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Purpose: Significant academic focus has been placed on family-supportive supervisor
behaviour (FSSB), yet findings remain inconsistent, challenging field advancement. This study
aims to conduct a comprehensive meta-analysis of FSSB and its outcomes.

Design/methodology/approach: Using Hunter-Schmidt random-effect meta-analysis, we
examined 17 FSSB outcomes based on 158 correlations from 70 independent studies (N = 37
086).

Findings/results: The FSSB positively correlated with family-work enrichment (p = 0.34), job
satisfaction (p = 0.46), leader-member exchange (p = 0.69), organisational citizenship behaviour
(p=0.15), organisational commitment (p = 0.43), perceived health (p = 0.15), prosocial motivation
(p = 0.21), satisfaction with work-family balance (p = 0.39), task performance (p = 0.23), work
engagement (p = 0.44), and work-family enrichment (p = 0.45). Conversely, FSSB negatively
correlated with burnout (p = 0.33), family-work conflict (p = 0.14), turnover intention (p = 0.35),
and work-family conflict (p = 0.30). Gender and research design moderated several relationships.

Practical implications: Promoting FSSB in organisations can enhance work-family balance
and job outcomes, particularly relevant in the remote work era. Training leaders in FSSB may
significantly improve employee well-being, performance, and organisational success.

Originality/value: This study addresses the inconsistencies in the existing FSSB literature. It
comprehensively delineates the true score correlations between FSSB and its 17 varied
outcomes, highlighting several moderating variables that influence this relationship.

Keywords: family-supportive supervisor behaviour; work-family outcomes; work outcomes;
well-being outcomes; meta-analysis.

Introduction

The rise of remote work, significantly influenced by rapid technological advancements and
further accelerated by the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, marks a notable
shift in the global workforce (Arunprasad et al., 2022; Chambel et al., 2023). In the early 21st
century, the concept of working from home was limited to a few job roles. However, the
evolution of digital communication technologies has enabled a broader range of occupations
to adopt this model (Cartwright, 2003). This transition is evident not only in tech giants such
as Twitter, Facebook and Google, but also in traditionally hands-on sectors such as
manufacturing, where remote work is now surprisingly feasible for certain roles (Yang et al.,
2022). This shift has blurred the lines between work and personal spaces (Gillet et al., 2022;
Oakman et al., 2020), presenting new challenges in maintaining a healthy work-life balance.

With the increasing trend of remote work and its impact on balancing work and family life,
family-supportive supervisor behaviour (FSSB), which examines the diverse methods
supervisors can use to help their employees manage work-family balance such as emotional and
instrumental support (Hammer et al., 2011), has seen a notable surge in interest. Theoretically,
FSSB is grounded in several well-established frameworks. Social exchange theory (SET)
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) posits that employees tend to reciprocate favourable treatment
from their supervisors, such as family-supportive behaviours, with positive attitudes and
behaviours at work. Conservation of resources theory (CORT) (Hobfoll, 1989) further suggests
that FSSB acts as a valuable job resource that helps employees to reduce strain and preserve
energy in the face of work—family demands. In addition, self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci
et al., 2017) highlights that FSSB may foster intrinsic motivation by supporting employees” basic
psychological needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness. Together, these theories explain
why FSSB can lead to enhanced well-being, performance and work-family outcomes.

Note: Additional supporting information may be found in the online version of this article as Online Appendix 1.
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Yet, even with the expanding body of research on FSSB,
certain unresolved challenges continue to obstruct a full
understanding of this field. Firstly, the existing literature on
the relationship between FSSB and its outcomes presents
mixed findings. For instance, while Kossek et al. (2018)
identified a positive correlation between FSSB and family-
work conflict, contrasting findings have been reported in
other studies such as those by Hammer et al. (2013) and
Wayne et al. (2019). Several qualitative studies have
synthesised the current evidence on the relationship between
FSSB and its outcomes (Andrade, 2022; Crain & Stevens,
2018; Sargent et al., 2022; Straub, 2012). However, these
qualitative studies could not address the inconsistent findings
in FSSB literature (e.g. Hammer et al., 2013; Kossek et al.,
2018; Wayne et al., 2019). For instance, Crain and Stevens
(2018) identified that while FSSB is generally associated with
positive outcomes such as job satisfaction and work-family
enrichment, its relationship with other outcomes such as
work—family conflict and burnout is less consistent. Some
studies, such as Kossek et al. (2018), reported that FSSB can
increase family-work conflict because of heightened role
expectations, while others, including Hammer et al. (2013),
found a negative relationship, suggesting that FSSB can
alleviate conflict by providing support. These conflicting
findings are likely because of variations in study design,
measurement tools and the inclusion of moderating factors
such as gender and organisational culture, which have yet to
be systematically addressed in the literature. Therefore, the
first objective of this research is to make a quantitative review
of FSSB and its outcomes using a meta-analytical approach
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2015).

Secondly, existing meta-analyses suggest that variables such
as gender (Curran & Hill, 2019; Frankenbach et al., 2022), age
(Buhler et al., 2021; Emslander & Scherer, 2022) and research
design (Lyubykh et al., 2022; Hetrick et al., 2023), might act as
moderators. In the FSSB literature, these factors may
potentially influence the relationship between FSSB and its
outcomes. For example, the differing family roles of males
and females might affect how FSSB relates to its outcomes.
Therefore, the second objective of this study is to explore
these potential moderators, including age, gender and
research design in the relationship between FSSB and its
outcomes.

In line with these objectives, the following research questions
guide our study:

RQ1: What is the overall relationship between FSSB and its key
outcomes (e.g. job satisfaction, work—family conflict, burnout)?

RQ2: How do demographic variables (such as gender and age) and
research design factors (e.g. cross-sectional wvs. longitudinal
studies) moderate the relationship between FSSB and its
outcomes, and what are the boundary conditions under which
FSSB’s effects on work—family conflict, job satisfaction and
burnout vary?

By doing so, our study aims to not only contribute
theoretically to the FSSB literature but also provide
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practical implications. Firstly, understanding the precise
relationship between FSSB and its outcomes is crucial in the
context of FSSB literature. For instance, while Kossek et al.
(2018) found that FSSB may increase family-work conflict
because of heightened role expectations, Hammer et al.
(2013) reported that FSSB can alleviate work—family conflict
through support mechanisms. Similarly, findings regarding
FSSB’s effect on job satisfaction and burnout vary, with
some studies reporting strong positive relationships (e.g.
Wayne et al., 2019), while others found neutral or weaker
effects (Crain & Stevens, 2018). These conflicting findings
highlight the need to investigate potential moderators, such
as gender and research design, to better understand the
boundary conditions influencing FSSB’s outcomes.

Secondly, by detecting some potential moderators between
FSSB and its outcomes, our studies could enhance our
understanding of the boundary conditions between FSSB
and its outcomes, helping to understand the inconsistent
findings among the primary studies (e.g. Hammer et al.,
2013; Kossek et al., 2018; Wayne et al., 2019). In particular,
the literature presents mixed results regarding the
relationship between FSSB and key outcomes such as work-
family conflict, job satisfaction and burnout. For instance,
while some studies (e.g. Kossek et al., 2018) found that FSSB
increases family-work conflict because of heightened role
expectations, others (e.g. Hammer et al., 2013) reported that
FSSB alleviates work—family conflict by providing support.
Similarly, the impact of FSSB on job satisfaction is generally
positive but has shown variability depending on moderating
factors such as gender and organisational culture. These
inconsistencies are likely driven by differences in research
design, measurement tools and the inclusion of demographic
and contextual moderators, which our study aims to
address through meta-analysis and meta-regression.
Finally, our research holds practical significance for FSSB
implementation. By providing robust evidence for the
validity of FSSB, our findings can guide organisations in
understanding the impact of FSSB on various outcomes.
This insight could inform management strategies aimed at
enhancing supervisor-support, ultimately benefiting
employees and the organisation.

During our literature review, we identified 17 variables
as FSSB outcomes. To visually represent our research
model, Figure 1 illustrates the relationships and potential
moderating factors under investigation.

Literature review

The literature on FSSB has expanded over the years,
exploring its various dimensions and the outcomes
associated with its implementation in the workplace. This
section provides an overview of the conceptualisation and
measurement of FSSB, followed by an examination of its
impact on both work- and family-related outcomes.
The review also covers the theoretical frameworks
underpinning FSSB, highlighting how different research
designs and moderators can influence the strength and
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Work—family outcomes

FSSB Y P Family work conflict (-); Work
ﬂ family conflict (-);
Family work enrichment (+);
Work family enrichment (+);
Satisfaction with work-family
balance (+);
v
Health and Moderators | | Work outcomes
well-being Research Behavior and performance:
outcomes design; Task performance (+); OCB (+);
Burnout (-); ) ) . .
Life satisfaction (+); Age; Attltufies. Organlsatlona! ‘
Perceived health (+) Gender comm|tmf§nt (+!; Job satisfaction (+);
Turnover intention (-);

Motivation: Intrinsic motivation (+);
prosocial motivation (+)
Work engagement (+)

Other: LMX (+);

FSSB, family-supportive supervisor behaviour; OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour;
LMX, leader-member exchange.

FIGURE 1: Research model.

direction of these effects. We begin by discussing the
foundational measurement of FSSB, which is crucial for
understanding its role in organisational settings.

Family-supportive supervisor behaviour

The most widely used measurement of FSSB was developed
by Hammer et al. (2009). Family-supportive supervisor
behaviour is conceptualised as ‘behaviours exhibited by
supervisors that are supportive of families” (Hammer et al.,
2009, p. 838). Hammer et al. (2009) conceptualised FSSB as a
multidimensional construct comprising four subdimensions:
emotional support, instrumental support, role-modelling
behaviours and creative work—family management.

Emotional support reflects individuals’ perceptions that they
are being cared for, role-modelling behaviour refers to the
supervisor’s behaviour that integrates work and family by
modelling job behaviour, instrumental support entails
supervisor-support as he or she responds to employee needs
in terms of day-to-day management transactions and creative
work—family management reflects the managerial-initiated
actions to restructure work to facilitate employee effectiveness
on and off the job (Hammer et al., 2007, 2009, 2013). Early
studies have demonstrated that FSSB is distinguishable from
general organisation-supportive behaviours (Matthews
et al.,, 2014) and supervisor-support behaviours (Hammer
et al., 2009). Furthermore, research has indicated that FSSB
exhibits a stronger association with work-family conflict
compared to general supervisor-support and organisation
support (Kossek et al., 2011). To facilitate easier measurement
of FSSB, Hammer et al. (2009) developed a 14-item scale. In
addition, Hammer et al. (2013) created a shorter version of
the scale consisting of only four items, allowing for a more
convenient assessment of FSSB by researchers.

Our meta-analysis significantly differs from existing
studies on FSSB in several ways. Unlike Li et al. (2023), our
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analysis includes additional variables such as prosocial
motivation and turnover intention. Moreover, while Li
et al. (2023), Guo et al. (2024) and Hao et al. (2025)
emphasise mediating mechanisms in the relationship
between FSSB and employee outcomes, our study shifts
the focus to the role of moderating variables. This
distinction allows us to offer novel insights, which we
present in our findings.

Based on our review, we have classified FSSB into three
categories: outcomes related to work and family, work-
related outcomes and health-related outcomes. To ensure
the accuracy of our evaluations, we follow the methodology
employed in early meta-analyses (Lyubykh et al., 2022; Park
et al., 2020), wherein we include variables that have been
supported by at least three primary studies (k > 3). The
definitions of the constructs examined in this study can be
found in Table 1. In addition, given that the relationships
between FSSB and these variables have been previously
explored in primary studies, we choose not to propose
specific hypotheses. Instead, we present an overarching
research question concerning their associations after the
literature review.

Theoretical foundations

The study of FSSB is grounded in several key theories,
each offering a unique perspective on its effects. Social
exchange theory is the core framework, explaining how
FSSB fosters positive outcomes through reciprocal
exchanges between supervisors and employees. According
to SET (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), when supervisors
offer support, employees are likely to reciprocate with
positive behaviours, such as increased effort and job
satisfaction. However, SET mainly focuses on internal
organisational exchanges and does not fully account for
the effects of FSSB across work and family boundaries.

This gap could be addressed by CORT (Hobfoll, 1989) and
the Work-Home Resources (WH-R) Model (Ten Brummelhuis
& Bakker, 2012), which view FSSB as a resource that helps
employees manage the stress of balancing work and family
demands. Conservation of resources theory highlights how
resources, such as emotional and instrumental support from
supervisors, protect employees from stress and burnout,
while the WH-R Model explains how work resources can
spill over to positively affect family life. Together, these
theories show how FSSB extends beyond the workplace to
influence employees” home domain.

Self-determination theory further enhances our understanding
by focusing on work motivation (Deci et al., 2017). Self-
determination theory asserts that FSSB satisfies employees’
basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence and
relatedness, which boosts their intrinsic motivation. Unlike
SET, which centres on external exchanges, SDT emphasises
the internal psychological processes that drive engagement
and satisfaction.
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TABLE 1: Definitions of constructs.

Variable

Definition

Organisational
commitment

Burnout

Satisfaction with work—
family balance
ocB

Task performance

Family-work conflict
Family-work enrichment
Intrinsic motivation

Job satisfaction
Life satisfaction
LMX

Perceived health

Prosocial motivation

Work engagement
Work-family conflict

Work-family enrichment

Organisational commitment reflects the degree to which employees identify with the organisation where they work, the degree of commitment they
show and whether they are willing to leave it (Baron and Greenberg, 1990).

Burnout describes a physical and emotional level of exhaustion that can be caused by exposure to extensive periods of stress (Maslach et al., 2001).

Valcour (2007) defined satisfaction with work—family balance as an attitude involving an appraisal of fit, integration and allocation of resources across
work and family roles, and the resulting positive feelings.

OCB is defined as ‘individual behaviour that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal reward system, and that in the
aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organisation’ (Organ, 1988, p. 4).

Task performance involves activities that directly transform raw materials into the goods and services that are the organisation’s products
or involves activities that service and maintain the technical core by replenishing its supply of raw materials, distributing its finished
products or providing important planning, coordination, supervising or staff functions that enable it to function effectively and efficiently
(Motowidlo, 2003).

A family-to-work conflict is a form of inter-role conflict in which the role demands from families make it more difficult for individuals to perform work
roles (Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985).

Family-work enrichment reflects the extent to which experiences in the family role improve the quality in the work role (Greenhaus and Powell,
2006).

When individuals are intrinsically motivated, people experience work activities as an end in itself, such that the activity and its goal collide (Fishbach
and Woolley, 2022).

Job satisfaction refers to an optional or positive emotional state arising from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences (Judge and Locke, 1993).
Life satisfaction, a cognitive indicator of subjective well-being (SWB), refers to one’s overall evaluation of his or her quality of life (Diener et al., 1999).

LMX reflects the ‘exchange quality between leaders and their followers. Low LMX relationships are characterised by economic exchange based on
formally agreed on, immediate, and balanced reciprocation of tangible assets, such as employment contracts focusing on pay for performance; high-
LMX relationships increasingly engender feelings of mutual obligation and reciprocity’ (Rockstuhl et al., 2012, p. 1717).

Perceived health is one of the internationally leading health indicators reflecting a person’s subjective general perception of health (Nielsen and
Krasnik, 2010).

Prosocial motivation refers to the desire to protect and promote the well-being of others (Grant and Berg, 2012).

Work engagement is defined as ‘a positive, fulfilling, work-related state that is characterised by vigour, dedication, and absorption’ (Schaufeli et al.,
2002, p. 74).

A work—family conflict is a form of inter-role conflict whereby the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in
some respect: one role is made more difficult because of participation in the other (Greenhaus and Beutell, 1985).

Work-family enrichment reflects the extent to which experiences in the work role improve the quality in the family role (Greenhaus and Powell,
2006).

Note: Please see the full reference list of this article, Luan, Y., Zhao, G., & Wang, N. (2025). Consequences of family-supportive supervisor behaviour: A meta-analytic review. South African Journal

of Business Management, 56(1), a4642. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajbm.v56i1.4642 for more information.

OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour; LMX, leader—-member exchange.

Finally, the Ability, Opportunity and Motivation (AOM)
Theory (Appelbaum et al., 2000) extends the motivation
framework by incorporating the roles of ability and
opportunity alongside motivation. Ability, Opportunity and
Motivation theory explains how FSSB not only enhances
motivation but also improves employees’ ability and
opportunity to succeed by providing support and resources.
This theory integrates multiple factors that influence
employees” performance and development, offering a
comprehensive view of FSSB’s impact.

In summary, while SET focuses on reciprocal relationships
within the organisation, CORT and WH-R Model explain
how FSSB serves as a resource that helps employees manage
the interaction between work and family life. Self-
determination theory and AOM Theory add depth by
emphasising motivation, psychological needs and the
broader context of ability and opportunity. Together, these
theories offer a multifaceted understanding of how FSSB
influences employee well-being, performance and overall
work-life balance.

Work-family outcomes

Family-work and work—family conflict

Early studies have demonstrated a negative association
between FSSB and both family-work conflict (Wayne et al.,
2019) and work-family conflict (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012).
This relationship can be understood through two primary
explanations. Firstly, leaders practising FSSB proactively

http://www.sajbm.org . Open Access

enhance employees’ ability to handle non-work demands
(Crain & Stevens, 2018). Family-supportive supervisor
behaviour provides significant emotional and instrumental
support, helping employees mitigate conflicts between work
and family.

Secondly, the WH-R model (Ten Brummelhuis & Bakker,
2012) offers a theoretical framework to explain these
associations. According to the WH-R model, conflict arises
when the demands in one domain deplete personal
resources in the other domain. Conversely, increasing
resources, whether personal or contextual, can alleviate
conflicts. Family-supportive supervisor behaviour, with
its provision of emotional and instrumental support to
employees (Hammer et al., 2009), functions as a form of
contextual resource (Rofcanin et al., 2017). It can help
attenuate the negative effects of work demands, such as
job pressure and workload, by replenishing employees’
resources and ultimately reducing work—family and
family-work conflicts.

Family-work and work—family enrichment

Initially, FSSB from leaders offers time, attention and energy,
buffering the negative impact of work demands (such as job
pressure) and fostering positive feelings at home (Wayne
et al., 2019). Furthermore, FSSB often leads to flexible job
arrangements for employees (Hammer et al., 2009), which
is essential for both family-work and work—family
enrichment (Chen et al., 2018). Lastly, supervisory support
can cultivate a sense of being valued (Hammer et al., 2009),
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enhancing a positive mood that may spill over from family
life to work (Chen et al., 2018). Together, FSSB may positively
relate to family-work and work-family enrichment.

Satisfaction with work—family balance

Firstly, effectively managing both work and family roles
aids employees in achieving a balance between these areas
(Choi et al., 2018; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007), leading to
greater satisfaction in both work and family life.

Family-supportive supervisor behaviour plays a pivotal role
in assisting employees to harmonise their work and family
roles. For instance, FSSB includes a creative work—family
management process, which provides managerial-initiated
actions to facilitate employee effectiveness on and off the job
(Hammer et al., 2009), helping employees to better balance
work—family roles. Secondly, the emotional support from
FSSB often leads to a positive affect among employees
(Hammer et al., 2009), contributing to their satisfaction with
work-family balance. Thirdly, previous research has
established a positive correlation between FSSB and
satisfaction with work—family balance (Las Heras et al., 2015;
Rofcanin et al., 2019).

Work outcomes

Task performance and organisational citizenship behaviour
Job performance includes two dimensions, namely, task
performance and organisational citizenship behaviour
(OCB) (Motowidlo, 2003). Family-supportive supervisor
behaviour was found to be positively associated with
both task performance (Odle-Dusseau et al.,, 2012) and
OCB (Hammer et al., 2016). Firstly, organisational support
literature suggests that providing support to employees
can enhance their job performance (Shanock & Eisenberger,
2006). Family-supportive supervisor behaviour, including
emotional and instrumental support (Hammer et al.,
2009), may lead to improved job performance,
encompassing task performance and OCB. Secondly, SET
(Cropanzano et al., 2017; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005)
provides a theoretical understanding of the FSSB-
performance linkage. Drawing on SET, there is a social
exchange relation between leaders and employees
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In line with SET
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) and the principles of
reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960; Settoon et al., 1996), positive
social exchange behaviours from leaders, such as FSSB,
may inspire positive reciprocal behaviours in their
followers, such as increased effort in job performance.

Organisational commitment

Scholars found that FSSBis positively related to organisational
commitment (Choi et al., 2018; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012).
Firstly, according to SET (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005),
positive social exchange is related to trust and commitment.
In essence, a positive social exchange relationship between
a leader and their follower is characterised by a robust
foundation of trust and commitment. Family-supportive
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supervisor behaviour may initiate positive social exchange
relationships, potentially enhancing commitment levels.
Secondly, FSSB provides emotional support to their followers
(Hammer et al., 2013), which may strengthen the affective
connections between supervisors and their followers, thereby
bolstering affective commitment.

Job satisfaction

Family-supportive supervisor behaviour is found to be
positively related to job satisfaction (Hammer et al., 2013;
Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012). Initially, job satisfaction arises
from the interplay between the employee and their work
environment (Locke, 1970). Family-supportive supervisor
behaviour typically offers emotional support to employees
(Hammer et al., 2009), contributing to positive feelings in
both work and family life. Furthermore, FSSB tends to
reduce conflicts between work and family (Hammer et al.,
2009), which may lead to increased job satisfaction.

Turnover intention

Firstly, work-family conflict has been identified as a
significant predictor of turnover intention (Amstad et al.,
2011). Family-supportive supervisor behaviour can
effectively mitigate work—family conflict, which in turn
may lead to a decrease in turnover intention. Secondly,
FSSB has been positively associated with organisational
commitment (Choi et al., 2018; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012),
and organisational commitment is known to be a crucial
deterrent to turnover (Cohen, 1993). Lastly, earlier
studies have reported a negative relationship between
FSSB and turnover intention (Huffman & Olson, 2017;
Kossek et al., 2018).

Intrinsic motivation

Self-determination theory suggests that employees are
intrinsically motivated when fulfilling their basic psychological
needs (i.e. autonomy, competence and relatedness) (Deci
etal., 2017; Gagné & Deci, 2005). Firstly, FSSB offers emotional
support to followers (Hammer et al., 2009), addressing the
need for relatedness. Secondly, FSSB enhances work autonomy,
for instance, through more flexible work arrangements, thus
meeting the need for autonomy. As per SDT (Deci et al.,
2017), the fulfilment of these basic psychological needs is
likely to increase intrinsic motivation.

Prosocial motivation

Family-supportive supervisor behaviour has been found to
be positively related to prosocial motivation (Bosch et al.,
2018; Idrovo & Bosch, 2019). Firstly, employees who perceive
FSSB are more inclined to engage in reciprocal behaviours,
albeit indirectly (Molm et al., 2007). For example, they
may extend help to their colleagues as a form of reciprocation
for the assistance received from their supervisors.
Secondly, FSSB has a positive relationship with OCB
(Hammer et al., 2016), which reflects individuals” prosocial
motivation towards the organisation to some extent
(Lazauskaite-Zabielske et al., 2015).
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Work engagement

Work engagement, a crucial motivational factor, has been
found to have a positive relationship with FSSB (Chambel
et al., 2023; Chang et al., 2022). This association can be
understood through the lens of the job demands and
resources (JD-R) model, which suggests that job resources
contribute to increased engagement (Bakker & Demerouti,
2008, 2017). Job resources refer to any physical, psychological,
social or organisational aspects of a job that help employees
to achieve work goals, reduce job demands and stimulate
personal growth (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Family-
supportive supervisor behaviour, as a form of social and
organisational support, provides employees with emotional,
instrumental and role-modelling resources, thereby
enhancing their ability to manage both work-related and
non-work-related responsibilities. This increased support
from supervisors helps employees feel more capable and
motivated, which in turn leads to higher levels of work
engagement (Crain & Stevens, 2018).

Leader—-member exchange

Firstly, leader-member exchange (LMX) reflects the quality
of social exchange relationships between leaders and their
followers (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Drawing on a perspective
of SET (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), FSSB includes multiple
practices (e.g. emotional and instrumental support) (Hammer
et al.,, 2009), which may help leaders to gain trust and
commitment from their followers, increasing LMX. Secondly,
early studies found that LMX is positively related to FSSB
(Matthews & Toumbeva, 2015; Yin et al., 2021).

Health and well-being outcomes

Burnout

Firstly, burnout includes emotional exhaustion (Maslach &
Jackson, 1981). Family-supportive supervisor behaviour will
provide emotional support (Hammer et al., 2009), which may
decrease emotional exhaustion. Secondly, the JD-R theory
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008, 2017) suggested that job
resources will buffer the negative effects of job demands,
decreasing burnout. As a kind of job resource, FSSB may
decrease burnout. Finally, an early study found that FSSB is
negatively linked to burnout (Yragui et al., 2017).

Life satisfaction

Firstly, when employees receive FSSB from their leaders, it
can contribute to their satisfaction with the current state of
affairs. Previous research has shown a positive relationship
between FSSB and job satisfaction (Hammer et al., 2013;
Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012) as well as satisfaction with work—
family balance (Las Heras et al., 2015; Rofcanin et al., 2019).
We anticipate that the positive effects of FSSB will extend
beyond the work domain and spill over into employees’
overall life satisfaction. Secondly, work—family conflicts have
been found to negatively impact life satisfaction (Goh et al.,
2015). Family-supportive supervisor behaviour has the
potential to serve as a buffer against work—family conflicts
(Hammer et al., 2013; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012), thus
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potentially increasing life satisfaction. By providing
substantial support, FSSB helps employees to manage the
conflicts between their work and family domains, leading to
reduced work—family conflicts and, in turn, enhanced life
satisfaction.

Perceived health

Firstly, FSSB has been found to be positively linked to a series
of health outcomes, such as higher sleep duration (Crain
et al., 2014) and lower perceived stress (Hammer et al., 2013).
This evidence may indicate the positive link between FSSB
and health. Secondly, social support literature found
that social support is negatively related to poor health
(Schwarzer & Leppin, 1989). We expect that FSSB may play a
similar role such as social support. Finally, early studies
confirmed the positive relationship between FSSB and
perceived health (Hammer et al., 2011; Kossek et al., 2018).

In this study, we aim to evaluate the relationship between
FSSB and its outcomes, answering the following research
question:

RQ1: Do the above-mentioned variables (e.g. OCB and job satisfaction)

correlate with FSSB, and if so, how large are their true score
correlations?

Moderators

Research design

The methodological blueprint adopted by primary studies
may systematically shape both the magnitude and even the
direction of FSSB-outcome associations for at least three
reasons. Firstly, cross-sectional designs collect predictor and
criterion data from the same source at a single point in time,
inflating covariation through common-method bias and
consistency motifs (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This inflation may
be particularly salient in the FSSB domain, where employees
simultaneously rate their supervisors’ support and their own
work—family experiences. Secondly, designs that introduce
temporal or source separation — most notably time-lagged
panels and multi-source reports — attenuate these artefactual
correlations and permit a more rigorous test of temporal
precedence. Reflecting these points, recent meta-analyses
consistently identify research design as a powerful
methodological moderator in organisational behaviour (OB)
research (Li et al., 2021; Lyubykh et al., 2022). We, therefore,
test research design as a methodological moderator of all
focal FSSB-outcome relationships to refine the precision and
validity of aggregated estimates.

Gender

Social role theory posits that culturally prescribed norms
channel women towards communal, family-oriented
responsibilities and men towards agentic, work-focused
roles (Eagly & Wood, 2012). These normative expectations
place greater caregiving demands on women, resulting in
higher baseline levels of work-family conflict (Gutek et al.,
1991; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2007). In this context, FSSB
functions as an externally provided resource that directly
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alleviates strains arising from competing role obligations.
Consequently, social role theory predicts that women may
derive stronger benefits from FSSB — manifested in lower
work-family conflict, enhanced well-being and improved job
attitudes — because the support helps reconcile incongruent
role demands. A recent meta-analysis confirms that gender
plays a broad moderating role across employees’
demographic characteristics, psychological traits, and
behavioral patterns (Wang et al., 2023). Based on this
theoretical and empirical reasoning, we include gender as a
boundary condition.

Age
Age-related shifts in role demands and motivation suggest
that employees at different life stages may derive differential
value from FSSB. Firstly, lifespan research shows that
motivational priorities change with age (Kanfer & Ackerman,
2004). Because FSSB offers a mix of developmental and
flexibility-oriented resources, employees’ responses to it are
likely to vary according to these age-linked motives.
Secondly, a differentiated leadership approach, tailored fto the
distinct needs of younger versus older followers, may optimise well-
being and performance (Rosing & Jungmann, 2015). Hence, older
employees may receive more from targeted support (e.g. FSSB).
Thirdly, early findings document a modest but reliable
association between age and work—family conflict
(Allen & Finkelstein, 2014; Matthews et al., 2010). Considering
the role of FSSB on work—family conflict, age may influence
the relationship between FSSB and its outcomes. Taken
together, these considerations underscore age as a
theoretically grounded boundary condition.

Explorative RQ2: Do (1) research design, (2) gender and (3) age

moderate the relationship between FSSB and its
outcomes?

Method

Building upon recent meta-analyses (Lin et al., 2022; Lyubykh
et al.,, 2022; Park et al., 2020; Speer et al., 2021), this study
adopts the Hunter-Schmidt meta-analysis methodology
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2015) to assess the true score correlations
of interest. This psychometric approach corrects for sampling
error and measurement unreliability, providing unbiased
population-level correlation estimates for OB or HR (human
resource) research. Furthermore, this study uses meta-
regression to explore potential moderating effects and
conducts publication bias analyses to confirm the reliability
of the findings. The inclusion criteria for studies encompass
the period from January 2000 to December 2022, as the
concept of FSSB was introduced in 2006 (Hammer et al.,
2007), making it unlikely to find FSSB studies before 2000.

Primary study search

The keywords are determined according to the early
qualitative review of FSSB (Crain & Stevens, 2018) and scale-
developed articles of FSSB (Hammer et al., 2009, 2013). We
used the following keywords: family-supportive supervisor
behaviours, family-support behaviours and FSSB. We searched
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these keywords in the titles, abstracts and keywords sections
of articles. This study utilises multiple databases to locate
potential primary studies.

Firstly, for published studies, we searched on the Web of
Science and PsycINFO. Secondly, for unpublished studies, we
searched on the ProQuest database, which allowed us to
find unpublished dissertations (e.g. Master’s and PhD’s
dissertations). Finally, we manually searched the references
list of a qualitative review of FSSB (Crain & Stevens, 2018).
Web of Science and PsycINFO together index nearly all peer-
reviewed OB or HR and work—family outlets, ProQuest
captures grey literature to curb publication bias and
reference-chaining from seminal reviews fills any remaining
gaps — yielding near-exhaustive coverage with minimal
redundancy.

Inclusion criteria

The articles were retained only if they (1) used employed-adult
samples; (2) assessed FSSB with a validated scale or adaptation;
(2) reported zero-order Pearson correlations (or convertible
statistics) between FSSB and at least one outcome and (4)
provided independent data - when multiple reports
overlapped, we kept the study with the largest sample or most
complete information. We excluded (1) theoretical articles,
reviews, meta-analyses or scale articles lacking outcomes; (2)
studies centred on organisational or coworker support rather
than supervisor FSSB; (3) experimental or intervention designs
without pre-intervention correlations; (4) duplicate reports of
the same dataset and (5) non-English publications.

Coding process

Before the coding process, the two authors engaged in
discussions to determine the necessary information for
coding. Independently, both the authors coded the
following information: author names, construct names,
publication year, correlations, reliabilities, sample sizes,
gender distribution (% female), average age and research
design. Subsequently, the two authors cross-checked the
coding information, particularly for correlations and
sample sizes, to ensure coding consistency. Specially, this
study followed a structured selection process aligned with
PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews
and Meta-Analyses) guidelines: initial database searches
identified 271 records (246 published, 25 unpublished),
which were reduced to 260 after removing non-English
articles. During screening, 180 records were excluded for
lacking relevant effect sizes, leaving 80 full-text articles for
eligibility assessment. After full-text review, 10 articles
were excluded for reporting fewer than three correlations
(k < 3), resulting in 70 studies (64 published, 6 unpublished)
being included in the meta-analysis, yielding 158 effect-size
relations from a total sample of 37086 participants. To
visually illustrate the search, inclusion, and coding process, a
PRISMA flowchart is provided in Figure 2. We follow
PRISMA guidelines to ensure that our study identification,
screening and inclusion procedures are reported with
maximum transparency and replicability.
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Publication bias analysis

Publication bias can undermine the reliability of meta-
analytic findings. To address this concern, we employed
two advanced methods to identify potential publication
bias. Firstly, we utilised the trim-and-fill method, which
detects and adjusts for potential meta-analysis. Secondly,
we employed Eggers’ regression method. Rodgers and
Pustejovsky (2021) demonstrated the effectiveness of these
two methods in reducing Type I error rates in a research
method article.

The publication bias analysis was conducted using
the metafor package (Viechtbauer, 2010) in R. The
outcomes of the publication bias analysis are presented
in Table 2.

Records identified through

database searching n = 271,

including 246 published and
25 unpublished studies

A 4

Records excluded (n = 180)
—»  with reasons no effect
sizes of interest.

Records after non-English
articles removed »n = 260

A4

Full-text articles excluded
(n = 10) with reason
(the number of correlations
is smaller than 3 [k < 3])

Full-text articles assessed
for eligibility n = 80

| Eligibility | | Screening | | Identification |

v
Final included for meta-analysis
(158 relations, n = 70,
including 64 published and
6 unpublished studies, N = 37 086)

| Included |

FIGURE 2: Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses
flowchart.

TABLE 2: Publication bias analysis.

Page 8 of 15 . Original Research

Meta-analytical procedures

To evaluate the true scores correlations of interest, we used
Hunter-Schmidt’s random-effect meta-analysis method
(Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). In particular, the reliabilities (i.e.
Cronbach’s o) are employed to correct measuring errors. The
summary of reliabilities is presented in Table 3. Each
correlation of interest was corrected individually. This
analysis is  conducted  utilising the  psychmeta
(Dahlke & Wiernik, 2019) package in R. The results of the
meta-analysis are presented in Table 4.

Finally, we used a meta-regression methodology to detect
the roles of potential moderators. Following early meta-
analysis (Lee et al., 2019), the research design is coded as a
dummy variable. In particular, the time-lagged study is
coded as “1’, whereas the cross-temporal study is coded as ‘0".
Age and gender are coded as continuous variables (Wang
et al., 2023). For age, the mean age of the sample is applied.
For gender, the proportion of females (% female) is used.
Utilising the random-effect model, three moderators were
input into the meta-regression model. The results of the
meta-regression are shown in Table 5.

Ethical considerations

This article followed all ethical standards for research
without direct contact with human or animal subjects. This
research synthesises only publicly available aggregate
statistics and contains no identifiable individual information,
complying with ethical exemption standards.

Results
Publication bias

The results presented in Table 2 indicate that there is no
serious publication bias. Upon employing the trim-and-

Variable Trim-and-fill Egger’s regression
Observed k Unadj. r+ Imputed & Adj. r+ Change t df )4

Organisational commitment 6 0.392 1 0.371 -0.019 0.070 4 0.945
Burnout 3 -0.286 0 -0.286 0.000 4910 1 0.128
Satisfaction with work—family balance 11 0.352 0 0.352 0.000 0.276 9 0.789
ocB 6 0.177 0 0.177 0.000 3.370 4 0.028
Task performance 11 0.224 0 0.224 0.000 0.420 9 0.683
Family-to-work conflict 13 -0.130 2 -0.101 0.019 -0.270 10 0.795
Family-to-work enrichment 5 0.300 0 0.300 0.000 -0.138 3 0.899
Turnover intention 21 -0.335 0 -0.335 0.000 -1.280 19 0.215
Intrinsic motivation 3 0.282 0 0.282 0.000 -4.430 1 0.141
Job satisfaction 18 0.412 2 0.437 0.025 0.190 16 0.852
Life satisfaction 3 0.258 0 0.258 0.000 -0.050 1 0.967
LMX 3 0.600 2 0.700 0.100 -4.820 1 0.130
Perceived health 7 0.137 0 0.137 0.000 -0.680 5 0.526
Prosocial motivation 3 0.182 2 0.212 0.030 -13.080 1 0.049
Work engagement 8 0.415 1 0.382 -0.033 0.200 6 0.850
Work—family conflict 29 -0.269 0 -0.269 0.000 0.040 27 0.970
Work—family enrichment 10 0.417 1 0.403 -0.014 0.999 8 0.347

Notes: Observed k = number of aggregated correlations included in analyses; Unadj. 7+ = unadjusted correlation estimate; imputed k = number of additional correlation added by trim-and-fill
analyses; Adj. r+ = adjusted correlation estimate (i.e. including imputed studies); df = degrees of freedom.

OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour; LMX, leader-member exchange.
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fill method, several correlations required imputation to
account for missing data. These include organisational
commitment, family-work conflict, job satisfaction, LMX,
prosocial motivation, work engagement and work—family
enrichment. However, the inclusion of these ‘missing
correlations” did not result in substantial changes to the
correlations of interest. For instance, in the case of
organisational commitment, the addition of one
correlation only led to a slight decrease of 0.019 in the
correlation coefficient, indicating a minimal impact of
publication bias. Furthermore, using Eggers’ regression
method, a majority of p-values were found to be greater
than 0.050, further supporting the conclusion that
publication bias is not significant.

TABLE 3: A summary of reliabilities.

Page 9 of 15 . Original Research

Meta-analytic results

The findings presented in Table 4 reveal significant
relationships between FSSB and various outcomes.
Notably, significant correlations were observed between
FSSB and burnout (p = -0.33), family-work conflict
(p = -0.14), family-work enrichment (p = 0.34), job
satisfaction (p = 0.46), LMX (p = 0.69), OCB (p = 0.15),
organisational commitment (p = 0.43), perceived health
(p = 0.15), prosocial motivation (p = 0.21), satisfaction
with work—family balance (p = 0.39), task performance
(p=0.23), turnover intention (p =—-0.35), work engagement
(p = 0.40), work—family conflict (p = -0.30) and work-
family enrichment (p = 0.45). However, we found that
FSSB exhibited insignificant relationships with intrinsic
motivation and life satisfaction, as indicated by the 95%

Variable Number Average Maximum Minimum Sample size confidence intervals that encompassed zero. Taken
ofa ofa a o weighted
average of a together, we assessed the true score correlations of

Organisational 6 0.876 0.93 0.820 0.870 interest, answering research question 1.
commitment
Burnout 3 0.918 0.97 0.845 0.925
Satisfaction with 11 0.919 1.00 0.720 0.903 Moderation analysis
work—family balance
ocs 6 0.815 0.94 0.710 0.753 The findings of the moderation analysis are detailed in
Task performance 1 0.924 1.00 0.740 0.933 Table 5. Initially, it was discovered that the research
E?J%“igto'wmk 13 0.830 089 0.750 0.833 design significantly affects the associations with
Family-to-work 3 DEE oy D& pp— satisfaction regarding work-family balance, turnover
enrichment intention and job satisfaction. In certain scenarios, the
Turnover intention 21 0.864 0.94 0.700 0850 research design either intensifies these correlations (as
Intrinsic motivation 3 0.880 0.88 0.880 0.880 . . . .

= seen in the case of work—family balance satisfaction) or
Job satisfaction 18 0.850 0.96 0.750 0.856 . ; . .
ap—— 5 0877 091 0.860 0.868 reduces them (notably in studies on turnover intention
LMX 3 0.890 0.98 0.830 0.900 and job satisfaction). In addition, gender emerged as a
perceived health 7 0.907 1.00 0.730 0.945 moderator in the link between FSSB and turnover
Prosocial motivation 3 0.920 0.93 0.900 0.928 intention, with a trend of stronger correlations in samples
Work engagement 8 0.890 0.93 0.760 0.878 with a higher proportion of female participants. Lastly,
Work-family conflict 29 0.886 095 0.790 0.885 age did not exhibit a notable impact on the examined
Work family 0 0% 0% 0.825 0.898 relationships. These findings address the research
OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour; LMX, leader-member exchange. question 2.
TABLE 4: Results of meta-analysis.
Construct k N R p SDp 95% CI 80% CR
Burnout 3 1350 -0.31 -0.33 0.09 -0.58, -0.08 -0.50, -0.17
Family-work conflict 12 7469 -0.12 -0.14 0.08 -0.20, -0.08 -0.25,-0.03
Family-work enrichment 5 1210 0.30 0.34 0.12 0.17,0.51 0.16, 0.53
Intrinsic motivation 3 1709 0.29 0.32 0.13 -0.02, 0.66 0.07,0.56
Job satisfaction 16 7856 0.40 0.46 0.19 0.36,0.56 0.21,0.71
Life satisfaction 3 826 0.26 0.29 0.12 -0.06, 0.64 0.06,0.53
LMX 3 985 0.61 0.69 0.11 0.40,0.98 0.48, 0.90
ocB 7 3897 0.12 0.15 0.11 0.03,0.26 -0.02,0.31
Organisational commitment 6 1436 0.39 0.43 0.09 0.31, 0.55 0.29, 0.57
Perceived health 7 2751 0.15 0.15 0.08 0.06,0.25 0.03,0.27
Prosocial motivation 3 2719 0.20 0.21 0.03 0.10,0.32 0.16,0.26
Satisfaction with work—family balance 11 9449 0.35 0.39 0.05 0.35,0.43 0.33,0.45
Task performance 11 3906 0.22 0.23 0.08 0.16, 0.30 0.12,0.34
Turnover intention 21 12887 -0.31 -0.35 0.11 -0.41,-0.30 -0.51,-0.20
Work engagement 8 3334 0.40 0.44 0.14 0.32,0.57 0.24,0.64
Work-family conflict 29 13 160 -0.27 -0.30 0.10 -0.34,-0.26 -0.43,-0.17
Work-family enrichment 10 2562 0.41 0.45 0.12 0.36, 0.54 0.29, 0.61

k, number of studies; n, total sample size in the meta-analysis; », uncorrected correlation; p, corrected correlation; SDp, standard deviation of the corrected correlation; Cl, confidence interval;
CR, credibility interval; OCB, organisational citizenship behaviour; LMX, leader—-member exchange.
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TABLE 5: Results of meta-regression.
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Variable Moderator Estimate SE t df )4 Moderator effect present?
Satisfaction Research design 0.135 0.053 2.576 9 0.030 Yes, correlations are larger when using a time-lagged
with work— design than cross-temporal
family balance ¢ jor -0.005 0.003 -1.632 9 0.137 No
Age -0.005 0.009 -0.542 8 0.603 No
Task Research design -0.060 0.064 -0.937 9 0.373 No
performance o e -0.002 0.002 -0.773 9 0.459 No
Age 0.008 0.007 1.235 9 0.248 No
Fami[y—work Research design 0.070 0.092 0.761 10 0.464 No
R Gender 0.002 0.002 1.225 10 0.249 No
Age 0.096 0.395 0.244 10 0.813 No
Turnover Research design 0.142 0.068 2.077 19 0.052 Yes, correlations are larger when using cross-
intention temporal design than time-lagged design
Gender 0.003 0.002 1.834 19 0.082 Yes, correlations are larger when gender (% female)
increases
Age 0.001 0.007 0.130 18 0.898 No
Job satisfaction  Research design -0.209 0.087 -2.402 16 0.029 Yes, correlations are larger when using a cross-
temporal design than time-lagged
Gender -0.002 0.003 -0.908 16 0.377 No
Age -0.008 0.011 -0.726 16 0.478 No
Work»family Research design 0.096 0.066 1.471 27 0.153 No
conflict Gender 0.001 0.002 0.473 27 0.640 No
Age 0.000 0.005 -0.034 27 0.973 No
Wo!'k-family Research design 0.042 0.099 0.418 8 0.687 No
enrichment o ger 0.006 0.004 1.459 8 0.183 No
Age -0.005 0.009 -0.559 8 0.591 No

Note: For significant moderation effects, the p-value should be less than 0.050. Meta-regression is performed when the number of studies (k) exceeds 10.

SE, standard error; df, degrees of freedom.

Discussion
Theoretical implications

Through the application of meta-analysis techniques, we
have assessed various correlations of interest, thereby
enhancing our understanding of FSSB. It is important to
acknowledge that the magnitudes of these correlations
exhibit considerable variation. For example, the correlation
(p) between family-work conflict and FSSB is —0.14, whereas
the correlation between job satisfaction and FSSB is 0.45. To
establish a standardised framework for interpreting the
magnitudes of these correlations, scholars have provided
valuable guidance (Funder & Ozer, 2019; Gignac & Szodorai,
2016). According to this guidance, correlations of 0.05 are
classified as very small effects, around 0.10 are considered
small effects, 0.20 represents medium-sized effects and 0.30
indicates large effects. Applying this framework allows for a
more nuanced understanding of the correlation magnitudes
in our study.

Firstly, when examining work—family outcomes, FSSB
demonstrates different correlation strengths. Specifically,
FSSB exhibits a small correlation with family-work conflict
(p = —0.14). However, FSSB displays larger correlations with
family-work enrichment (p = 0.34), satisfaction with work-
family balance (p = 0.39), work—family conflict (p =—0.30) and
work-family enrichment (p = 0.45). An interesting observation
is that the correlation between FSSB and work—family conflict
(p =-0.30) is about double the strength of its correlation with
family-work conflict (p = -0.14). Our findings align with and
extend Guo et al.’s (2024) meta-analytic results (p = -0.23 vs.
-0.09 for work—family vs. family-work conflict, respectively),
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while revealing even more pronounced differential effects.
This consistency across studies strengthens the evidence that
FSSB interventions may be particularly valuable for
addressing work-derived interference, potentially because
supervisors have more direct control over work-related
stressors (e.g. scheduling flexibility, workload adjustments)
than family-domain issues. This pattern suggests that FSSB
might be more effective in mitigating issues stemming from
work affecting family life, rather than the reverse.

Secondly, turning to performance outcomes, FSSB
demonstrates varying correlation strengths. Specifically,
FSSB exhibits a small correlation with OCB (p = 0.15), while
displaying a medium correlation with task performance
(p = 0.23). When comparing these magnitudes of correlations
with certain leadership style constructs, they might be
considered relatively small.

For instance, based on meta-analysis methodology, Hoch
et al. (2018) discovered large correlations between OCB and
transformational leadership (p = 0.52), servant leadership
(p = 0.40), authentic leadership (p = 0.33) and ethical
leadership (p = 0.29). This comparison suggests that while
FSSB positively correlates with performance outcomes, its
impact may be less pronounced than that of other leadership
styles (e.g. transformational leadership and servant leadership).
In addition, the comparatively modest correlations between
FSSB and performance outcomes (OCB: p = 0.15; task
performance: p = 0.23) appear particularly noteworthy when
contrasted with LMX relationships (OCB: p = 0.35; task
performance: p =0.30; Rockstuhl et al., 2012). This discrepancy
may reflect fundamental differences in construct proximity
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to performance outcomes. While LMX represents a direct
supervisor-subordinate relationship quality that immediately
affects work behaviours, FSSB operates as a more distal
variable that primarily influences performance through
intermediate mechanisms such as reduced work-family
conflict.

Thirdly, moving on to attitude outcomes, FSSB exhibits
noteworthy correlations. Specifically, FSSB demonstrates
large correlations with job satisfaction (p = 0.46),
organisational commitment (p = 0.43) and turnover intention
(p =—0.35). These findings highlight the robust and consistent
predictive power of FSSB in relation to job attitudes. In
addition, we discovered a strong relationship between FSSB
and work engagement (p = 0.44), suggesting that FSSB serves
as a potent driver of motivation.

Fourthly, a highly substantial correlation was observed
between LMX and FSSB (p = 0.69). Intriguingly, earlier meta-
analyses have reported similar correlations. Hoch et al. (2018)
found that LMX exhibited very large correlations with
transformational leadership (p = 0.71), servant leadership
(p = 0.65) and ethical leadership (p = 0.71). This suggests that
FSSB may play a comparable role to these three leadership
styles in fostering positive LMX.

Fifthly, in the context of health and well-being outcomes,
FSSB demonstrates notable correlations. Specifically, there is
a negative correlation between FSSB and burnout (p = -0.33),
indicating that higher levels of FSSB are associated with
lower levels of employee burnout. Conversely, FSSB shows a
positive correlation with perceived health (p = 0.15),
suggesting that increased FSSB is linked to better-perceived
health among employees. These findings underscore the
important role of FSSB in influencing employees’ health and
well-being, highlighting its importance in not only enhancing
job-related outcomes but also in promoting overall employee
health and reducing burnout.

Lastly, it is worth observing that FSSB does not exhibit a
significant relationship with intrinsic motivation and life
satisfaction. One possible explanation for this finding is the
limited number of studies available on their relationship
(k = 3). When the number of studies is small, it can result in a
larger variance, leading to broader confidence intervals that
may encompass zero. Thus, the lack of significance in this
case could be attributed to the limited pool of studies
available for analysis.

Moderation effects

Firstly, our findings indicate that the relationship of interest
is influenced by the research design. Our findings align with
the prediction by Podsakoff et al. (2003). However, a notable
portion of the FSSB literature we reviewed still relies on
cross-sectional designs. Detailed information about these
research designs is provided in the Online Appendix 1. The
prevalence of cross-sectional designs is a concern, as they
typically offer lower confidence in establishing causal
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relationships. To address this limitation, future studies
should prioritise time-lagged designs over cross-sectional
ones.

Secondly, age does not significantly moderate the situation.
The impact of age on employees is multifaceted and intricate.
For example, previous meta-analyses have shown an
inverted-U-shaped correlation between age and performance
(Sturman, 2003). Similarly, in the context of FSSB and its
outcomes, age’s influence might also be nuanced and
complex. For instance, young individuals newly entering the
workforce and those who have been working for a longer
period might require different kinds of support, leading to
varied effects of FSSB implementation.

Lastly, gender moderates the relationship between FSSB and
turnover intention. Specifically, p = 0.003 > 0, indicating that
the correlations between FSSB and turnover intention tend to
increase as the proportion of females increases. This finding
is intriguing and suggests that FSSB may exert different
influences on females and males, possibly because of the
distinct family roles they assume.

Contributions to family-supportive supervisor
behaviour literature

This study represents the first comprehensive meta-analytic
review examining the relationship between FSSB and its
outcomes. While some qualitative studies have synthesised
the current evidence on the relationship between FSSB and
its outcomes (Andrade, 2022; Crain & Stevens, 2018; Sargent
et al., 2022; Straub, 2012), they fell short in resolving the
inconsistencies found in FSSB research. Our study, by
addressing these inconsistencies in primary studies and
considering statistical anomalies such as sampling and
measurement errors, offers a more definitive and precise
understanding of FSSB’s impact. The findings significantly
enhance the current body of literature on FSSB, elucidating
the extent of its influence on various outcomes.

Our findings reveal a range of correlations between FSSB and
its outcomes, encompassing large, medium and small effects.
This nuanced understanding allows scholars to precisely
grasp the magnitude of FSSB’s influence on various outcomes.
In addition, we identify important moderators, such as age
and gender, which further contribute to the knowledge base
on FSSB. By considering these moderating factors, our study
provides valuable insights into the boundary conditions
between FSSB and its outcomes.

Finally, we identify several important moderators — such as
research design, age and gender — that help clarify the
boundary conditions under which FSSB influences employee
outcomes, thereby advancing theoretical understanding. For
instance, research design significantly moderated the
relationships between FSSB and satisfaction with work-
family balance, turnover intention and job satisfaction,
indicating that temporal framing may shape how employees
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interpret and respond to supervisor-support. These findings
suggest that future theoretical models should consider time-
sensitive processes in explaining FSSB’s effects. In addition,
although most effects of age and gender were not statistically
significant, the marginal effect of gender (% female) on the
FSSB-turnover intention link highlights the possibility that
women may be more responsive to family-supportive
behaviours, consistent with social role theory. By uncovering
these nuanced patterns, our study helps to reconcile prior
inconsistent findings and refines key frameworks such as
SET by identifying when, how and for whom FSSB is most
impactful.

Managerial implications

This study has significant implications for managerial
practices. The robust associations between FSSB and a range
of work—family and job outcomes underscore the importance
of implementing interventions to enhance FSSB.

Firstly, our study sheds light on the precise relationship
between FSSB and its outcomes, enriching the comprehension
of FSSB’s role for both employees and employers. This
enhanced understanding extends beyond merely recognising
the benefits of FSSB for employees; it also encompasses
insights into the magnitude of its effectiveness.

Secondly, given the increasing prevalence of remote work
and the need for effective support from supervisors in
balancing work and non-work responsibilities, organisations
should prioritise the development of FSSB. Human resource
management can play a vital role in this process by
implementing initiatives aimed at increasing leaders” FSSB.
For example, organisations can design and implement
training programmes to enhance leaders’ abilities to provide
adequate support to their employees. In addition,
performance appraisal systems can incorporate FSSB as an
evaluation criterion, reflecting the organisation’s commitment
to assisting employees in achieving work-life balance.

Thirdly, by recognising the significance of FSSB and
integrating it into managerial practices, organisations can
create a supportive work environment that fosters employee
well-being, productivity and job satisfaction. These efforts
align with the evolving needs of modern work settings and
contribute to the overall success and effectiveness of
organisations.

Limitations and future directions

It is important to notice that the findings of this study are
based on correlational data, which limits our ability to make
causal inferences. Although we explore the outcomes of
FSSB, it is equally conceivable that these outcomes might also
function as antecedents to FSSB. For instance, in our analysis,
task performance is viewed as a consequence of FSSB.
Nonetheless, it could be that employees who exhibit high
task performance are more likely to receive FSSB, as high
performers often garner more organisational support. In
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such scenarios, task performance may be an antecedent to
FSSB, not just an outcome. To ascertain a more definitive
causal link, future research should utilise experimental
methodologies and conduct longitudinal studies.

Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge the limitation
that our study only includes publications written in English,
potentially excluding studies in other languages. The cultural
context can significantly influence work—family dynamics
and the outcomes of FSSB.

Therefore, future studies should consider conducting cross-
cultural research to explore the potential cultural effects on
the relationships between FSSB and its outcomes. By
encompassing a broader range of cultural contexts, we can
gain a more comprehensive understanding of the role of
FSSB in different cultural settings.

Future research could profitably move in three directions.
Firstly, unpack the mediating mechanisms that make FSSB
uniquely influential, clarifying how it shapes outcomes
beyond what traditional leadership explains. Secondly,
pursue theoretical integration — melding insights from SET
with CORT, for instance — to generate richer explanatory
power. Finally, investigate cultural contingencies; cross-
cultural comparisons may reveal how societal values shape
when and for whom FSSB is most effective.

Conclusion

Over the past two decades, there has been a notable increase
in the number of jobs being performed remotely from home.
This shift has brought attention to the crucial role that leaders
play in supporting their followers in balancing their work
and non-work responsibilities. As a result, the concept of
FSSB has garnered significant academic interest. This study
aims to provide the first comprehensive quantitative review
of FSSB by employing a meta-analysis methodology.
Through our meta-analysis, we have uncovered significant
relationships between FSSB and various important work-
family and work-related outcomes. These findings contribute
to the existing body of literature on FSSB and enhance our
understanding of its impact. In addition, we have identified
several moderating factors, including gender and research
design, which influence the strength and direction of these
relationships.
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