tenure .05 .29*** .26*** –

5.Elder care −.01 −.16** −.18** −.15** –

6.Work-family facilitation (T2) .05 .23*** .13* .03 .05 (.77)

7.Family-work facilitation (T2) −.05 .14** .10* −.03 .10 .44*** (.73)

8.FSSB (T1) −.02 −.01 −.04 −.07 −.01 .33*** .33*** (.91)

9.Attribution of intentions for FSSB (T1) −.03 −.02 −.09* −.08 −.05 .18** .26*** .13** (.75)

10.Loyalty to supervisor (T2) −.06 .15** .08 −.03 −.05 .26*** 0.38*** .23*** .38*** .14** (.92)

11.Work engagement (T2) −.02 .19*** .18*** −.06 −.06 .42*** 0.30*** .25*** .30*** .11* .56*** (.94)

M – – – 3.10 – 3.05 3.98 3.77 4.63 4.99 4.63

SD – – – 2.12 – 0.82 0.64 0.63 0.79 0.81 0.94

N = 310; T1 = Time 1, T2 = Time 2; FSSB = family-supportive supervisor behaviors, Children = children under 18 years of age; Elder care = whether
there are Elder man to take care; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, similarly hereinafter

Table 2 Regression results for meditation effect and moderated meditation effect

Predictors Equation 1 Equation 2 Equation 3

(Work engagement) (Loyalty to supervisor) (Work engagement)

B SE B SE B SE

Gender −.06 .11 −.01 .10

Children .23 .13 .23 .12

Marriage .15 .15 .01 .15

Tenure −.05* .02 −.04 .02

Elder care −.11 .09 −.08 .08

Work-family facilitation (T2) .38*** .07 .33*** .07

Family-work facilitation (T2) .01 .09 −.03 .08

FSSB (T1) .28*** .08 .49*** .07 .06 .08

Loyalty to supervisor (T2) .53*** .07

Attribution of intentions for FSSB (T1) .08 .06

FSSB ×Attribution of intentions for FSSB −.25** .09

R2 .24 .18 .41

F 10.75*** 21.41*** 21.02***

N = 310; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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95% CI [.06, .26]; see Table 3). These results supported
Hypothesis 5.

Additional Analyses

Further, we tested the indirect effects of the four dimensions of
FSSB (emotional support, instrumental support, creative
work-family management, and role modeling behaviors) and
work engagement through loyalty to supervisor. Results sug-
gested that loyalty to supervisor mediated the relationships
between each of the four dimensions of FSSB and work en-
gagement. Specifically, the indirect effects of emotional sup-
port, instrumental support, creative work-family management,
and role modeling behaviors on work engagement were .15,
95% CI [.08, .23], .17, 95% CI [.09, .25], .15, 95% CI [.09,
.22], and .14, 95% CI [.07, .22], respectively. Results for the
four dimensions of FSSB were all relatively consistent with
the composite measure.

Discussion

Drawing from SIP and attribution theory, our study examined
the indirect effect of FSSB on work engagement through loy-
alty to supervisor and the moderating effect of attribution of
intentions for FSSB on this indirect effect. With two-wave
lagged data collected from Chinese employees, our results
showed that loyalty to supervisor mediated the effect of
FSSB on employee work engagement after controlling for

the mediating role of work-family facilitation. Further, this
indirect effect was stronger for employees with low external
attribution of intentions for FSSB. In sum, our findings pro-
vide insights into how FSSB affects work engagement and
how this link depends on whether or not the employee sees
the FSSB as voluntary.

Contributions to the Literature

The findings of the present study make several contributions
to the literature. First, the present study replicated earlier re-
search showing a positive relationship between FSSB and
work engagement (e.g., Qing and Zhou 2017). Notably, our
research was conducted in China, providing important valida-
tion of these relationships in a non-Western context. Only a
few studies have examined the effect of FSSB in the Chinese
context. For example, Wang et al. (2013) examined the rela-
tionship between FSSB and job performance in a Chinese
sample and found that supervisor emotional family support
(one dimension of FSSB) positively predicted job perfor-
mance. Given that there is a relative dearth of studies on
FSSB in Chinese work settings, our use of a Chinese sample
is important because people in different cultures may have
different responses to FSSB (Wang et al. 2013). Our study
showed that FSSB is positively associated with work engage-
ment, consistent with previous research in Western settings
(Matthews et al. 2014; Rofcanin et al. 2017) and in China
(Qing and Zhou 2017).

Further, the majority of studies examining the relationship
between FSSB and work engagement have used cross-
sectional designs (Matthews et al. 2014; Rofcanin et al.
2017). The current study used a 6-month lagged design and
replicated the positive effect of FSSB (T1) on work engage-
ment (T2) in China, answering the call to extend the literature
beyond using cross-sectional methodologies (Matthews et al.
2014).

Second, by establishing the mediating role of loyalty to
supervisor the present study provides evidence for an “emo-
tional path” through which FSSB affects work engagement.
This “emotional mechanism” helps us better understand how
FSSB affects employees given that the positive effect of the
“emotional meaning” of non-emotional support is greater than
that of “instrumental meaning” (Semmer et al. 2008). This
finding joins the limited research (Qing and Zhou 2017) and
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Fig. 2 Attribution of intentions for FSSB moderates the relation between
family supportive supervisor support (FSSB) and loyalty to supervisor

Table 3 Conditional indirect effects of FSSB on work engagement at different values of Attribution of intentions for FSSB

Attribution of intentions for FSSB Effect SE(boot) 95%CI

3.84 .36 .07 [.23, .50]

Loyalty to supervisor (T2) 4.63 .25 .05 [.17, .34]

5.42 .14 .05 [.06, .26]
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contributes to a better understanding of the underlying mech-
anisms of the relationship between FSSB and work engage-
ment. This finding is also in line with SIP theory (Salancik and
Pfeffer 1978) and suggests that FSSB might provide cues that
influence employee work engagement through employees’
loyalty to supervisor, a reflection of positive emotional bond
with their supervisors.

The finding that FSSB positively predicts employees’ loy-
alty to their supervisor is also consistent with previous find-
ings that positive leadership style in the Chinese context pro-
motes subordinates’ loyalty to supervisor (Ding et al. 2012;
Wang et al. 2017). In Chinese society, employees are grateful
for individualized support provided by their supervisors (Chen
et al. 2002). Hence, when employees receive FSSB, they are
more likely to reciprocate in the form of greater loyalty to
supervisor. In addition, because loyalty to supervisor repre-
sents an emotion, the mediator role of loyalty to supervisor
in the relationship between FSSB and work engagement may
also be explained by affective events theory (Weiss and
Cropanzano 1996). Specifically, employees’ positive experi-
ences of FSSB as positive events are likely to promote posi-
tive emotions regarding their supervisor (Weiss and
Cropanzano 1996), which might, in turn, enhance loyalty to
supervisor.

Finally, the present study for the first time examined the
boundary condition of the relationship between FSSB and
work engagement by focusing on the moderating role of attri-
bution of intentions for FSSB. While a previous study exam-
ined family-supportive organizational culture as a moderator
of this relationship (Rofcanin et al. 2017), the role of subordi-
nates’ attributions can serve as a more proximal boundary
condition. We found that the effect of FSSB on engagement
through loyalty to supervisor was stronger for individuals with
low external attribution of intentions for FSSB, suggesting
that employees tend to appreciate FSSBmore when they think
it is driven by supervisors’ individualized care. To our knowl-
edge, this is the first study to examine subordinates’ attribu-
tions as the boundary condition of the relationship between
FSSB and work engagement, which extends our understand-
ing of how the effects of FSSB might vary.

Practical Implications

The current study has several practical implications. First, the
results showed that FSSB was directly linked to employee
work engagement and that it was also indirectly linked to
work engagement through employee loyalty. This suggests
that the organization can potentially train supervisors to pro-
vide more FSSB as a way of promoting employee loyalty to
supervisor and work engagement. Given that previous studies
have demonstrated that supervisors can be trained to show
more family-supportive supervisor behaviors (Hammer et al.

2011), we suggest that FSSB training can also potentially
promote employees’ work engagement. STAR (Support.
Transform. Achieve. Results; Hammer et al. 2016; Kelly
et al. 2014) is a useful and well-developed method of FSSB
training (https://workfamilyhealthnetwork.org/toolkits-
achieve-workplace-change).

Secondly, the present study shows that employees with low
external attribution of intentions for FSSB tend to appreciate
FSSB more and have a higher level of loyalty to supervisor,
which in turn promotes their work engagement. Therefore,
supervisors should try to provide individualized support to
meet the specific needs of different employees, rather than
showing the same support behaviors to all workers; individu-
alized support could make employees feel valued as individ-
uals in the organization. For example, supervisors might pro-
vide more FSSB to employees with higher work-family con-
flict, whereas supervisors could provide other formal or infor-
mal support to employees with lower work-family conflict.

Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations to the present study. First, the
data at both time points were collected using self-reports.
Using the self-report method for more than one variable may
result in inflated correlation estimates because of common
method variance. Hence, future studies may attempt to collect
data from different sources. For example, supervisors can
evaluate their subordinates’ loyalty to them and work
engagement. Second, while Qing and Zhou (2017) examined
work-family enrichment as a positive spillover process, we
were only able to control for work-family facilitation as an
alternative in our analyses. This is because we only had infor-
mation about work-family facilitation as an approximate rep-
resentation of work-family enrichment. In spite of the similar-
ity between work-family enrichment and work-family facili-
tation, future research should control for work-family enrich-
ment and loyalty to supervisor to examine additional unique
mediators in the relationship between FSSB and work
engagement.

Third, we only tested employees’ attributions about the
supervisor’s intentions in providing FSSB as a moderator of
the relationship between FSSB and work engagement. Future
studies can further examine factors affecting employees’ attri-
butions. For example, according to SIP (Bhave et al. 2010),
information from family-supportive organizational culture
(work-family policies or related policies of the organization)
may influence employees’ attributions for the intentions of
FSSB. When organizational culture is supportive of family-
friendly policies, employees make sense of the informational
cues coming from the family-supportive cultural context and
seek for the consistency between leaders’ FSSB and organi-
zational culture (Hammer et al. 2007; Paustian-Underdahl and
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Halbesleben 2014). Hence, when organizational culture is
supportive of family-friendly policies, employees may expect
supervisors to exhibit family-supportive behavior and believe
that supervisors have the responsibility to provide FSSB as
part of their job duties (i.e., high external attribution of inten-
tions for FSSB). In contrast, when organizational culture is not
supportive of family-friendly policies, employees are likely to
believe that their supervisors do not have the responsibility to
provide FSSB to meet their family needs, and FSSB will be
attributed to a willingness to go beyond supervisors’ pre-
scribed job duties (i.e., low external attribution of intentions
for FSSB). We recommend future research to empirically test
this notion.

Conclusion

We found that family supportive supervisor behaviors posi-
tively predicted employee work engagement through em-
ployees’ loyalty to supervisor. This mediational relationship
was stronger for employees who believed that their supervisor
showed family supportive behaviors out of extra care and
support rather rather than job duty. The current study is an
important step forward in examining how emotional factors
such as loyalty to supervisor explain the relationship between
FSSB and work engagement. Moreover, this study provides
insights to how employees’ attributions might affect how they
respond to family support provided by the supervisor.

Funding Information The present research was supported by the Project
of the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant No.
71802195), the Project of the National Social Science Foundation of
China (Grant No. 16CGL044) and MOE (Ministry of Education in
China).

Project of Humanities and Social Sciences (18YJC630206). There was
no financial interest in the present research.

Compliance with Ethical Standards There are no conflicts of
interest. This research involved collecting data from human participants.
Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included
in the study. All procedures performed in studies involving human par-
ticipants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional
research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later
amendments.

References

Alarcon, G. M., & Lyons, J. B. (2011). The relationship of engagement
and job satisfaction in working samples. The Journal of Psychology,
145(5), 463–480.

Aryee, S., Fields, D., & Luk, V. (1999). A cross-cultural test of a model of
the work-family interface. Journal of Management, 25(4), 491–511.

Aryee, S., Chu, C. W., Kim, T. Y., & Ryu, S. (2013). Family-supportive
work environment and employee work behaviors: An investigation
of mediatingmechanisms. Journal of Management, 39(3), 792–813.

Ashkanasy, N. M., & Tse, B. (2000). Transformational leadership as
management of emotion: A conceptual review. In N. M.
Ashkanasy, C. E. Härtel, & W. J. Zerbe (Eds.), Emotions in the
workplace: Research, theory, and practice (pp. 221–235).
Westport: Quorum Books/Greenwood Publishing Group.

Babcock-Roberson, M. E., & Strickland, O. J. (2010). The relationship
between charismatic leadership, work engagement, and organiza-
tional citizenship behaviors. The Journal of Psychology, 144(3),
313–326.

Bagger, J., & Li, A. (2014). How does supervisory family support influ-
ence employees’ attitudes and behaviors? A social exchange per-
spective. Journal of Management, 40(4), 1123–1150.

Beauregard, T. A., &Henry, L. C. (2009).Making the link between work-
life balance practices and organizational performance. Human
Resource Management Review, 19(1), 9–22.

Bhave, D. P., Kramer, A., & Glomb, T. M. (2010). Work–family conflict
in work groups: Social information processing, support, and demo-
graphic dissimilarity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 145–158.

Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & van den Heuvel, M.
(2015). Leader-member exchange, work engagement, and job per-
formance. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 30(7), 754–770.

Chen, Z. X. (2001). Further investigation of the outcomes of loyalty to
supervisor: Job satisfaction and intention to stay. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 16(8), 650–660.

Chen, Z. X., Tsui, A. S., & Farh, J. L. (2002). Loyalty to supervisor vs.
organizational commitment: Relationships to employee perfor-
mance in China. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 75(3), 339–356.

Cheng, B. S., Jiang, D. Y., & Riley, J. H. (2003). Organizational commit-
ment, supervisory commitment, and employee outcomes in the
Chinese context: Proximal hypothesis or global hypothesis?
Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of
Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology and
Behavior, 24(3), 313–334.

Cheng, C. Y., Jiang, D. Y., Cheng, B. S., Riley, J. H., & Jen, C. K. (2015).
When do subordinates commit to their supervisors? Different effects
of perceived supervisor integrity and support on Chinese and
American employees. The Leadership Quarterly, 26(1), 81–97.

Chughtai, A. A. (2013). Linking affective commitment to supervisor to
work outcomes. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 28(6), 606–
627.

Dasborough, M. T., & Ashkanasy, N. M. (2002). Emotion and attribution
of intentionality in leader–member relationships. The Leadership
Quarterly, 13(5), 615–634.

Ding, D., Lu, H., Song, Y., & Lu, Q. (2012). Relationship of servant
leadership and employee loyalty: The mediating role of employee
satisfaction. iBusiness, 4(3), 208–215.

Ferris, G. R., Bhawuk, D. P. S., Fedor, D. F., & Judge, T. A. (1995).
Organizational politics and citizenship: attributions of intentionality
and construct definition. In M. J. Martinko (Ed.), Advances in attri-
bution theory: an organizational perspective (pp. 231–252). Delray
Beach: St. Lucie Press.

Green, S. G., Schaefer, R. A. B., MacDermid, S. M., & Weiss, H. M.
(2011). Partner reactions to work-to-family conflict: Cognitive ap-
praisal and indirect crossover in couples. Journal of Management,
37(3), 744–769.

Hammer, L. B., Neal, M. B., Newsom, J. T., Brockwood, K. J., & Colton,
C. L. (2005). A longitudinal study of the effects of dual-earner cou-
ples’ utilization of family-friendly workplace supports on work and
family outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(4), 799–810.

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Zimmerman, K., & Daniels, R. (2007).
Clarifying the construct of family-supportive supervisory behaviors
(FSSB): A multilevel perspective. In Exploring the work and non-
work interface (pp. 165-204). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Yragui, N. L., Bodner, T. E., & Hanson, G.
C. (2009). Development and validation of a multidimensional

Curr Psychol



measure of family supportive supervisor behaviors (FSSB). Journal
of Management, 35(4), 837–856.

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman,
K. L. (2011). Clarifying work-family intervention processes: The
roles of work-family conflict and family-supportive supervisor be-
haviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(1), 134–150.

Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Bodner, T., & Crain, T. (2013).
Measurement development and validation of the family supportive
supervisor behavior short-form (FSSB-SF). Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 18(3), 285–296.

Hammer, L. B., Johnson, R. C., Crain, T. L., Bodner, T., Kossek, E. E.,
Davis, K. D., et al. (2016). Intervention Effects on Safety
Compliance and Citizenship Behaviors: Evidence from the Work,
Family, and Health Study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(2),
190–208.

Hampden-Turner, C., & Trompenaars, F. (2011). Riding the waves of
culture: Understanding diversity in global business. Hachette UK.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and condi-
tional process analysis: A regression-based approach. New York:
Guilford Press.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York:
Wiley.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behav-
iors, institutions and organizations across nations (2nd edition).
London, England: SAGE.

Jiang, D. Y., & Cheng, B. S. (2008). Affect-and role-based loyalty to
supervisors in Chinese organizations. Asian Journal of Social
Psychology, 11(3), 214–221.

Jiang, H., Ma, H., Yang, L., & Xie, J. (2016). The impact mechanism of
family-friendly workplace supports on life satisfaction: From a
work-home resources perspective. Studies of Psychology and
Behavior, 14(2), 270–276.

Kelley, H. H. (1971). Attributions in social interaction. New York:
General Learning Press.

Kelly, E. L., Moen, P., Oakes, J. M., Fan, W., Okechukwu, C., Davis, K.
D., Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., King, R. B., Hanson, G. C. &
Mierzwa, F. (2014). Changing work and work-family conflict:
Evidence from the work, family, and health network. American
Sociological Review, 79(3), 485–516.

Kim, T. Y., Aryee, S., Chu, C.W. L., & Ryu, S. (2013). Family supportive
work environment and employee work behaviors: An investigation
of mediating mechanisms. Social Science Electronic Publishing,
39(3), 792–813.

Kong, H. (2013). Relationships among work-family supportive supervi-
sors, career competencies, and job involvement. International
Journal of Hospitality Management, 33, 304–309.

Kossek, E., &Distelberg, B. (2009).Work and family employment policy
for a transformed work force: Trends and themes. In: Crouter N and
Booth A (eds) Work-life policies,(1–51). Washington, DC: Urban
Institute Press.

Kossek, E. E., Baltes, B. B., & Matthews, R. A. (2011a). How work–
family research can finally have an impact in organizations.
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 4(3), 352–369.

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. (2011b).
Workplace social support and work–family conflict: A meta-
analysis clarifying the influence of general and work–family specific
supervisor and organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 64,
289–313.

Liu, D. G., Shi, K., Wang, Y. L., & Gong, H. (2015). Relationships
between challenge-hindrance stressor employees’work engagement
and job satisfaction. Journal of Management Science, 24(2), 1–9.

Lu, L., Chang, T. T., Kao, S. F., & Cooper, C. L. (2015). Testing an
integrated model of the work–family interface in Chinese em-
ployees: A longitudinal study. Asian Journal of Social Psychology,
18(1), 12–21.

Mao, J. H., Liu, J. Q., Han, Y., & Liu, W. X. (2017). The mechanism and
effect of leader humility: An interpersonal relationship perspective.
Acta Psychologica Sinica, 49(9), 1219–1233.

Matthews, R. A., Mills, M. J., Trout, R. C., & English, L. (2014). Family-
supportive supervisor behaviors, work engagement, and subjective
well-being: A contextually dependent mediated process. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 19(2), 168–181.

McCarthy, A., Darcy, C., & Grady, G. (2010). Work-life balance policy
and practice: Understanding line manager attitudes and behaviors.
Human Resource Management Review, 20(2), 158-167.

Mills, M. J., Matthews, R. A., Henning, J. B., & Woo, V. A. (2014).
Family-supportive organizations and supervisors: How do they in-
fluence employee outcomes and for whom? The International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 25(12), 1763–1785.

Muller, D., Judd, C. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2005). When moderation is
mediated and mediation is moderated. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 89(6), 852–863.

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Britt, T. W., & Greene-Shortridge, T. M. (2012).
Organizational work-family resources as predictors of job perfor-
mance and attitudes: The process of work-family conflict and en-
richment. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 17(1), 28–
40.

Okan, T., & Akyüz, A. M. (2015). Exploring the relationship between
ethical leadership and job satisfaction with the mediating role of the
level of loyalty to supervisor. Business and Economics Research
Journal, 6(4), 155–177.

Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Halbesleben, J. R. (2014). Examining the
influence of climate, supervisor guidance, and behavioral integrity
on work–family conflict: A demands and resources approach.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(4), 447-463.

Qing, G., & Zhou, E. (2017). Bidirectional work–family enrichment me-
diates the relationship between family-supportive supervisor behav-
iors and work engagement. Social Behavior and Personality: an
International Journal, 45(2), 299–308.

Rodríguez-Muñoz, A., Baillien, E., DeWitte, H., Moreno-Jiménez, B., &
Pastor, J. C. (2009). Cross-lagged relationships between workplace
bullying, job satisfaction and engagement: Two longitudinal studies.
Work & Stress, 23(3), 225–243.

Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., & Bakker, A. B. (2017). Family supportive
supervisor behaviors and organizational culture: Effects on work
engagement and performance. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 22(2), 207–217.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing
approach to job attitudes and task design. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 23, 224–253.

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker, A. B.
(2002). The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sam-
ple confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of Happiness
studies, 3(1), 71–92.

Semmer, N. K., Elfering, A., Jacobshagen, N., Perrot, T., Beehr, T. A., &
Boos, N. (2008). The emotional meaning of instrumental social
support. International Journal of Stress Management, 15(3), 235–
251.

Stinglhamber, F., & Vandenberghe, C. (2003). Organizations and super-
visors as sources of support and targets of commitment: A longitu-
dinal study. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24, 251–270.

Straub, C. (2012). Antecedents and organizational consequences of fam-
ily supportive supervisor behavior: A multilevel conceptual frame-
work for research. Human Resource Management Review, 22(1),
15–26.

Wang, P., Walumbwa, F. O., Wang, H., & Aryee, S. (2013). Unraveling
the relationship between family-supportive supervisor and employ-
ee performance. Group & Organization Management, 38(2), 258–
287.

Curr Psychol



Wang, H., Lu, G., & Liu, Y. (2017). Ethical leadership and loyalty to
supervisor in china: The roles of interactional justice and collectiv-
istic orientation. Journal of Business Ethics, 146(3), 529–543.

Wayne, J. H., Musisca, N., & Fleeson, W. (2004). Considering the role of
personality in the work–family experience: Relationships of the big
five to work–family conflict and facilitation. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 64(1), 108–130.

Weiner, B. (1985). An attributional theory of achievement motivation and
emotion. Psychological review, 92(4), 548–573.

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A
theoretical discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of
affective experiences at work. Research in Organizational Behavior,
18, 1–74.

Wong, S. C. K., & Ko, A. (2009). Exploratory study of understanding
hotel employees’ perception on work–life balance issues.
International Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(2), 195–203.

Wong, Y. T., Wong, C. S., &Ngo, H. Y. (2002). Loyalty to supervisor and
trust in supervisor of workers in Chinese joint ventures: A test of two
competing models. International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 13(6), 883–900.

Wu, M., & Wang, J. (2012). Developing a charismatic leadership model
for Chinese organizations: The mediating role of loyalty to supervi-
sors. The International Journal of Human Resource Management,
23(19), 4069–4084.

Xie, J. L., Ma, H. Y., Tang, H. Y., & Jiang, H. (2017). Family supportive
supervisor behavior and marital satisfaction among Chinese dual-
earner couples: Testing a positive spillover-crossover model. Acta
Psychologica Sinica, 49(3), 359–369.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Curr Psychol


	Family supportive supervisor behaviors and work engagement: A social information processing perspective
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical Background
	Social Information Processing Theory
	Hypotheses
	Loyalty to Supervisor as a Mediator

	Attribution of Intentions for FSSB as a Moderator
	Method
	Participants

	Measures
	Family Supportive Supervisor Behaviors

	Loyalty to Supervisor
	Attribution of Intention for FSSB
	Work Engagement
	Work-Family Facilitation
	Control Variables
	Procedure
	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Preliminary Analyses
	Hypothesis Testing
	Additional Analyses

	Discussion
	Contributions to the Literature
	Practical Implications
	Limitations and Future Research
	Conclusion
	References


