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This article presents two studies that examine the moderated multiple mediation model between
Family Supportive Supervisors Behaviors (FSSB) and individual’s thriving at work through psychological availability and work–family enrichment at conditional levels of need for caring. Drawing on
the Resource-Gain-Development framework and self-determination theory, the results of the 6-month
time-lagged data demonstrate, in Study 1 (Italian sample = 156), that FSSB is associated with
greater individual thriving at work via work–family enrichment and that this indirect relationship is
significant exclusively for those who perceive a higher need for caring. In Study 2 (Chinese sample
= 356), the results demonstrate the relationship between FSSB and thriving at work is serially mediated by both psychological availability and work–family enrichment at the conditional level of need
for caring. In particular, the results demonstrate that individuals with a higher need for caring
responded more favorably to the presence of a family supportive supervisor than those experiencing
a lower need for caring. Implications for research and practice are discussed.
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Supervisors represent a powerful source of help for employees to successfully balance
their work and family roles (Hammer, Demsky, Kossek, & Bray, in press; Hammer, Kossek,
Zimmerman, & Daniels, 2007). While formal family-friendly policies are important, research
has shown that informal Family Supportive Supervisors Behaviors (FSSB) are even more
critical than such policies for alleviating employees’ work–family tensions (Hammer, Kossek,
Yragui, Bodner, & Hanson, 2009; Kossek, Pichler, Bodner, & Hammer, 2011; Straub, 2012).
This is because the efficacy of formal family-friendly policies (such as flexible schedule,
teleworking, compressed work week, etc.) often depends on the informal discretion of supervisors, who can act as gatekeepers (Straub, 2012) by encouraging or dissuading employees
from using them (Allen, 2001). Researchers have consistently found that FSSB is associated
with reduced work–family conflict and improved work–family enrichment (Bagger & Li,
2014; Las Heras, Trefalt, & Escribano, 2015; Matthews, Mills, Trout, & English, 2014; OdleDusseau, Britt, & Greene-Shortridge, 2012; Wayne, Casper, Allen, & Matthews, 2013).
However, despite the mounting evidence of benefits associated with FSSB, we know relatively little about the underlying process through which FSSB influences work and family
outcomes (Straub, 2012). Unveiling what mechanisms and resources are prompted in the target
population by virtue of the presence of a family supportive supervisor is necessary to develop
a more complete understanding of proximal and distal outcomes of FSSB. In this article, drawing on the Resource-Gain-Development (RGD) framework (Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, &
Kacmar, 2007), we examine a serial multiple mediation model in which FSSB is associated
with greater thriving at work (defined as an individual’s “joint experience of learning and vitality at work” by Spreitzer, Sutcliffe, Dutton, Sonenshein, & Grant, 2005: 538) through psychological availability and work–family enrichment. We suggest that psychological
availability—which captures the individuals’ perception of having all the necessary “physical,
emotional, or psychological resources to personally engage at a particular moment” (Kahn,
1990: 714)—is a critical psychological resource that can be expanded in the presence of FSSB.
This is because the presence of a family supportive supervisor signals to employees they may
have access to all resources they need to engage in work and family roles. We suggest that this,
in turn, can lead to greater work–family enrichment, as fully engaging in work and family roles
is essential to gain further personal and contextual resources (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker,
2012; Wayne, Randel, & Stevens, 2006). Finally, we believe that thriving can be expanded in
the presence of higher levels of work–family enrichment because the greater the resources
individuals have at their disposal, the greater their capacity for investing in activities that favor
their growth and self-development (Carmeli & Russo, in press). Importantly, to demonstrate
direction of causality between FSSB and thriving through psychological availability and work–
family enrichment, we have also tested supplementary models, reported in the Method section,
which assume alternative causal relationships than the hypothesized ones.
Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 1, drawing on self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan,
1985), we suggest that the indirect relationship between FSSB and individual thriving at work
may be better understood while considering the moderating role of individuals’ need for caring,
which we define as the extent to which individuals desire to feel valued, cared for, and
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Figure 1
The Hypothesized Serial Multiple Mediation Model

Note: FSSB and psychological availability were measured at Time 1 and work–family enrichment, need for caring,
and thriving at Time 2. The time lag between Time 1 and Time 2 was 6 months.

appreciated by significant others. We contend that although all individuals value FSSB, as it is a
helpful contextual resource (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012; Voydanoff, 2005), those who
have a higher need for caring may respond more favorably, as FSSB contributes to fulfilling their
actual needs of being cared for. A focus on individual characteristics that moderate the effects of
FSSB is theoretically and practically important. Theoretically, our study provides a complementary perspective to current FSSB research that has mainly focused on contextual factors—such
as the presence of family-friendly benefits in the organization (Bagger & Li, 2014), the exposure
to a demanding family situation (Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011;
Matthews, Mills et al., 2014), or the national context (Las Heras et al., 2015)—to examine
potential boundary conditions of FSSB. Practically, pointing out who is more sensitive to FSSB
would enable supervisors to allocate supportive resources more adequately by targeting those
employees who are most in need of such support (Bagger & Li, 2014).
Finally, a review of FSSB literature indicates that much of the research has been conducted in the United States (Las Heras et al., 2015), with only limited research conducted in
non-U.S. settings. To address this limitation, we tested our model in two largely different
countries, Italy (Study 1) and China (Study 2), using two samples of working adults living
with a cohabiting partner and/or having at least one child to care for at home. This is important because examining the effects of FSSB in different cultural contexts provides an opportunity for theoretical refinement and empirical research extensions (Matthews, Mills et al.,
2014), particularly because the cultural context can significantly impact the strength of family supportive supervision efforts (Shor, Greenhaus, & Graham, 2013).

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
FSSB
FSSB refers to discretionary supportive behaviors exhibited by supervisors towards
employees’ family roles (Hammer, Kossek, Bodner, & Crain, 2013). It consists of four distinct dimensions: emotional support, instrumental support, role modeling, and creative workfamily management decisions. Emotional support refers to supervisors’ emotional expression
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of concern towards the way the work impacts on employees’ family and sympathy towards
employees’ family and personal life commitments (Hammer et al., 2009). Instrumental support refers to the day-to-day assistance and resources that supervisors provide to their
employees to facilitate the management of work–family demands (Lapierre & Allen, 2006).
Role modeling refers to exemplary behaviors enacted by supervisors that can be a source of
inspiration for employees because they are perceived as conducive of desirable work–family
outcomes (Hammer et al., 2015; Koch & Binnewies, 2015). Finally, creative work–family
management consists of innovative actions initiated by supervisors with the goal to restructure work in a way that can both reduce individuals’ work–family tensions and improve
organizational outcomes (Hammer et al., 2009).
The RGD framework (Wayne et al., 2007) provides a solid theoretical foundation for our
model, as it is fully rooted in positive organizational scholarship research (Cameron, Dutton,
Quinn, & Wrzesniewski, 2003) and conservation of resource theory (Hobfoll, 1989). The
RGD framework focuses on individual and organizational enablers that can promote human
development and allow an optimal individual functioning in work and family roles (Wayne
et al., 2007). A basic assumption of the RGD framework is that individuals have a natural
tendency to grow and achieve the highest level of functioning in each domain in which they
are embedded. Critical to experiencing optimal functioning are the personal resources (skills,
perspective, energies, conditions, human capital) and contextual resources (objects, support,
social network) that individuals can gain when proactively engaging in domain-related activities and tasks (Wayne et al., 2007). Starting from these theoretical premises, we hereinafter
develop our hypotheses regarding the relationships between FSSB, psychological availability, work–family enrichment, and thriving at work.

FSSB, Psychological Availability, and Work–Family Enrichment
As a starting point, we suggest that one important personal resource (psychological condition) that individuals can gain when working with a family supportive supervisor is psychological availability. Psychological availability is a positive mental state that reflects the
individuals’ capacity to be fully present in what they do, such that they become “attentive,
connected, integrated and focused in their role performances” (Kahn, 1992: 322).
Psychological availability manifests when an individual is personally accessible and intrinsically motivated to engage in what she or he is doing (i.e., contributing opinions and ideas,
modeling openness and empathy towards others, and connecting to her or his self) (Kahn,
1990). Prior research has demonstrated that psychological availability increases when individuals perceive to have sufficient intellectual, emotional, and physical resources to successfully engage in a given situation (Kahn, 1990). Consistently, we suggest that in the presence
of FSSB individuals’ psychological availability is likely to be expanded. FSSB contributes to
developing and retaining individuals’ emotional, intellectual, and physical resources
(Hammer et al., 2015), which can then be directed towards increasing their personal engagement in domain-related tasks and activities. When employees decide to approach their supervisors to seek help in handling their work–family problems, they need to feel reassured
regarding the absence of negative repercussions associated with this decision. This is because
moving towards others to seek help bears some risks, particularly that employees might be
perceived as not sufficiently committed to work (Allen, 2001). FSSB signals to employees
that the supervisor is accessible, is empathic, and has the goodwill intention to help them
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handle their family-related problems (Hammer et al., 2009). This can expand one’s psychological availability, as employees feel they work in a safe environment wherein they can
engage in an open and free exchange with their supervisor and express their family-related
problems without the risk of being negatively judged because of this.
Hypothesis 1: FSSB is positively related to psychological availability.

We also hypothesize that psychological availability is associated with greater work–family
enrichment. Kahn (1990, 1992, 2001) argued that psychological availability is vital to foster
greater engagement, because when individuals perceive they have adequate resources to
cope with a specific situation (even when the particular demands in other domains are high),
they are less distracted and are more able to focus on what they are doing. Accordingly, we
contend that when employees experience psychological availability, the work–family enrichment process will be facilitated, as mindfully engaging in domain-related tasks and activities
enables individuals to gain more resources (Wayne et al., 2006) and “to develop a better
understanding of how to function in that domain as well as what resources may be transferable across domains” (Allen & Paddock, 2015).
Hypothesis 2: Psychological availability is positively related to work–family enrichment.

Work–Family Enrichment and Thriving at Work
Thriving is the individual’s joint experience of learning and vitality at work (Spreitzer
et al., 2005), which reflect the cognitive and affective dimensions of human growth (Porath,
Spreitzer, Gibson, & Garnett, 2012). Learning refers to the individuals’ perceptions of continuously improving their knowledge, skills, and/or abilities while performing their job
(Dweck, 1986; Elliott & Dweck, 1988); vitality refers to the positive state of feeling energized and alive when doing one’s job and is linked to the perception of having more energy
available (Nix, Ryan, Manly, & Deci, 1999). Although thriving is an emerging concept in
management research, we are not aware of any empirical studies that examine the relationship between work–family enrichment and thriving. In this research, we hypothesize that
work–family enrichment is likely to augment an individual’s sense of thriving at work.
Notably, we decided to focus solely on work–family enrichment (rather than on family-work
enrichment), because prior research found that the positive effects of work–family enrichment are primarily manifested in the originating role domain (Carlson, Hunter, Ferguson, &
Whitten, 2014; Crain & Hammer, 2013). Work–family enrichment theorists posit that
resources acquired at work, or in other domains such as the family or the community, can be
transferred back and forth across domains and used to improve the individual’s system functioning and overall quality of life (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Wayne et al., 2007). Here, we
suggest that the experience of work–family enrichment and the subsequent gain of personal
and contextual resources make individuals more emotionally and intellectually capable of
accommodating multiple life stressors and ultimately thrive (Carmeli & Russo, in press;
Halbesleben, Neveu, Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker,
2012). Specifically, we suggest that vitality can be enhanced through work–family enrichment because experiencing synergistic combinations between work and family roles has
been shown to multiply rather than deplete individuals’ energy (Rothbard, 2001). When
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employees experience work–family enrichment, they feel that they have energy available to
devote to other domains (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), which is critical to enhance vitality
(Nix et al., 1999). Learning can also be enhanced, because the greater the personal and contextual resources individuals gain at work are, the greater their capacity for investing in further development and learning activities will be. This is consistent with recent research
showing that work–family enrichment is associated with proactive behaviors, resilience, persistence in goal striving, and job effort (Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & King, 2002; Russo,
2015; Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). Notably, Carmeli and Russo (in press) argued that
work–family enrichment also manifests in capital gains—for instance through the expansion
of an individual’s social network—which can be realized in greater learning capacities, as
connections are key for accumulating new knowledge (Spreitzer et al., 2005).
Hypothesis 3: Work–family enrichment is positively associated with individual thriving at work.

Finally, we posit that psychological availability and work–family enrichment serially
mediate the relationship between FSSB and thriving. Our reasoning builds on the assumption
that thriving is a psychological state that can be influenced by situational mechanisms
(Spreitzer et al., 2005), such as through the exposure to a favorable environment containing
enabling social structures, resources, and/or positive relationships (Hedström & Swedberg,
1998). We suggest that FSSB, psychological availability, and work–family enrichment represent critical situational resources and mechanisms that can promote greater thriving. FSSB
is important for thriving in general, and for learning in particular, as learning does not occur
in isolation but is cultivated through social interactions, particularly in the context of supportive leadership (Paterson, Luthans, & Jeung, 2014). The presence of supportive leadership
creates a safe and meaningful climate (Paterson et al., 2014; Vinarski-Peretz & Carmeli,
2011) that can stimulate social learning (Kwan, 2014). Psychological availability is important, as it manifests in a positive mental state in which individuals are fully accessible to their
roles, others, and themselves (Kahn, 2001). This is critical to enhancing the perception of
having energy available (Russo, Shteigman, & Carmeli, in press) and to experiencing positive emotions (Spreitzer et al., 2005) that can expand one’s learning capacities (Fredrickson,
2001). Furthermore, we suggest that psychological availability is an important personal
resource that facilitates the work–family enrichment process, as it is a psychological condition that sustains and favors the mobilization of other resources and a more effective transfer
of resources across domains (Allen & Paddock, 2015). For instance, psychological availability has been shown to increase individual focus and engagement in domain-related tasks and
activities (Kahn, 1990; Vinarski-Peretz & Carmeli, 2011), which are critical conditions to
experiencing greater work–family enrichment (Allen & Paddock, 2015; Wayne et al., 2007).
Finally, as previously mentioned, we believe that work–family enrichment is crucial to promote greater thriving, as it is a generative process that favors the endogenous development
of resources, including knowledge, positive affect, and networks (Carmeli & Russo, in press),
which can engender a sense of thriving, as these resources favor the undertaking of proactive
behaviors and self-development initiatives (Spreitzer et al., 2005).
Hypothesis 4: Psychological availability and work–family enrichment serially mediate the relationship between FSSB and individual thriving at work.
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The Moderating Role of the Need for Caring
We have argued that the relationship between FSSB and thriving at work is serially mediated by psychological availability and work–family enrichment. However, drawing on the
RGD framework (Wayne et al., 2007) and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985),
we suggest that the individual need for caring can influence the strength of FSSB effects. The
RGD framework assumes that personal characteristics can influence the work–family enrichment process because they affect the individual’s ability to experience positive spillovers,
engage in developmental activities, and gain valuable assets in each domain (Wayne et al.,
2007). An example of a personal characteristic that influences the work–family enrichment
process is work identity, which reflects the importance individuals place on their work to
inform their self-identity (Aryee & Luk, 1996). Wayne et al. (2006) found that employees
with a high work identity experience greater work–family enrichment, as they invest more in
work-related activities than individuals with a low work identity. This greater investment
helps them to enjoy their daily work experiences more and consequently to gain more
resources (Wayne et al., 2006).
Self-determination theory posits that individuals have a set of basic psychological needs—
namely, competence, autonomy, and relatedness—that, once satisfied, enable individuals to
experience better functioning, self-development, growth, and vitality (Deci & Ryan, 2008;
Nix et al., 1999; Warner & Hausdorf, 2009). Notably, researchers found these basic needs to
be universal and their satisfaction to predict psychological well-being in numerous countries
(Deci & Ryan, 2008). In this paper, we suggest that an individual’s need for caring can represent a basic psychological need, because similar to the need for relatedness, it captures an
individual’s desire to connect with and be cared for by others. As such, we expect it can
ensure optimal individual functioning and greater thriving once fulfilled. Consistently, we
expect that the individual’s need for caring moderates the serial-mediated relationships
between FSSB and thriving via psychological availability and work–family enrichment.
Previous research has shown that employees tend to personify their organization through the
figure of their supervisor, such that they develop the perception of being cared for by their
organizations when their supervisor provides them with caring behaviors (House, 1981;
Kahn, 1993). Thus, we expect FSSB to play a critical role in fulfilling the individual’s need
for caring. However, like the needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Deci &
Ryan, 2008), we believe that individuals vary in their level of need for caring depending on
their particular disposition and/or stage of life (i.e., when they are coping with life events that
require more care, support, and empathy from others, such as the birth of a child or when they
are navigating an important career transition). Unlike employees with a low need for caring,
who may be unresponsive toward the presence of a family supportive supervisor, we believe
that the positive effects of FSSB can be amplified for employees with a high need for caring,
as they can judge the resources provided by their supervisors as critical to fulfill their actual
needs. This is in line with the basic tenets of work–family enrichment research that suggest
that resources gained in one domain are more likely to enhance functioning when they are
consistent with the actual needs perceived by an individual (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).
Accordingly, we believe that FSSB will be perceived as more important and beneficial by
employees in the high need for caring condition, resulting in stronger positive effects on
individual thriving at work through psychological availability and work–family enrichment.
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Hypothesis 5: Need for caring will moderate the strength of the mediated relationship between
FSSB and thriving at work via psychological availability and work–family enrichment, such that
the serial mediation will be stronger in the high need for caring versus the low need for caring
condition.

Study 1
Method
Data and procedures. Study 1 was carried out in Italy. There was a planned 6-month time
lag between the first (Time 1, July 2013) and the second (Time 2, January 2014) wave, which
is considered appropriate for longitudinal studies in work–family studies (Matthews, Wayne,
& Ford, 2014). The authors personally contacted the Italian Management Association asking
for authorization to contact some of their affiliated managers. Ten managers showed interest
in the research project and invited employees working in their companies to join the research.
Then, following the principles of snowball sampling (Biernacki & Waldorf, 1981), we asked
the interested participants to recommend other participants. The prerequisites for inclusion in
the final sample were (a) having a full-time job and (b) living with a cohabitating partner and/
or having at least one child to care for at home. A total of 333 employees responded at Time
1 to the survey, which contained demographic questions and the scales to measure FSSB and
psychological availability. Six months later, respondents were invited to complete a second
survey containing the scales to measure the other study’s variables. A total of 191 employees
completed the survey at Time 2. Thirty-five respondents were excluded from the sample
because they did not meet the study requirements. The final sample was composed of 156
participants, for a response rate of 46.8%. Among the respondents, 44% were female, with
an average age of 44.3 years (SD = 6.44). The average number of children was 1.47 (SD =
0.91), the average tenure was 12.69 years (SD = 7.89), the average number of working hours
per week was 42.55 (SD = 10.38), and 69% were employed in the private sector. Respondents
represented a variety of industries, including health care (27%), education (24%), trade (9%),
consulting (7%), and IT (6%).
Measures. The scales were administered to the participants in Italian. We followed the
back-translation procedure recommended by Brislin (1980) to translate the scales from English to Italian.
FSSB. FSSB was measured at Time 1 on a 14-item scale developed by Hammer et al.
(2009). Respondents were asked to indicate to what extent their supervisor was supportive
with regard to their work–family problems. A sample item is “My supervisor is willing to
listen to my problems in juggling work and non-work life” (emotional support). The Cronbach’s alpha was .95.
Psychological availability. Psychological availability was measured at Time 1 on a fiveitem scale developed by May, Gilson, and Harter (2004). Respondents were asked to indicate
to what extent they were confident in their ability to address the competing demands of
work and family roles. A sample item is “I am confident in my ability to handle competing
demands.” The Cronbach’s alpha was .85.
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Work–family enrichment. Work–family enrichment was measured at Time 2 on a nineitem scale developed by Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, and Grzywacz (2006). Respondents were
asked to indicate how much their work experiences contributed in enhancing the functioning
of their family life. A sample item is “My involvement in my work helps me acquire skills
that help me to be a better family member.” The Cronbach’s alpha was .91.
Thriving at work. Thriving at work was measured at Time 2 on two scales that assess
the individual’s learning capacity and vitality at work. Learning was measured with a threeitem scale developed by Carmeli and Spreitzer (2009). A sample item is “To what extent do
you learn new things at work?” Vitality was measured on an eight-item scale developed by
Atwater and Carmeli (2009). A sample item is “I feel active and energetic at work.” Results
of an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) showed that all items pertaining to thriving loaded
onto two factors. The first factor consisted of the learning items, with an eigenvalue of 4.78,
accounting for 47.88% of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .78 to .88.
The second factor consisted of the vitality items, with an eigenvalue of 1.55, accounting for
15.52% of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .70 to .80. Following recent
work (Carmeli & Spreitzer, 2009), we computed the measure of thriving by calculating the
average score of the two subscales measuring vitality and learning. The Cronbach’s alpha
was .88.
Need for caring. Need for caring was measured at Time 2 with five items developed by
the authors that drew on the available literature (Kahn, 1993). The five items were as follows:
“I like being close to others and feeling that they care for me”; “I find it very satisfying when
others convey caring when they interact with me”; “Just being around others who care for me
is valuable to me”; “It is meaningful to me when others care for me”; and “One of the most
significant things for me is to know that others care for me.” The Cronbach’s alpha for the
scale was .88. We conducted an EFA to test the construct validity. The results indicate that the
five “need for caring” items loaded strongly on the “need for caring” factor. The eigenvalue
was 3.416 and explained 68.32% of the variance. Factor loadings for this factor ranged from
.78 to .85.
Control variables. Consistent with previous research showing that demographics can
influence individuals’ needs (Bagger & Li, 2014), we included age (in years) and gender as
control variables. Furthermore, we also controlled for tenure with the organization (in years).

Results
The descriptive statistics and correlations for all the variables are displayed in Table 1. In
line with longitudinal research (Matthews, Wayne et al., 2014), we conducted a series of t
tests on the demographic variables, FSSB and psychological availability (all the variables
measured at Time 1), to control for attrition sample bias. Mean differences were calculated
between two groups: (a) the final sample (n = 156) and (b) respondents who participated only
at Time 1 (n = 127). No group differences were found in terms of gender, age, organizational
tenure, marital status, education, type of employment (full-time vs. part-time), FSSB, or
psychological availability. Based on these results, we concluded that attrition did not create
any significant bias.
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Study 1 and Study 2

1. Age
2. Gender
3. Organizational
tenure
4. FSSB
5. Psychological
availability
6. Work–family
Enrichment
7. Need for
caring
8. Thriving

Study 1

Study 2

M

SD

M

SD

1

2

44.33
—
12.69

6.44
—
7.89

35.15
—
9.65

7.28
—
6.28

—
−.15**
.75**

−.01
—
−.14**

3.29
3.92

0.92
0.50

3.71
3.98

0.66
0.43

−.19**
−.07

.04
−.01

−.19**
−.08*

—
.50**

.10
—

3.31

0.69

3.91

0.55

−.02

−.07

−.07

.51**

.49**

—

3.65

0.60

4.07

0.42

−.03

.06

−.08

.30**

.32**

.46**

—

3.79

0.60

3.98

0.47

−.02

−.07

−.12*

.47**

.49**

.67**

.50**

3

4

.52** −.15*
.24**
.11
—
−.01

5
−.10
−.03
−.17*

6
−.12
.10
−.02

7
−.10
.19*
−.02

.39** −.05
.28** −.03
.13

8
−.09
.07
−.02
.42**
.38**
.63**
.04
—

Note: Values above the diagonal are for Study 1 (n = 156); values below the diagonal are for Study 2 (n = 356).
* p < .05.
**p < .01.

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on FSSB, psychological availability, workfamily enrichment, need for caring, and thriving to verify their independent nature. The fivefactor model [χ² = 2,322.22, df = 1293, comparative fit index (CFI) = .90, incremental fit
index (IFI) = .90, root mean square of error approximation (RMSEA) = .05] was superior to
the two four-factor models considered, where we combined psychological availability and
work–family enrichment (χ² = 2,803.40, df = 1,297, CFI = .79, IFI = .73, RMSEA = .08) and
work–family enrichment and thriving, respectively (χ² = 3,524.19, df = 1,319, CFI = .69, IFI
= .69, RMSEA = .10), and to the one-factor model where all the items were loaded onto one
single factor (χ² = 6,073.68, df = 1,325, CFI = .34, IFI = .34, RMSEA = .15).
All hypotheses were tested using a conditional process analysis program, PROCESS, which
computes ordinary least square regressions to test for direct and indirect effects (Hayes &
Preacher, 2013). We employed PROCESS Model 6 (serial mediation) to estimate regression
coefficients and follow-up bootstrap analyses with 5,000 bootstrap samples to estimate 95%
bias-corrected confidence intervals for specific and total indirect effects. Serial mediation
assumes “a causal chain linking the mediators, with a specified direction of causal flow”
(Hayes, 2012: 14). Accordingly, individual thriving was entered as the outcome variable, FSSB
as the predictor variable, and psychological availability and work–family enrichment as the two
serial mediators in this causal order: FSSB → psychological availability → work–family
enrichment → thriving. To test for the presence of moderated serial mediations, we examined
whether there was a significant interaction between FSSB and need for caring in predicting
psychological availability and work–family enrichment as well as whether the conditional
effects of FSSB on thriving, via psychological availability and work–family enrichment, across
high, moderate, and low levels of need for caring, were statistically different from zero (i.e., the
estimated confidence interval excluded zero). This latter condition is crucial to demonstrate
whether the strength of the serial-mediated relationship differs across participants who present
a high or a low need for caring. Finally, following Hayes’s (2015) recommendations, we computed an index of moderated mediation, which enables quantification of the weight and size of
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Table 2
Unstandardized Regression Coefficients With Confidence Intervals
Estimating Psychological Availability, Work–Family Enrichment, and
Individual Thriving (Study 1)
Psychological
Availability

Work–Family
Enrichment

Thriving

Variables

Coeff.

95% CI

Coeff.

95% CI

Coeff.

95% CI

Age
Gender
Organizational tenure
FSSB
Need for caring
Psychological availability
Work–family enrichment
FSSB × Need for Caring

−.01
.01
−.01
.03
−.02

−.01, .01
−.16, .17
−.02, .01
−.05, .12
−.16, .10

−.01
.03
.01
.21**
.23**
.30**

−.01, .01
−.16, .23
−.01, .02
.10, .31
.07, .39
.11, .49

.03

−.08, .14

0.28**

.14, .42

.01
.01
.01
.14
−.01
.26**
.44**
−.04

−.01, .01
−.14, .16
−.01, .01
.05, .22
−.14, .11
.11, .41
.32, .57
−.16, .06

Direct effect of FSSB on thriving
FSSB

R2 = .04

R2 = .31

R2 = .47

F(6,000) = 1.13

F(7,000) = 9.39**

F(8,000) = 16.42**

Effect

Boot SE

.14

.04
Effect

Indirect effect of FSSB on thriving
Total
Model 1: Through psychological availability alone
Model 2: Through work–family enrichment alone
Model 3: Through psychological availability and
work–family enrichment

.11
.01
.09
.01

p

.01
Boot SE

.03
.01
.03
.01

CI

.05, .22
CI

.04, .19
−.01, .04
.04, .16
−.01, .02

Note: The number of bootstrap samples for the bias-corrected interval is 5,000. Variables involved in the product
term were mean-centered. CI = Confidence Interval.
*p < .05.
**p < .01.

the association between the moderator and the indirect effect. This index is particularly important because a significant interaction between a predictor and a moderator does not automatically indicate the presence of moderation (Hayes, 2015).
The estimated regression coefficients are displayed in Table 2. FSSB was not significantly
associated with psychological availability (b = .03, p > .10), whereas psychological availability
was significantly associated with work–family enrichment (b = .30, p < .05), and work–family
enrichment was significantly associated with thriving (b = .44, p < .01) in the expected direction.
This finding does not support Hypothesis 1 (linking FSSB to psychological availability), but it
does support Hypothesis 2 (linking psychological availability to work–family enrichment) and
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Hypothesis 3 (linking work–family enrichment to thriving). To test for H4, predicting the serial
mediation, we calculated specific and total indirect effects of FSSB to thriving through at least
one mediator and through the two serial mediators. Model 1 tested whether only psychological
availability mediated the relationship between FSSB and thriving, Model 2 tested whether only
work–family enrichment mediated the relationship between FSSB and thriving, and Model 3
tested the hypothesized serial-mediated model. The total indirect effect (.11) was statistically
different from zero with 95% confidence (.04 to .19). The specific indirect effect of FSSB on
thriving via psychological availability (.01) was not statistically different from zero with 95%
confidence (–.01 to .04), whereas the specific indirect effect of FSSB on thriving via workfamily enrichment (.09) was statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (.04 to .16). In
contrast to what we hypothesized, the specific indirect effect of FSSB on thriving via psychological availability and work–family enrichment (.01) was not statistically different from zero
with 95% confidence (–.01 to .02). To test Hypothesis 5, predicting the moderating role of need
for caring, we computed the index of moderated mediation that is quantified as the product of the
function linking FSSB to psychological availability, the effect of psychological availability on
work–family enrichment, and the effect of work–family enrichment on individual thriving (for
details on how to calculate the index of moderated mediation, see Hayes, 2015). The results
indicate that the index of moderated mediation for the specific indirect effect pertaining to the
serial mediation (.004) was not statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (–.0005 to
.0108), meaning that no moderation of the specific indirect effect through psychological availability and work–family enrichment by need for caring was plausible. The index of moderated
mediation for Model 2, pertaining to the specific indirect effect through work–family enrichment
alone (.12), was statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (.05 to .23), so we can
fairly confidently say that this specific indirect effect depends on need for caring.
Supplementary analysis. One problem in interpreting the results of this study concerns the
direction of causality between the study’s variables. To ascertain the validity of the serial causal
chain hypothesized in the research model, we tested three different alternative models: one in
which FSSB predicted thriving via work–family enrichment and psychological availability
(inverted causal order of the two serial mediators) at different levels of need for caring, one in
which FSSB predicted work–family enrichment via psychological availability and thriving at
different levels of need for caring, and one in which FSSB predicted work–family enrichment via
thriving and psychological availability at different levels of need for caring. The results show that
the index of moderated mediation related to the first alternative causal model (FSSB → workfamily enrichment → psychological availability → thriving) was not statistically significant, as
the confidence interval included the zero (index = .012, 95% bootstrap confidence interval =
–.004 to .02). Similar results were found for the index of moderated mediation related to the second, FSSB → psychological availability → thriving → work–family enrichment (index = .006,
95% bootstrap confidence interval = –.01 to .02), and third, FSSB → thriving → psychological
availability → work–family enrichment (index = .05, 95% bootstrap confidence interval = –.004
to .007), alternative causal models. Full results are available from the corresponding author.

Discussion
The results of Study 1 suggest that work–family enrichment is the primary mediator of the
relationship between FSSB and individual thriving and that this indirect relationship is
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significant only for employees experiencing a high need for caring. Although this finding is
different from what we hypothesized, these results are worth noting from a theoretical and
practical point of view. Theoretically, these results are important, as this is, to our knowledge,
the first study that links FSSB to thriving. The results confirm that work-family enrichment
is a fundamental mediating mechanism linking workplace resources (FSSB) to positive
work-related outcomes (thriving) (Crain & Hammer, 2013; Lapierre et al., 2008). The results
also demonstrate that individuals with a high need for caring are more responsive to FSSB
and work–family enrichment than those with a low need for caring. From a practical point of
view, these results are important, as they demonstrate that FSSB does not have the same
importance for all employees indiscriminately. This finding can help supervisors to better
target their supportive behaviors in order to maximize the payoff from their effort (Bagger &
Li, 2014). We believe that examining mechanisms and conditions in which employees can
better manage their work–family interface is crucial in today’s Italian work environment,
where, due to the economic crisis, there is limited work–family organizational support, as
recently indicated by Riva (2015), who found that only 13% of union agreements ratified in
Italian companies include work–family supportive policies. Thus, the informal support provided by the supervisor may compensate for the lack of formal company support and play a
critical role in helping employees to experience greater work–family enrichment and, ultimately, to thrive.

Study 2
Study 2 was designed to accomplish three main goals. First, although Study 1 helped to
clarify the indirect relationship between FSSB and thriving, it did not probe the presence
of a serial mediation, as the results demonstrate that only work–family enrichment mediated the relationship between FSSB and thriving. This is in line with prior research that has
established a direct link between FSSB and work–family enrichment (Hammer et al., 2009;
Lu, Siu, Spector, & Shi, 2009; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012). However, we believe that it is
important to examine a more complex model that includes psychological availability as a
mediator of the relationship between FSSB and work–family enrichment, as this would
enable us to also provide a more accurate understanding of what individual and organizational factors can facilitate the work–family enrichment process, which is a question that
has received little attention in prior research (Greenhaus & Singh, 2007; Kim & Las Heras,
2012).
Second, although Study 1 extends prior literature by examining the consequences of
FSSB in a non-U.S. country (Las Heras et al., 2015), Italy belongs to the Western region of
the world and presents similar cultural characteristics to those of the United States regarding
leadership traits that can influence the availability of and access to work–family supportive
resources at work (Poelmans et al., 2003; Spector et al., 2004). Indeed, Italy and the United
States have similar scores in the GLOBE project with regard to gender egalitarianism and
individualism/collectivism (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004). China, on
the other hand, has significant differences from Italy concerning these cultural dimensions,
in particular a higher score for collectivism and a lower score for gender egalitarianism
(House et al., 2004). Therefore, we contend that examining the proximal and distal consequences of FSSB in China is important to provide a more complete understanding of FSSB
effects in different regions of the world.
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Third, instead of using a snowball sampling technique, which can create problems of representativeness due to the fact that respondents tend to identify other participants similar to themselves (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2003), we decided to recruit a Chinese market study
company to collect data using a representative sample of the working population at the community level (i.e., qu xian in Chinese, a subdivision of a prefecture-level municipality), with predetermined quotas based on sex, age, occupation, and employment status drawn from China’s 2010
census. This strategy also gave Study 2 a broader range than Study 1 in terms of the level of
supportive behaviors provided by supervisors in different organizations (cf. Bagger & Li, 2014).

Method
Data and Procedures
Data were collected in the Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou metropolitan areas of China.
The survey administrators began at the first dwelling place from the central north corner of
the community and proceeded in a specified direction until the quotas were filled.
Questionnaires were distributed to potential participants in each household between 8:00 and
9:30 p.m. The survey administrators collected the questionnaires 2 weeks later. The prerequisites to participate in the survey were the same as in Study 1: (a) to have a full-time job and
(b) to live with a cohabitating partner and/or to have at least one child to care for at home.
Time 1 was conducted in February 2014, and a total of 1,090 individuals completed the first
questionnaire in 47 subprefecture-level communities. Time 2 was conducted in August 2014,
and 570 out of the 1,090 individuals in the first wave completed the second questionnaire. A
monetary reward (US$20) was given to all respondents who completed both waves. We
excluded 214 participants because they did not meet the criteria (i.e., they were single and did
not have children). The final sample consisted of 356 participants, for a response rate of
32.6%. Among the respondents, 54.5% were female, and age ranged from 20 to 62 (M =
35.15, SD = 7.28). Due to China’s one-child policy, family size was small; 94.9% of respondents had only one child. Most of the respondents had at least a secondary school education
(93.3%); 36% worked in the public sector, and the rest worked in the private sector in various
industries, including manufacturing (42%), high tech (14%), agriculture and fishing (12%),
finance and banking (6%), and other services (26%).

Measures
We used the same scales as in Study 1. We followed the back-translation procedure recommended by Brislin (1980) to translate the study’s scale from English to Chinese. As in
Study 1, the results of the EFA for thriving showed that all items pertaining to thriving loaded
onto two factors. The first factor consisted of the learning items, with an eigenvalue of 6.02,
which accounted for 54.72% of the variance and had factor loadings ranging from .87 to .89.
The second factor consisted of the three learning items, with an eigenvalue of 1.17, accounting for 10.64% of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .70 to .80. We then
calculated thriving as the average score for the learning and vitality subscales. The Cronbach’s
alphas were .92 for FSSB, .83 for psychological availability, .91 for work–family enrichment, .80 for need for caring, and .91 for thriving. We controlled for the same variables as in
Study 1—age (in years), gender, and organizational tenure (in years).
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As in Study 1, given that our measure of need for caring was new, we performed an EFA
to test the construct validity. The results indicated that the five “need for caring” items loaded
strongly on the need for caring factor. The eigenvalue was equal to 2.81 and explained
56.24% of the variance. Factor loadings for this factor ranged from .75 to .84. A multigroup
CFA analysis was conducted to establish measurement invariance between the Chinese and
Italian samples. We first estimated the unconstrained measurement model and then imposed
invariance constraints between the two samples. The results indicated that both the unconstrained and the constrained model fit the data relatively well (CFI = .958 vs. .953; GFI =
.956 vs. .950). The value of the omnibus chi-square test was .069, which argues for noninvariance. Schmitt and Kuljanin (2008) noted that large samples and complex models are
highly susceptible to significant changes in the chi-square value. To confirm the measurement invariance of the need for caring, we followed Cheung and Rensvold (2000) by calculating the delta RMSEA, given that this measure is not affected by model complexity (Meade
& Kroustalis, 2006). The model showed measurement equivalence in that the difference in
the RMSEA between the constrained and unconstrained models was .008 (.077 vs. .069),
which is below the critical value (.10), as established by Cheung and Rensvold (2000). The
results of the measurement invariance tests suggest factor validity for the measure of need for
caring. Finally, as in Study 1, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis on FSSB, psychological availability, work–family enrichment, need for caring, and thriving to verify their
independent nature. The five-factor model (χ² = 2,984.63, df = 1,293, CFI = .90, IFI = .90,
RMSEA = .04) was superior to the two four-factor models considered, where we combined
psychological availability and work–family enrichment (χ² = 3,825.23, df = 1,297, CFI = .85,
IFI = .85, RMSEA = .05) and work–family enrichment and thriving, respectively (χ² =
3,707.56, df = 1,319, CFI = .86, IFI = .86, RMSEA = .05), and it was superior to the onefactor model (χ² = 7,974.99, df = 1,325, CFI = .61, IFI = .61, RMSEA = .09).

Results
The descriptive statistics and correlations for all the variables are presented in Table 1. To
test for attrition bias in our sample, we performed a series of t tests between two groups on
demographic variables and variables assessed at Time 1, namely FSSB and psychological
availability: (a) the final sample (n = 356) and (b) respondents who participated only at Time
1 (n = 261). No group differences were found in terms of age, gender, number of hours
worked per week, FSSB, or psychological availability. Some differences were found in terms
of organizational tenure and education. The final sample was composed of a larger proportion of highly educated employees with longer tenure in their organization as compared to
respondents who participated only at Time 1. To control for attrition bias, we followed
Heckman’s (1979) procedure. We first built a logistic regression model to estimate the effects
of education and organizational tenure on the dichotomous dependent variable that was created, with 1 representing employees who participated both at Time 1 and Time 2 and 0 representing employees who dropped out of the study after Time 1. Based on the residuals of this
logistic regression, we used Heckman’s formula to calculate Lee’s Lambda, which was afterward included in the regression models as a control variable.
Consistent with Study 1, we employed PROCESS Model 6 to estimate regression coefficients and follow-up bootstrap analyses with 5,000 bootstrap samples to estimate
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Table 3
Unstandardized Regression Coefficients With Confidence
Intervals Estimating Psychological Availability, Work–Family
Enrichment, and Individual Thriving (Study 2)
Psychological
Availability

Work–Family
Enrichment

Thriving

Variables

Coeff.

95% CI

Coeff.

95% CI

Coeff.

Age
Gender
Organizational tenure
Lambda
FSSB
Need for caring
Psychological availability
Work–family enrichment
FSSB × Need for Caring

.01*
−.05
−.01*
−.01
.27**
.19**

.01, .20
−.12, .12
−.02, –.01
−1.06, 1.05
.21, .33
.10, .28

.01
−.09**
−.01
−.45
.25**
.40**
.29**

−.01, .01
−.18, −.01
−.01, .01
−1.73, .81
.18, .33
.29, .51
.16, .42

.14**

.01, .26

.13+

−.02, .28

.01
−.03
−.01
.67
.03
.18**
.10**
.52**
−.04

Direct effect of FSSB on thriving
FSSB

95% CI
−.01, .01
−.09, .02
−.01, .01
−.18, 1.53
−.01, .90
.10, .26
.02, .19
.44, .59
−.14, .05

R2 = .31

R2 = .43

R2 = .64

F(6,000) = 26.52**

F(7,000) = 37.65**

F(8,000) = 78.47**

Effect

Boot SE

p

.03

.02

.18

Effect

Boot SE

.20
.03
.13
.14

.04
.01
.03
.01

Indirect effect of FSSB on thriving
Total
Model 1: Through psychological availability alone
Model 2: Through work–family enrichment alone
Model 3: Through psychological availability and
work–family enrichment

CI

−.01, .09
CI

.13, .30
.01, .07
.07, .22
.01, .08

Note: Number of bootstrap samples for bias corrected interval = 5,000. Standard errors are in parentheses. Variables
involved in the product term were mean centered.
*p < .05.
**p < .01.

95% bias-corrected confidence intervals for specific and total indirect effects. Furthermore,
we followed indications by Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) and Hayes (2015) to ascertain
the moderated serial mediation. The estimated regression coefficients are displayed in Table 3.
FSSB was significantly associated with psychological availability (b = .27, p < .01), psychological availability was significantly associated with work–family enrichment (b = .29, p <
.01), and work–family enrichment was significantly associated with thriving (b = .52, p < .01)
in the expected direction. This provides support for Hypothesis 1 (linking FSSB to psychological availability), Hypothesis 2 (linking psychological availability to work–family enrichment), and Hypothesis 3 (linking work–family enrichment to thriving). To test for Hypothesis
4, predicting the serial mediation, we calculated specific and total indirect effects of FSSB to
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thriving through at least one mediator and through the two serial mediators. Model 1 tested
whether only psychological availability mediated the relationship between FSSB and thriving,
Model 2 tested whether only work–family enrichment mediated the relationship between
FSSB and thriving, and Model 3 tested the full serial-mediated model: FSSB → psychological
availability → work–family enrichment → thriving. The total indirect effect (.20) was statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (.13 to .30). The specific indirect effect of
FSSB on thriving via psychological availability (.03) was marginally statistically different
from zero with 95% confidence (.003 to .07), and the specific indirect effect of FSSB on thriving via work–family enrichment (.13) was statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (.07 to .22). In line with our hypotheses, the specific indirect effect of FSSB on thriving
via psychological availability and work–family enrichment (.04) was statistically different
from zero with 95% confidence (.01 to .08). To test Hypothesis 5, predicting the moderating
role of need for caring on the serial-mediated relationship between FSSB and thriving, we
computed the index of moderated mediation for the specific indirect effects. The results indicate that the index of moderated mediation pertaining to the serial mediation (.06) was statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (.02 to .08), meaning that moderation of the
specific indirect effect through psychological availability and work–family enrichment by
need for caring was plausible. The index of moderated mediation for Model 1, pertaining to
the specific indirect effect of FSSB on thriving via psychological availability alone (.01), was
not statistically different from zero with 95% confidence (–.01 to .05). The index of moderated
mediation pertaining to the specific indirect effect of FSSB on thriving via work–family
enrichment alone (.06) was significant with 95% confidence interval (.01 to .02).

Supplementary Analyses
As in Study 1, to ascertain the validity of the serial causal model, we tested three alternative models: one in which FSSB predicted thriving via work–family enrichment and psychological availability (inverted causal order of the two serial mediators) at different levels of
need for caring, one in which FSSB predicted work–family enrichment via psychological
availability and thriving at different levels of need for caring, and one in which FSSB predicted work–family enrichment via thriving and psychological availability at different levels
of need for caring. The results show that the index of moderated mediation related to the first
alternative causal model (FSSB → work–family enrichment → psychological availability →
thriving) was not statistically significant as the confidence interval included the zero (index
= .08, 95% bootstrap confidence interval = –.03 to .20). Similar results were found for the
index of moderated mediation related to the second, FSSB → psychological availability →
thriving → work–family enrichment (index = .01, 95% bootstrap confidence interval = -.001
to .05), and third, FSSB → thriving → psychological availability → work–family enrichment
(index = .02, 95% bootstrap confidence interval = –.11 to .17), alternative causal models. Full
results are available from the corresponding author.

Discussion
Study 2 provided support for the serial indirect effect of FSSB on thriving via psychological availability and work–family enrichment at conditional levels of need for caring.
Specifically, the results suggest that the positive effects of FSSB on individual thriving via
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psychological availability and work–family enrichment were stronger when individuals’
need for caring was high. This was true also when considering only work–family enrichment
as a mediator. The results demonstrate that when resources gained at work matched the individuals’ actual needs, they were more likely to produce positive outcomes (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006). Differing from Study 1, the results demonstrate that psychological availability mediated the relationship between FSSB and work–family enrichment. This is theoretically important given that prior studies have mostly examined a direct relationship between
FSSB and work–family enrichment (e.g., Odle-Desseau et al., 2012) while paying only limited attention to underlying mechanisms connecting workplace resources to work–family
enrichment (Greenhaus & Singh, 2007; Kim & Las Heras, 2012). We provided preliminary
evidence that psychological availability is a critical individual resource that enables employees to better translate the family support provided by the supervisor into greater work–family
enrichment. This is likely to happen because when employees experience psychological
availability, they feel more ready to engage in what they are doing and become more focused
on domain-related activities and tasks (Kahn, 1990), which are critical behaviors to experience work–family enrichment (Wayne et al., 2007). This result also provides indirect support
to the nascent literature on the relationship between mindfulness and work–family constructs
(Allen & Paddock, 2015), as the results empirically demonstrate the validity of one of the
fundamental tenets of this stream of research—that is, that being mindful enhances the individual’s capacity to gain valuable resources and helps the individual to better understand
what resources can be transferred back and forth across domains and how this process functions (Allen & Paddock, 2015).

General Discussion
In the present article, we examined the serial-mediated relationship between FSSB and
thriving at work via psychological availability and work–family enrichment at conditional
levels of need for caring. The findings of the two studies conducted in Italy (Study 1) and
China (Study 2) supported the serial-mediated effect of FSSB on thriving via psychological
availability and work–family enrichment in China at conditional levels of need for caring,
whereas in Italy the indirect relationship between FSSB and thriving at conditional levels of
need for caring was mediated only by work–family enrichment. Since a serial mediation
assumes a specified direction of causality that is established by researchers (Hayes, 2012),
we ran a series of supplementary models with alternative causal relationships between the
study’s variables. The results lend some additional support to the theorized causal direction
of the research model since the supplementary causal models tested were not statistically
significant.
This study extends the growing literature on FSSB in three important ways. First, our
results demonstrate that the presence of a family supportive supervisor creates an enabling
work context in which employees feel more psychologically available, experience greater
work–family enrichment, and develop a heightened sense of thriving at work (Study 2). This
research enables us to deepen our knowledge about the relationship between work–family
interface and thriving (Spreitzer, 2013) and to provide a more comprehensive analysis of the
process behind the positive effects of FSSB (Straub, 2012). A focus on thriving as an outcome of FSSB is important, considering that thriving is key in mitigating the negative effects
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of stress (Maslach, 2003), increasing individuals’ and organizations’ performance (Porath
et al., 2012) and helping employees to better navigate their careers in turbulent modern times
(Hall, 1998). This study demonstrates that FSSB, psychological availability, and work–family
enrichment are meaningful for developing a sense of thriving in the workplace. This conclusion is consistent with previous research (Paterson et al., 2014) pointing to heedful relationships with supervisors as crucial for fostering individual learning and further expands on
studies indicating the importance of psychological availability and work–family enrichment
in increasing positive energy at work (Russo et al., in press), high-quality interactions
(Danner-Vlaardingerbroek, Kluwer, van Steenbergen, & van der Lippe, 2013), and positive
mood (Carlson et al., 2014). Thus, our research extends this line of theorizing about the conditions and process by which employees can achieve greater work–family enrichment and
thrive in the workplace (Carmeli & Russo, in press).
Second, this study demonstrates that the indirect relationship between FSSB and thriving
was stronger for employees in the high need for caring condition. These results have important theoretical implications, as they are consistent with previous findings showing that FSSB
is more salient and beneficial for employees who have objective care responsibilities
(Matthews, Mills et al., 2014); moreover, the results extend this line of theorizing by highlighting the importance of subjective caring needs in the FSSB outcome process. This is
important, as past research has rarely considered individual factors as moderators of the
effects of FSSB, focusing more on organizational and contextual factors (Bagger & Li, 2014;
Hammer et al., 2011; Matthews, Mills et al., 2014). Notably, these results also have important implications for research on enrichment, as they provide empirical evidence for one of
the basic tenets of work–family enrichment theory, suggesting that psychological dynamics
can influence the extent to which individuals experience work–family enrichment (Greenhaus
& Powell, 2006). Greenhaus and Powell (2006) theorized that the resources gained in one
role are more likely to promote performance improvements in another (e.g., greater workfamily enrichment) when they are consistent with the actual needs perceived by a given
employee. Accordingly, in the present study, we found that FSSB tends to be perceived as
more beneficial by employees with a higher need for caring, because FSSB contributes to
fulfilling their actual needs.
Third, we found that FSSB promotes greater thriving for employees in both Italy and
China. This finding has important theoretical implications for work–family and thriving
research, as it both responds to recent calls for further research on the consequences of FSSB
in non-U.S. countries (Las Heras et al., 2015; Matthews, Mills et al., 2014) and extends
research on thriving by examining how individuals thrive in different countries. However, we
found that the process conducive to positive effects of FSSB on thriving was different in Italy
than in China, with psychological availability and work–family enrichment significantly
mediating the relationship between FSSB and thriving in China, whereas in Italy psychological availability was not significantly associated with FSSB. A possible explanation for this
result may be related to the different factors upon which Chinese and Italian employees
gauge the quality of their employment relationship. Chinese employees tend to rely upon
person-specific relationships to gauge the quality of the employment relationship, with particular attention to the relationship with their immediate supervisor, on whom they depend to
give them access to the resources they need (Pearce, Branyiczki, & Bakacsi, 1994). On the
other hand, employees in Western countries, like Italian employees, tend to gauge the quality
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of their employment relationship based upon a broader kind of “organizational thinking”
(Hui, Lee, & Rousseau, 2004); that is, the employment relationship is conceived as a broader
bond with the whole organization. This means that additional factors such as organizational
policies, rules, and structure, in addition to relationships with the supervisors, are key in
shaping employees’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral reactions at work. Moreover, we
believe that the employees’ different expectations to receive assistance at work concerning
their family-related problems can influence the reactions towards FSSB. A recent study by
Chen (2006) indicates that only 31% of employees in China expect to receive help at work
for their family-related problems, as they consider sacrifices in family life to be inevitable for
ensuring a stable financial position for themselves and their families. On the other hand,
Italian employees develop high expectations of receiving aid in handling work–family balance issues even in the early stages of their careers (Buonocore, Russo, & Ferrara, 2015).
Thus, Chinese employees might perceive the presence of a family supportive supervisor as
something of particular value, whereas Italian employees may view it more as something to
which they are entitled. Because of this, and consistent with prior research that has demonstrated the value of examining FSSB through the social exchange relationship lens (Bagger
& Li, 2014; Hammer et al., 2015), we believe that the exposure to FSSB can contribute more
to signaling a high-quality employment relationship for Chinese employees than for Italian
ones. This reasoning can help to explain the significant positive relationship between FSSB
and psychological availability in China, as the high-quality relationship with the supervisor
can lead employees to engage with more intensity, attention, and motivation at work (i.e.,
with greater psychological availability) in order to reciprocate the positive treatment received
by their supervisor (Hammer et al., 2015).

Practical Implications
Our results provide evidence that FSSB is crucial to experiencing greater thriving at work.
FSSB can contribute to making employees more resourceful and thereby more capable of successfully accommodating work and family commitments with positive consequences for their
sense of thriving. Given that FSSB is a newly introduced concept in work–family research
(Hammer et al., 2011), supervisors may not be sufficiently prepared to engage in family supportive behaviors at work (Lirio, Lee, Williams, Haugen, & Kossek, 2008). Therefore, a fundamental intervention to promote in organizations would be to provide supervisors with
specific FSSB training (Hammer et al., in press). Recent research (Hammer et al., 2011) has
shown the usefulness of training in (a) enhancing supervisors’ awareness about the benefits of
FSSB, (b) developing FSSB skills, and (c) tracking supervisors’ supportive behaviors. Sample
topics generally covered in FSSB training include a description of the four FSSB dimensions,
a depiction of the benefits associated with FSSB, an examination of the different foci of support (e.g., including work, family, and personal support), and a reflection on the importance
for supervisors to model exemplary behaviors (Hammer et al., 2015).
Our results also indicate that employees who have a higher need for caring are more sensitive to FSSB. This has important practical implications in today’s frantic world, where managers find themselves under intense work pressure and have limited resources available
(Bagger & Li, 2014). Our results can help supervisors to target the recipients who will be
most positively affected by FSSB in order to enhance the likelihood that their efforts will
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generate positive outcomes. For example, the results demonstrate that employees with a low
need for caring are less sensitive to the presence of supervisors’ family supportive behaviors,
which can nullify the supervisors’ efforts and waste important resources. Therefore, we suggest that supervisors attempt to identify, through formal and informal interviews and/or periodic surveys, which employees are most in need of support and direct their FSSB first to
those employees.

Limitations and Future Research
This study has several limitations. Although we collected data over time with a 6-month
time lag, which should be sufficient to reduce common method variance (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), and tested alternative models that provided some additional
support to the theorized serial mediation model, the lack of an autoregressive research design
(in which data on all variables are collected at all points in time) calls for caution regarding
the causal ordering of the study’s variables. We thus recommend that future researchers seek
to refine and strengthen our methodology, for example by collecting data on the variables at
all points in time in order to examine whether FSSB produces positive effects on psychological availability, work–family enrichment, and thriving over time. Furthermore, to avoid the
problem of mono-method bias, we encourage researchers to employ different measurement
strategies and to collect information about the presence of FSSB, psychological availability,
work–family enrichment, and thriving from other sources as well. For example, FSSB could
be assessed using the 360-degree evaluation technique by asking multiple key informants in
the organizations—such as high-ranking supervisors, colleagues, and subordinates of a given
supervisor—about the support provided to collaborators in the management of work–family
issues. Another interesting avenue to pursue in the future would be to focus on perceptions of
FSSB and work–family enrichment from the perspective of both the focal employee and the
partner. This will allow for a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of FSSB in
improving the whole family functioning.
Another limitation of this paper is that we focused only on the work-to-family direction of
enrichment. While this choice derived from our decision to examine only the relationship
between workplace resources and work outcomes (thriving at work), future research is
needed to examine whether the experience of family-to-work enrichment generates similar
positive effects on individual thriving at work. Furthermore, we also encourage work–family
researchers to examine the relationship between FSSB and thriving in the family domain to
develop a more comprehensive understanding of how FSSB can enable greater human functioning and growth in multiple regions of an individual’s life. Finally, in this study, we considered individuals’ need for caring as a potential moderating mechanism. However, other
individual factors, such as the individual’s boundary management preferences, proactivity,
and/or self-determination may affect the extent to which employees are capable of successfully transferring resources from one domain to another and engaging in agentic behaviors
that are instrumental to experiencing greater thriving (Carmeli & Russo, in press). Thus,
examining individual differences and how sociopsychological conditions and processes
unfold in the development of a sense of thriving can help organizations to design specific
contexts in which conditions and processes are better aligned with particular needs and
expectations of individuals.

Downloaded from jom.sagepub.com at Tel Aviv University on December 4, 2015

22   Journal of Management / Month XXXX

Conclusions
This study makes contributions to theory and practice in the area of FSSB, as to the best of
our knowledge, it is the first study to empirically demonstrate the benefits of FSSB on psychological availability, work–family enrichment, and thriving at work in non-U.S. countries.
Specifically, we found that FSSB facilitates the experience of psychological availability (though
only in Study 2) and work–family enrichment, which in turn enables greater individual thriving
at work. In addition, we found that the individual need for caring moderates the serial multiple
mediator, as the positive effects of FSSB were amplified for employees in the high need for
caring condition. Overall, the present study contributes to the goal of developing an understanding of the process and context influencing the effects of FSSB in organizations.
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