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Abstract

The aim of this study is to systematically summarize and analyze the relationship between work-
family enrichment and core self-evaluation. A systematic literature review procedure was applied to
search and review articles in four databases. In this study, 27 papers (29 studies) were included. The
systematic literature review mostly revealed the relationship between general work-family
enrichment/family-work enrichment and general core self-evaluation and self-efficacy. To provide
a summary of the results, a random effects model was employed for statistical analysis. The meta-
analytic results revealed a moderate positive relationship between work-family enrichment and core
self-evaluation, as well as between work-family enrichment and self-efficacy. Considering that self-
efficacy is domain-specific, additional analysis was performed. Results revealed that work-family
enrichment has a stronger relationship to family-domain-specific self-efficacy compared to general
self-efficacy. Furthermore, the results indicated that gender did not moderate the relationship
between work-family enrichment and core self-evaluation, and work-family enrichment and self-
efficacy. Recommendations for future research and practice are discussed.
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Introduction

Successful management of work and family responsibilities seems to be one of
the highest priorities for employees nowadays. The COVID-19 pandemic has once
again revealed the importance of work-family interaction, especially if the interaction
is negative (usually called work-family conflict). Work-family conflict is associated
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with a number of negative outcomes for employees (e.g., more health problems),
families (e.g., lower family satisfaction), and organizations (e.g., lower work
satisfaction) (see Amstad et al., 2011). However, according to theories and empirical
studies, employees can also benefit from participating in multiple roles and
experience work-family enrichment (WFE). WFE, a positive work-family
interaction, refers to a process, during which participation in one life domain can help
to gain resources that are transferred to another domain and increase the quality of
life in it (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012). According
to Greenhaus and Powell (2006) there are two WFE paths: a) instrumental path, that
refers to the transfer of resources like skills and materials, and b) affective path, that
refers to the transfer of positive affect and experiences. As a bidirectional process,
WFEFE refers to the fact that resources from both work and family can be transferred
to another domain. Studies have shown the added value of WFE, which is related to
higher job satisfaction, work engagement, in-role performance and organizational
commitment (McNall et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2018).

In order to experience a higher WFE, an employee needs to have a higher level
of perceived job resources (Lappiere et al., 2017). Meta-analysis by Lappiere et al.
(2017) has revealed that social support, family-friendly organizational policies and
culture, work tenure, and work engagement are positively related to WFE,
confirming that the more resources an employee has, the more he/she enriches his/her
family life. However, less is known about the role of personality as the antecedent of
WFE. Work-home resource model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) emphasizes
that personal resources work as a significant mediator between the work domain and
the home domain. The model presents five types of personal resources: physical,
psychological, affective mood, skills, and capital (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker,
2012). Psychological resources, according to the model, are optimism, self-efficacy,
focus, and mental resilience. However, it can be expected that various personality
traits and/or characteristics can be included into this resource group. Personality traits
or other personality attributes may be a significant antecedence for a person to
experience work-family conflict and WFE, although, as stated by McNall et al.
(2011) only a few studies tried to test the relationship between personality traits and
WFE. One of the personality models that has attracted researchers’ attention is Core
Self-Evaluation (CSE).

CSE is a fundamental assessment of one’s self-worth and capabilities that
explains cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses across various situations in
the workplace (e.g., job and life satisfaction, job performance, and perceptions of the
work environment) (Chang et al., 2012; Farci¢ et al., 2020). Since the first
introduction of CSE, it has become a widespread topic in organizational settings
(Chang et al., 2012). Four sub-traits that characterize CSE are: self-esteem, general
self-efficacy, emotional stability, and locus of control. Empirical findings from
various research indicate that all four traits are highly interrelated and share similar
relations with other constructs (Chang et al., 2012; Judge & Bono, 2001). Studies
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have shown that CSE is related to higher motivation, better job performance, lower
occupation stress, etc. (Chang et al., 2012). CSE theory suggests that people with
greater self-esteem, self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability are more
likely to deal with problems more effectively and achieve higher results, or even
utilize additional efforts to obtain the goals (Judge & Bono, 2001).

As management of work and family responsibilities can be a challenge for some
people, CSE can be perceived as a significant resource for higher WFE. Chang et al.
(2011), referring to the work of Judge, suggest that CSE may influence outcomes in
a few major ways. In the context of WFE, CSE may be related through the affective
path in which a positive self-view influences other outcomes (Chang et al., 2012) —
a person who has a positive self-view may see himself/herself as more capable of
achieving WFE or generally more capable of transferring positive emotions from one
domain to another. Also, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) argue that positive affect
experienced in domain A (e.g., family), can help to acquire new resources in the
domain that will be transferred to domain B (e.g., work). On the other hand, CSE
may influence cognitions towards different attributes (Chang et al., 2012) —a person
who has a positive view towards different work characteristics may be more open to
ideas and has more cognitive flexibility to find ways to manage work and family.
This idea could be based on the Broaden-and-build theory which states that positive
affect may trigger cognitions in a positive way by broadening one’s awareness and
encouraging novel ideas to solve the problems (Fredrikson, 2004). Also, higher CSE
may influence higher engagement in work (Chang et al., 2012) that helps to gain
more positive affect, obtain new skills, and resources, that increase employees’
perceived resources. In general, CSE can be considered a valuable personal resource
that a person needs in order to achieve WFE and may affect it through both affective
and instrumental paths (Katou, 2022; Sahin et al., 2021; see Figure 1). Few studies
have revealed the relationship between CSE (or separate components of CSE) and
WFE, however, results are scattered or mixed and need synthesis and generalization.

Figure 1
Hypothetical model for the relationship between CSE and WFE

- Affective path

CSE < ¥ WFE

Instrumental path
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The aim of this systematic literature review and meta-analysis is to contribute
to the scientific literature by systematically examining and synthesizing empirical
evidence of the relationship between WFE and CSE and providing recommendations
for future research and practitioners. It is worth noticing that this paper analyzes only
the “work-to-family enrichment” as it is the most researched direction of WFE.

A Systematic Review

Three databases were used for systematic review: EBSCO Academic Ultimate
(EBSCO), ScienceDirect, and Web of Science (2024 January). Based on the similar
practice of the authors in the topic and the goal of this systematic review, the key
terms were identified and used, combining them: work-family enrichment OR work—
to—family enrichment OR work-family facilitation OR positive spillover AND core
self-evaluation OR CSE OR self-efficacy OR multirole-self-efficacy OR work-
family enrichment self-efficacy OR self-esteem OR locus of control OR emotional
stability OR neuroticism. Additionally, Google Scholar database was used to search
for gray literature. Haddaway et al. (2015) recommend checking only the first results
in Google Scholar for the search for gray literature, so the first 100 were checked,
believing the first will be the most relevant. Figure 2 illustrates the flow diagram to
identify the relevant studies.

The search was not limited by the date of publication, sample size, population,
research design, or geographical location of the study. The initial results revealed 400
articles. Exclusion criteria were as follows: duplicates, articles not in English or
Lithuanian, conference/seminar abstracts/editor's note, secondary articles (meta-
analysis and systematic reviews), literature reviews, book chapters, qualitative
studies, articles not analyzing the direct relationship between CSE (or its
components) and WFE (or its components). In all, 27 papers were left. Data was
extracted manually. Additionally, based on the experience of other researchers (e.g.,
Brown & Clark, 2017) reference lists from 27 selected articles have also been
scanned to look for articles that may be relevant. When scanning the titles in the
reference lists, four potential articles were found. After scanning abstracts, no
relevant study was selected to be included in the final data set.
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Figure 2

Identification of Studies Flow Diagram
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Characteristics of Studies

In total, data from 27 papers (presenting 29 studies) with 14253 respondents
(from 61 to 2312 participants in a study; see Appendix) were analyzed. Information
on the authors, publication years, sample size, research design, and the relationship
between WFE (general scores and factors) and CSE (general scores and components)
are presented in the Appendix. Papers were published between 2004 and 2023, most
of which (n = 13) were published during the COVID-19 - post-COVID-19 period
from 2019 to 2022. Eight studies reported almost an equal female-to-male ratio (45
—55% of each gender in a study), 11 reported samples having more female
participants, and 10 reported having more male participants. The average age of
participants was reported in 17 studies, while others reported the age range or had no
information about the age. The average age of participants ranged from an average
of 32.42 to an average of 51.37 years. Finally, the majority (n = 23) of studies used
cross-sectional research design, five studies used longitudinal and one used
experimental research design.

Relationship Between WFE and CSE

A systematic review of the relationship between WFE (or WFE factors) and
CSE revealed that 12 out of 29 studies analyzed the relationship between general
WFE and general CSE scores, while one study revealed the results between general
CSE score and WFE factors. In general, these studies have presented 14 different
effect sizes. Two studies revealed a statistically insignificant relationship between
CSE and WFE. The relationship between WFE (or WFE factors) and CSE
components was analyzed in 20 studies. The same number of studies (n = 12)
presented the relationship between WFE (or WFE factors) and self-efficacy (or type
of self-efficacy). In general, 43 effect sizes were found from which three studies
revealed insignificant relationships. It is worth mentioning that six studies presented
general self-efficacy (from which two were statistically insignificant), eight
presented family domain-specific self-efficacy, like WFE self-efficacy, and five
presented other types of domain-specific self-efficacy (from which one was
statistically insignificant). Moreover, two studies presented the relationship between
WFE and neuroticism (with one insignificant relationship), one study presented the
relationship between WFE and self-esteem, and one study presented the relationship
between WFE and locus of control.

The relationships between WFE and the general score of CSE and WFE and
self-efficacy were the two most popular ones. The effect size for the relationship
between WFE and CSE ranged from .22 to .60 (considering only significant
relationships). Analysis revealed that only one study analyzed the relationship
between general CSE score and WFE factors. The effect sizes showed that the
relationship between WFE and general self-efficacy varied from .27 to .52
(considering only significant relationships). No studies analyzed the relationship
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between general self-efficacy and WFE factors. The relationship between WFE
(general scores) and family domain-specific self-efficacy varied from .15 to .69.
Three studies analyzed the relationship between family domain-specific self-efficacy
and WFE factors. Meanwhile, the relationship between WFE (general scores) and
other types of self-efficacy ranged from .39 to .47. Finally, two studies reported the
relationship between factors of other types of self-efficacy and factors of WFE.

Meta-Analysis
Methods

Meta-analysis was carried out to strengthen the results of the systematic review.
The combination and synthesis of individual study statistical data presented in a
systematic review provide greater statistical power and help to provide more robust
and generalized conclusions than can be drawn from individual studies alone
(Cogaltay & Karadag, 2015). Only the scores of the relationship between general
WEFE-CSE and WFE-self-efficacy scores were used due to the lack of data for deeper
analysis. Meta-analysis was conducted with all studies that reported sample size and
at least one correlation coefficient between WFE-CSE and WFE-self-efficacy from
the same time point. Also, if the study provided a few correlation coefficients from
the same sample, only one effect size was included. This decision was based on the
fact that the relationship from the same sample is highly inter-correlated (dependent)
and has high homogeneity, which may lead to false results and statistical error(s).
This decision was applied in two studies (Vadvilavi¢ius & Stelmokiené, 2022; Wang,
2016) that provided two effect sizes from the same sample. Different effect sizes
from the same sample were included in the analysis separately: the first analysis was
performed only using one randomly chosen effect size, and a second analysis was
performed using different effect sizes from the same study. Also, dealing with effect
sizes from the same data requires other statistical procedures that cannot be applied
in this study because of the nature of the gathered data.

Data was gathered manually. Analysis was performed using a combination of
all self-efficacy types and separately in family domain-specific- and general self-
efficacy as they were most popular, and they can be pooled conceptually. Data was
coded in an SPSS file. All articles were added into the SPSS file, which included id,
sample size, correlation coefficients, and male proportion (%).

The heterogeneity test was calculated to test for the variability in effect sizes
across studies. The male proportion was tested as moderator. Random-effects model
was used because based on the studies reviewed in the systematic literature review,
it was assumed that underlying effects across studies differ (Cogaltay & Karadag,
2015; Zhai & Guyatt, 2024). Pearson correlation scores were transformed to Fisher's
z scores for combining correlation coefficients from different studies and later

641



PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 33 (2024), 3, 635-659

transformed back to Pearson's » (Fisher, 1921). In all, nine studies reported the
relationship between WFE and CSE, 13 reported the relationship between WFE and
self-efficacy, and one reported both.

Meta-analysis was performed using metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010) and robumeta
(Fisher et al., 2023) packages for R (R Core Team, 2023). Heterogeneity between
studies was assessed using Q and I? statistics. A significant Q score indicates the
heterogeneity between effects, whereas I* indicates the percentage of between-effect
variance that is not the sampling error. A higher I? statistic represents higher
heterogeneity. The funnel plot and Egger’s-test were used to test publication bias.
The level of statistical significance was set at p < .05 (two-sided). See Quintana
(2015) for more information on the statistical procedures used in the study.

Results

In total, 10 effect sizes (n =4743) were gathered to test the relationship between
WFE and general CSE score, and 13 effect sizes (n = 4963) to test the relationship
between WFE and self-efficacy (see Table 1). The effect size after combining
correlations coefficient reveals the strength and direction of the relationship between
WFE and CSE/self-efficacy. Results in Table 2 present the pooled score using the
correlation between WFE and job efficacy (Wang, 2016) and WFE and WFE self-
efficacy (Vadvilavicius & Stelmokiené, 2022). The second analysis, using other
effect sizes from both studies, revealed a slightly higher relationship (see note under
Table 1, however, it is considered as not significant because confidence intervals are
overlapping). Further analysis is performed using effect sizes for WFE — job-efficacy
(Wang, 2016) and WFE — WFE self-efficacy (Vadvilavicius & Stelmokieng, 2022).

Table 1

Effect-Size Summary Statistics for Relationship Between WFE and CSE, and WFE and Self-
Efficacy

Total Combined correlation .
... No.of . o Heterogeneity — I*(%,
Relationship effocts sarpple coefficient (95% CI? tost 95% CI)
size Z-scores Pearson's r
09)=207.75, 17
WFE - CSE 10 4743 33[.22,.44] .32[.21,.41] T [81.79,
p=001 9745
WFE — Self- 0(12)=181.29 93.28
132 4963  40[.29,.52] .38[.28,.47] T [86.41,
efficacy p<.001 95.57]

Note. Weights are from random effects analysis.

2Analyses using other effect sizes from papers Wang (2016) and Vadvilavicius & Stelmokiené (2022)
from the same samples revealed rpooled correlation WFE—Self-efficacy .40 (95%CI [.29, .50]), O(12) =
196.63, p <.001.
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The combined overall correlation coefficient revealed a moderate positive
relationship between WFE and CSE (#pooied = .32) and between WFE and self-
efficacy (Fpooled = .38). Heterogeneity was significant (Q is sig.) and high (I ranges
from 91.67 to 93.28%). The application of a random-effects model has been verified
by this (Huedo-Medina, et al., 2006; Riley et al., 2011). Forest plots for each estimate
are presented in Figures 3-4.

Figure 2

Forest Plot for Relationship Between WFE and CSE
Boyar & Mosley Jr. (2007) i 0.08[-0.10,0.25]
Baral & Bhargava (2011) —— 0.29[0.21,0.37]
Hu etal. (2019) —— 0.24[0.10, 0.37]
Jain & Nair (2019) e 0.42[0.33,0.51]
Karatepe & Azar (2013) e 0.13[-0.04, 0.29]
Katou (2022) HH 0.60[0.57,0.63]
McNall et al. (2011) - 0.35[0.23, 0.46]
Ng (2015) . 0.36[0.27, 0.44]
Omar et al (2018 —— 0.22[012,0.31]
Salehi et al. (2015) —a 0.30[0.19, 0.40]
RE Model s 0.32[0.21,0.41]

[ T I I ]
0.8 05 0.0 05 08

Carrelation Coefficient
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Figure 4
Forest Plot for Relationship Between WFE and Self-Efficacy

Carlson et al. (2019) . 0.47[0.41,0.53)]
Chen et al. (2023) —a— 0.39[0.30, 0.47)
Wang (2016) e 0271012, 0.41)
Badri & Panatik (2020) —— 0.52[0.43,060]
Boyar & Mosley Jr. (2007) [ 0.171-0.01, 0.34]
Gayathri & Kartikeyan (2016) —a— 0.39[0.32, 0.46]
Vadvilavitius & Stelmakiené (2022) study 1 P 0221003, 045]
Wattoo et al. (2020) = 0.27[0.22,0.32]
Chan et al. (2022) —a— 0.28[0.16, 0.39]
Premchandran & Priyadarshi (2018) —a— 069[064,0.73]
Vadvilavi¢ius & Stelmokiené (2022) study 2  —— 0.59[0.486,0.70]
Wang et al. (2019) study 1 —8— 0.15[0.04, 0.26]
Wang et al. (2019) study 2 —a— 0.29[0.16,0.41]
RE Model ~entifiine-— 0.38[0.28,047]
I T I T |
-08 05 0.0 05 08

Correlation Coefficient

Visual inspection of the funnel plot and Egger's test (z = -4.46, p < .05)
suggested publication biases: one study was statistically influential on the
relationship between WFE and CSE (Katou, 2022). The mentioned influential study
has a much higher sample size (n = 2314) in comparison to others. The identified
article was removed. After removing the article, the pooled correlation coefficient
for WFE and CSE relationship lowered to standardized #pooted = .28, 95% CI [.21,
.34], O(8) = 22.93, p < .001. No publication bias and no influential studies were
identified to the relationship between WFE and self-efficacy (z =-.90, p = .37).

Additionally, considering that self-efficacy is domain-specific, analysis was
performed to test the relationship between WFE and general self-efficacy (k= 5) and
family domain-specific self-efficacy (k= 7; see Table 2). This analysis included both
effect sizes from Vadvilavicius & Stelmokiené (2022) studies because effect sizes
were grouped into different subgroups based on the type of self-efficacy. The second
effect size from Wang (2016) study was not included because it was neither general
self-efficacy nor family domain-specific self-efficacy.
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Table 2

Effect-Size Summary Statistics for Relationship Between WFE and General Self-Efficacy, and WFE and

Family Domain-Specific Self-Efficacy

Total Combined correlation

s 2 .

Relationship }}(f)éc(g sample coefficient (95% CI) Hetert(; %‘fnelty 99}0/&)

size Z-scores Pearson's r 0
WEE — - 88.56
general self- 5 2369 34[20,.49] 33[20,45] YO 23 ysg0g,
efficacy L 97.77]
WEFE — family 94.96
domain 7 1591 46[23,.69] 43[22,.60] QOT14393, g5s
specific self- p<.001 98.98]
efficacy )

Note. Weights are from random effects analysis.

The combined overall correlation coefficient revealed a moderate positive
relationship between WFE and general self-efficacy (#pooled = .33) and WFE and
family-work self-efficacy (7pooled = .43). Results revealed that family domain-specific
self-efficacy has a stronger relationship to WFE compared to general self-efficacy.
Egger's test (z=.74, p = .46 and z =-.78, p = .44, respectively for WFE and general
self-efficacy and WFE and family-work self-efficacy) suggested no publication
biases in both analyses. Forest plots for each estimate are presented in Figures 5—6.

Figure S5
Forest Plot for Relationship Between WFE and General Self-Efficacy
Badri & Panatik (2020) — . 0.52[0.43,0.60]
Bovar & Mosley Jr. (2007) — 0.17 [-0.01, 0.34]
Gayathri & Kartikeyan (2016) - 0.39[0.32, 0.46]
Vadvilavi€ius & Stelmokiene (2022) study 1 _ 0.22[-0.03,0.45]
Wattoo et al. (2020) . 0.27[0.22, 0.32]
RE Model ——eaE— 0.33[0.20, 0.45]
f T T T 1
-0.8 -0.5 0.0 0.5 08

Correlation Coefficient
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Figure 6
Forest Plot for Relationship Between WFE and Family Specific Self-Efficacy
Chan et al. (2022) - 0.28[0.16, 0.39]
Premchandran & Privadarshi (2018) —a— 069[0.64,0.73]
Vadvilavicius & Stelmakiene (2022) study 1 p—— 068[052, 080]
VadvilaviCius & Stelmokiené (2022) study 2 e 059[046,0.70]
Wang (2016) — 0.15[-0.01, 0.30]
Wang et al. (2019) study 1 - 0.15[0.04, 0.26]
Wang et al. (2019) study 2 —a— 029[0.16, 0.41]
RE Model e —— 0.43[0.22, 0.60]
f I I I |
0.8 05 0.0 0.5 0.8

Correlation Coefficient

Finally, moderation analysis was performed to test the moderating effect of
gender. Analysis indicated that gender did not moderate the relationship between
WEFE and CSE (QM = 1.05, p > .05) and the relationship between WFE and self-
efficacy (general analysis; QM = 1.90, p > .05). Moderation for types of self-efficacy
was not performed because of a small number of studies.

Discussion

A systematic literature review and meta-analysis were used to analyze the
relationship between work-family enrichment (WFE) and core self-evaluation (CSE)
(both general score and its component). The use of four databases resulted in the
identification of 26 relevant articles. Meta-analysis revealed a moderate positive
linear relationship between WFE and CSE (k= 10) and WFE and self-efficacy (k =
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13). Further analyses revealed that family domain-specific self-efficacy had a
stronger relationship with WFE compared to general self-efficacy.

A systematic review of 27 articles showed that most of the papers were
published between 2019 and 2022. Although for the first time, the theory of work-
family enrichment (Greenhouse & Powell, 2006) was presented in 2006, it was not
very popular until recent years. It is generally believed that the topic of work-family
enrichment gained popularity during the COVID-19 / post-COVID-19 era as more
people and companies began to talk about work and life management in and outside
organizations. Even the European Social survey included the rotating module of
work-family balance during COVID-19 (e.g., Stelmokiené & Vadvilavicius, 2022).
Since researchers are still more focusing on work-family conflict (e.g., Eby et al.,
2005; Vieira et al., 2018), a positive perspective on work-family interaction is
needed. Work-family conflict and work-family enrichment are interrelated
constructs that do not occur separately (Jain & Nair, 2021; Vieira et al., 2018), that
is why researchers are encouraged to measure both constructs in their research.

The sample size of the participants in the study varied from 61 to 2312. The
study with 2312 participants was later removed from meta-analysis due to statistical
influence. Most of the studies (12 out of 29) have been able to gather more female
participants. The number of participants and the number of females and males can
vary depending on sampling strategies, the proportion of different genders in the
population. Besides, women are more willing to participate in social surveys than
men, so convenient samples may result in more female participants. On the other
hand, the topic of work and family interaction may be more important and interesting
for women, which is why they tend to participate more in surveys on work-family
management. The proportion of women in the study was tested as a moderator for
the relationship both between WFE and CSE and WFE and self-efficacy. The results
have revealed that gender did not moderate the relationships. Insignificant results
may be due to the lack of data used in meta-analysis as it was not sufficient to find
any effect. On the other hand, a meta-analysis of the relationship between work-
family enrichment and work engagement revealed that gender also did not moderate
the relationship (Vadvilavicius & Stelmokiené, 2024). Nevertheless, gender remains
an important aspect in the field of work-family management. Numerous studies have
shown that women tend to experience higher levels of work-family conflict (e.g.,
Wang et al., 2020; Zurlo et al., 2020), however, less is known about the gender
differences in work-family enrichment. In addition, the average age of participants
ranged from an average of 32.42 to an average of 51.37 years (although not all studies
provided the mean age). The results are not unexpected — this highly active period in
life is related to responsibilities both at work and in the family. Finally, although
cross-sectional research design is highly criticized, it remains the most used research
design in work-family interaction studies. Longitudinal and experimental research
designs are highly encouraged to better understand the causal relationship between
the constructs.
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Analysis of the relationship between WFE and CSE and its components
revealed that general scores of WFE and CSE were used the most often. Although
WFEFE is considered as a multidimensional construct, only one study analyzed the
relationship between the components of WFE and CSE (Sahin et al., 2021). Among
the components of CSE, self-efficacy was the most researched construct in the
relationship with WFE. Considering that self-efficacy is domain-specific, analyzed
studies were grouped into three batches: those analyzing general self-efficacy, those
analyzing family domain-specific self-efficacy, and those analyzing other types of
self-efficacy. At the same time, only two studies reported the relationship between
WFE and neuroticism, one between WFE and self-esteem, and one between WFE
and locus of control, suggesting that previously mentioned constructs are not
theoretically so important in the context of work-family interaction. However, given
that CSE is also a multidimensional construct, further analysis of the relationship
between WFE and CSE factors is encouraged in future research.

A systematic review revealed that the relationship between WFE and CSE
ranged from .22 to .60. Meanwhile, the relationship between WFE and self-efficacy
(both general and family domain-specific) ranged from .27 to .52. Meta-analysis was
conducted to summarize the findings from the systematic review. Since the
relationships between WFE-CSE and WFE—self-efficacy were researched the most
and provided enough data, meta-analysis was performed to summarize the
relationship between these constructs pairs. One study was removed from the
analysis due to the influence on the pooled correlation coefficient. Meta-analyses
confirmed a statistically significant positive moderate relationship between WFE and
self-efficacy (k= 13) and weaker but of the same direction relationship between WFE
and CSE (k = 10). Results may imply that although a generally positive self-view is
important to achieve WFE, the perceived ability to deal with problems or the ability
to complete tasks successfully is more important. Considering that researchers rarely
test the relationship between WFE and neuroticism, locus of control, and even self-
esteem, self-efficacy is the most relevant characteristic in CSE model that could help
to explain positive work-family interaction. Bono and Judge (2003) argue that CSE
traits have conceptual similarities and can be described using a singular higher-order
factor. However, because “a higher-order factor” is still unknown, the nature of the
relationship between CSE and WFE is still under discussion. Considering that WFE
is related to similar constructs as CSE, such as work engagement and positive work
reflection, it could be possible that positive affect may be an important mediator
between WFE and CSE. Nevertheless, future studies are needed to better understand
the relationship between CSE and WFE. Meanwhile, the main limitation of meta-
analysis is the use of only the general score, except for self-efficacy, as a factor of
CSE. Further analysis at the factor level, especially WFE factors level, may provide
more comprehensive results.

Since self-efficacy is domain-specific, further analysis was conducted to test the
relationships between WFE and general self-efficacy (k = 5) and WFE and family

648



Vadvilavicius, T., Stelmokiené, A.
WFE and CSE: Meta-Analysis

domain-specific self-efficacy (k= 7). Analyses showed that the relationship between
WEFE and family domain-specific self-efficacy was stronger compared to the
relationship between WFE and general self-efficacy. The results mainly suggest that
a person needs higher perceptions of their abilities to achieve his/her goals in order
to experience WFE. However, more important is the specific belief that a person can
successfully manage his/her work and family and solve problems related to the
management of work and family. Although the value of general self-efficacy is
undeniable, researchers are also encouraged to test family domain-specific self-
efficacy in future studies. Additionally, for practitioners, it is recommended to
implement training programs to increase employee’s family domain-specific self-
efficacy. Programs that focus on family domain-specific self-efficacy may result in
higher levels of WFE, and, consequently, job and family satisfaction, better
performance, etc. Although these findings are significant, the results may be affected
by a small number of studies included in the analysis.

Finally, it is important to highlight the bias. Articles with only statistically
significant results have been found and included into analyses that can influence the
findings presented in this study. Gray literature, unpublished research, or non-
English/Lithuanian publications were not included, as well, which could affect the
final results of the meta-analysis. Furthermore, future studies should pay more
attention to FWE because there was an insufficient number of studies for systematic
review or meta-analysis.

Conclusions

This systematic review and meta-analysis revealed a positive relationship
between WFE-CSE and WFE—self-efficacy. Although a general positive self-view
is important in order to achieve WFE, results have confirmed that family domain-
specific self-efficacy has the strongest relationship with WFE. However, further
studies are needed to better understand the relationship between the various
components of WFE and CSE.

References

Amstad, F. T., Meier, L. L., Fasel, U., Elfering, A., & Semmer, N. K. (2011). A meta-analysis
of work-family conflict and various outcomes with a special emphasis on cross-domain

versus matching-domain relations. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 16(2),
151-169. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022170

*Badri, S. K. Z., & Panatik, S. A. (2020). The roles of job autonomy and self-efficacy to
improve academics’ work-life balance. Asian Academy of Management Journal, 25(2),
85-108. https://doi.org/10.21315/aamj2020.25.2.4

649



PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 33 (2024), 3, 635-659

"Baral, R., & Bhargava, S. (2011). Predictors of work-family enrichment: Moderating effect
of core self-evaluations. Journal of Indian Business Research, 3(4), 220-243.
https://doi.org/10.1108/17554191111180573

Bono, J. E., & Judge T. A. (2003). Core self-evaluations: A review of the trait and its role in
job satisfaction and job performance. European Journal of Personality, 17, 5-18.
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.481

*Boyar, S. L., & Mosley Jr., D. C. (2007). The relationship between core self-evaluations and
work and family satisfaction: The mediating role of work-family conflict and
facilitation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 71(2), 265-281.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.06.001

Brown, T. J., & Clark, C. (2017). Employed parents of children with disabilities and work
family life balance: A literature review. Child & Youth Care Forum, 46(6), 857-876.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-017-9407-0

*Burhanudin, B., Tjahjono, H., Eq, Z., & Hartono, A. (2020). Work-family enrichment as a
mediator effect of supervisor support, self-esteem, and optimism on job satisfaction.
Management Science Letters, 10(10), 2269-2280.

*Carlson, D. S., Thompson, M. J., Crawford, W. S., & Kacmar, K. M. (2019). Spillover and
crossover of work resources: A test of the positive flow of resources through work-
family enrichment. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40(6), 709—722.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j0b.2363

"Chan, X. W., Kalliath, T., Brough, P., Siu, O.-L., O’Driscoll, M. P., & Timms, C. (2016).
Work-family enrichment and satisfaction: The mediating role of self-efficacy and work—
life balance. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 27(15), 1755~
1776. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1075574

*Chan, X. W., Kalliath, T., Brough, P., Siu, O.-L., & Timms, C. (2022). Examining the
mediating role of self-efficacy in the relationship between perceived organizational

support and work-family enrichment. International Journal of Stress Management,
29(3), 281-291. https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000263

Chang, C. H., Ferris, D. L., Johnson, R. E., Rosen, C. C., & Tan, J. A. (2012). Core self-
evaluations: A review and evaluation of the literature. Journal of Management, 38(1),
81-128. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311419661

"Chen, H., Kwan, H. K., & Ye, W. L. (2023). Effects of sexual harassment on work-family
enrichment: The roles of organization-based self-esteem and Polychronicity. Asia
Pacific Journal of Management, 40(2), 409—434. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-021-
09787-5

Cogaltay, N., & Karadag, E. (2015). Introduction to meta-analysis. In E. Karadag (Ed.),
Leadership and Organizational Outcomes (pp. 19-28). Springer, Cham.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-14908-0 2

650


https://doi.org/10.1108/17554191111180573
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-017-9407-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2363
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1075574
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/str0000263
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206311419661
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-021-09787-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-021-09787-5

Vadvilavicius, T., Stelmokiené, A.
WFE and CSE: Meta-Analysis

Eby, L. T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C., & Brinley, A. (2005). Work and
family research in IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (1980-2002).
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66(1), 124-197.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.10.007

Far¢i¢, N., Bara¢, 1., Pluzarié, J., Ilakovac, V., Pacari¢, S., Gvozdanovi¢, Z., & Lovrié, R.
(2020). Personality traits of core self-evaluation as predictors on clinical decision-
making in nursing profession. PLoS ONE, 15(5), Article e0233435.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0233435

Fisher, R. A. (1921). On the “probable error” of a coefficient of correlation deduced from a
small sample. Metron, 1, 1-32. http://hdl.handle.net/2440/15169

Fisher, Z., Tipton, E., & Zhipeng, H. (2023). Robumeta: Robust variance meta-regression. R
package version 1.6. Available at: https://github.com/zackfisher/robumeta

Fredrickson, B. L. (2004). The broaden—and-build theory of positive emotions. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, 359(1449),
1367-1377. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1512

“Friede Westring, A., & Ryan, A. M. (2010). Personality and inter-role conflict and
enrichment: Investigating the mediating role of support. Human Relations, 63(12),
1815-1834. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710371236

*Gayathri, N., & Karthikeyan, P. (2016). The role of self-efficacy and social support in
improving life satisfaction: The mediating role of work-family enrichment. Zeitschrift
Fiir Psychologie, 224(1), 25-33. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000235

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When work and family are allies: A theory of work-
family enrichment. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 72-92.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625

Haddaway, N. R., Collins, A. M., Coughlin, D., & Kirk, S. (2015). The role of Google Scholar
in evidence reviews and its applicability to grey literature searching. PLoS ONE, 10(9),
Article e0138237. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0138237

*Heskiau, R., & McCarthy, J. M. (2021). A work-family enrichment intervention:
Transferring resources across life domains. Journal of Applied Psychology, 106(10),
1573-1585. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000833

*Hu, Y., Wang, M., Kwan, H. K., & Yi, J. (2021). Mentorship quality and mentors’ work-to-
family positive spillover: The mediating role of personal skill development and the
moderating role of core self-evaluation. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 32(9), 1899-1922. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1579244

Huedo-Medina, T. B., Sanchez-Meca, J., Marin-Martinez, F., & Botella, J. (2006). Assessing
heterogeneity in meta-analysis: Q statistic or 12 index? Psychological Methods, 11(2),
193-206. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.11.2.193

*Jain, S., & Nair, S. K. (2019). Exploring the moderating role of core self-evaluation in the
relationship between demands and work-family enrichment. Journal of Indian Business
Research, 12(2), 249-270. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIBR-08-2017-0125

651


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.10.007
http://hdl.handle.net/2440/15169
https://github.com/zackfisher/robumeta
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1512
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726710371236
https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000235
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0138237
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000833
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2019.1579244
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.11.2.193
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIBR-08-2017-0125

PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 33 (2024), 3, 635-659

Judge, T. A., & Bono, J. E. (2001). Relationship of core self-evaluations traits—self-esteem,
generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, and emotional stability—with job satisfaction
and job performance: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 80-92.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.80

*Karatepe, O. M., & Azar, A. K. (2013). The effects of work-family conflict and facilitation
on turnover intentions: The moderating role of core self-evaluations. Infernational
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Administration, 14(3), 255-281.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15256480.2013.809987

*Katou, A. (2022). Examining the mediating role of work-family balance in the core self-
evaluations-organizational performance relationship: A multilevel study. Employee
Relations: The International Journal, 44(1), 136—155. https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-06-
2020-0265

Lapierre, L. M., Li, Y., Kwan, H. K., Greenhaus, J. H., DiRenzo, M. S., & Shao, P. (2017).
A meta-analysis of the antecedents of work-family enrichment. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 39(4), 385—401. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234

*McNall, L. A., Masuda, A. D., Shanock, L. R., & Nicklin, J. M. (2011). Interaction of core
self-evaluations and perceived organizational support on work-to-family enrichment.
The Journal of Psychology, 145(2), 133—149.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2010.542506

McNall, L. A., Nicklin, J. M., & Masuda, A. D. (2010). A meta-analytic review of the
consequences associated with work-family enrichment. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 25, 381-396. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1

*Morimoto, H., & Takebayashi, Y. (2021). Antecedents and outcomes of enrichment among
working family caregivers of people with dementia: A longitudinal analysis. The
Journals of Gerontology: Series B, 76(6), 1060—1070.
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbaal83

*Ng, G. K. (2015). The moderating effects of job demand between job resources, work-life
enrichment, and core self-evaluations on work engagement among academics in
malaysian public universities [Doctoral dissertation, Universiti Utara Malaysia].
https://etd.uum.edu.my/5011/1/s90713.pdf

"Omar, A., Salessi, S., Vaamonde, J. D., & Urteaga, F. (2018). Core self-evaluations and
work-family enrichment: The mediating role of distributive justice perceptions.
Psychologia. Avances de la Disciplina, 12(1), 45-58.
https://doi.org/10.21500/19002386.3182

"Premchandran, R., & Priyadarshi, P. (2019). Do boundary preferences, work-family self-
efficacy and proactive personality predict job satisfaction? The mediating role of work-
family enrichment. Evidence-Based HRM: A Global Forum for Empirical Scholarship,
7(2), 198-212. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-07-2018-0042

Quintana, D. S. (2015). From pre-registration to publication: A non-technical primer for
conducting a meta-analysis to synthesize correlational data. Frontiers in Psychology,
Article 1549. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01549

652


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.80
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-06-2020-0265
https://doi.org/10.1108/ER-06-2020-0265
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2010.542506
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1
https://doi.org/10.21500/19002386.3182
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-07-2018-0042
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01549

Vadvilavicius, T., Stelmokiené, A.
WFE and CSE: Meta-Analysis

R Core Team (2023). R: A language and environment for statistical computing (Version
4.3.1). R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Austria. https://www.R-project.org/

Riley, R. D., Higgins, J. P., & Deeks, J. J. (2011). Interpretation of random effects meta-
analyses. BMJ, 342, Article d549. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d549

*Sahin, S. G., Pal, S., & Hughes, B. M. (2021). Core self-evaluations and psychological well-
being: The mediating role of work-to-family enrichment. Benchmarking: An
International Journal, 28(4), 1101-1119. https://doi.org/10.1108/B1J-06-2020-0340

"Salehi, P., Mohd Rasdi, R., & Ahmad, A. (2015). Personal and environmental predictors of
academics’ work-to-family enrichment at research universities. The Asia-Pacific
Education Researcher, 24, 379-388. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0190-5

ten Brummelhuis, L. L., & Bakker, A. B. (2012). A resource perspective on the work—home
interface: The work—home resources model. American Psychologist, 67(7), 545-556.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027974

*Vadvilavi¢ius, T., & Stelmokiené, A. (2022). Psychometric properties of work-family
enrichment self-efficacy scale: Lithuanian version. Psichologija, 67, 8-23.
https://doi.org/10.15388/Psichol.2022.55

Vadvilavi¢ius, T., & Stelmokiené, A. (2024). The relationship between work engagement and
work-family enrichment: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Psychological Topics /
Psihologijske teme, 33(2), 259-294. https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.33.2.2

Viechtbauer, W. (2010). Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor package. Journal
of Statistical Software, 36, 1-48. https://doi.org/10.18637/js5.v036.103

Vieira, J. M., Matias, M., Lopez, F. G., & Matos, P. M. (2018). Work-family conflict and
enrichment: An exploration of dyadic typologies of work-family balance. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 109, 152—165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.10.007

Wang, H. M., Ma, A. L., & Guo, T. T. (2020). Gender concept, work pressure, and work-
family conflict. American Journal of Men’s Health, 14(5), Article 1557988320957522.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988320957522

*Wang, P., Wang, S., Yao, X., Hsu, L. C., & Lawler, J. (2019). Idiosyncratic deals and work-
to-family conflict and enrichment: The mediating roles of fit perceptions and efficacy
beliefs. Human Resource Management Journal, 29(4), 600—619.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12246

*Wang, S. (2016). Cultivating work-family enrichment through idiosyncratic deals:
Mediating roles of family efficacy and job efficacy. Proceedings of the Academy of
Organizational Culture, Communications and Conflict, 21(1), 50-54. Jordan Whitney
Enterprises, Inc.
https://www.abacademies.org/Public/Proceedings/Proceedings37/AOCCC_Proceedin
gs Spring 2016.pdf

*Wattoo, M. A., Zhao, S., & Xi, M. (2020). High-performance work systems and work-family
interface: Job autonomy and self-efficacy as mediators. Asia Pacific Journal of Human
Resources, 58(1), 128—148. https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12231

653


https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.d549
https://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-06-2020-0340
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40299-014-0190-5
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0027974
https://doi.org/10.15388/Psichol.2022.55
https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.33.2.2
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v036.i03
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2018.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988320957522
https://doi.org/10.1111/1744-7941.12231

PSIHOLOGIJSKE TEME, 33 (2024), 3, 635-659

*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.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00035-6

Zhai, C., & Guyatt, G. (2024). Fixed-effect and random-effects models in meta-analysis.
Chinese Medical Journal, 137(1), 1-4.
https://doi.org/10.1097/CM9.00000000000028 14

Zhang, Y., Xu, S., Jin, J., & Ford, M. T. (2018). The within and cross domain effects of work-
family enrichment: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 104, 210-227.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.11.003

Zurlo, M. C,, Vallone, F., & Smith, A. P. (2020). Work-family conflict and psychophysical
health conditions of nurses: Gender differences and moderating variables. Japan
Journal of Nursing Science, 17(3), Article e12324. https://doi.org/10.1111/jjns.12324

Note. "Studies that were included into systematic literature review and meta-analysis

Poslovno-obiteljsko obogacdivanje i temeljno samovrednovanje:
sustavni pregled i metaanaliza

Sazetak

Cilj je ovoga istrazivanja dati sustavan pregled i analizu odnosa poslovno-obiteljskoga obogac¢ivanja
i temeljnoga samovrednovanja. Primijenjen je postupak sustavnoga pregleda literature da bi se
pretrazili i pregledali radovi u Cetirima bazama podataka. U analizu je uvrSteno 27 radova (29
istrazivanja). Sustavan pregled literature uglavnom je otkrio odnos izmedu opcega poslovno-
obiteljskoga/obiteljsko-poslovnoga obogacivanja te opéega temeljnoga samovrednovanja i
samoefikasnosti. Da bi se rezultati sazeli, za statisti¢ku je analizu koristen model slu¢ajnih ucinaka.
Metaanaliticki su rezultati otkrili umjerenu pozitivnu vezu izmedu poslovno-obiteljskoga
obogacdivanja i temeljnoga samovrednovanja, kao i izmedu poslovno-obiteljskoga obogacivanja i
samoucinkovitosti. S obzirom na to da je samoucinkovitost specificna za domenu, provedena je
dodatna analiza. Rezultati su ukazali na to da obiteljsko-poslovno obogacivanje ima snazniju vezu
sa specificnom samoucinkovito$¢u u obiteljskoj domeni u usporedbi s opéom samoefikasnoscu.
Nadalje, rezultati su pokazali da spol nije moderirao odnos izmedu poslovno-obiteljskoga
obogacivanja 1 temeljnoga samovrednovanja te poslovno-obiteljskoga obogalivanja i
samoucinkovitosti. Razmotrene su preporuke za buduca istrazivanja i praksu.

Kljucne rijeci: temeljno samovrednovanje, poslovno-obiteljsko obogacivanje, sustavan

pregled literature, metaanaliza

Primljeno: 19. 03. 2024.
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