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a moderator and/or mediator in the relationship between work-family enrichment and other variables. Recommendations 
for future research and practice are discussed. 

Keywords: work-family enrichment; work-family boundaries; work-family integration; work-family segmentation; 
scoping review 

Original Papers 
Polish Psychological Bulletin 

2025, vol. 56 99–122 
DOI: 10.24425/ppb.2025.153984 

INTRODUCTION 

Being simultaneously successful at work and at home 
seems like a dream. Both researchers and practitioners 
emphasize that the inability to manage work and family is 
a big burden among working adults that can lead to various 
negative outcomes. The inability to deal with responsi-
bilities at work and in the family, usually referred to as 
a work-family conflict, is associated with bigger health 
problems among employees, lower family and job 
satisfaction, less productivity, and more (see Amstad et al., 
2011). Work-family conflict occurs when demands from 
one domain (e.g., work) drain resources out from the other 
domain (e.g., family) and a person feels stressed, anxious, 
and dissatisfied with the situation (Carlson et al., 2000). 
However, active participation in work and family life 
altogether can be enriching. 

Work-family enrichment refers to a process during 
which participation in one life domain (e.g., work) can 
help to gain resources that are transferred to another 
domain (e.g., family) and increase the quality of life in it 
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 
2012). In other words, work-family enrichment describes 

how participation in different social roles can be beneficial 
for other social roles by transferring various resources 
from one to another. For example, participating in family 
life can provide social support (as a resource) that can be 
used at work to deal with work-related stress (demands at 
work).  As well as work-family conflict, work-family 
enrichment is bidirectional, meaning that work can 
positively affect family (work-to-family relationship), 
and family can positively affect work (family-to-work 
relationship)1. Finally, in the field of work-family inter-
action, various terms such as work-family spillover, work- 
family enhancement, and work-family facilitation are used 
(Crain et al., 2013). Studies have shown that all the 
mentioned terms define different but related concepts; 
however, in this paper, the general term work-family 
enrichment will be used, as being the most popular and 
often used as an umbrella term (Crain et al., 2013; Lapierre 
et al., 2016; McNall et al., 2010). 

Studies have revealed that higher work-family en-
richment is associated with greater work engagement, 
stronger organizational commitment, greater life satisfac-
tion, better health of employees, and more (McNall et al., 
2010). According to Carlson et al. (2006), work-family 
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enrichment is a multidimensional construct consisting of 
three dimensions: development, affect, and capital. The 
development dimension refers to resource transfer such as 
skills, knowledge, behaviors, and perspective; affect 
dimension refers to a positive emotional state or attitudes 
gained at work/home that are transferred, and capital refers 
to the promotion of personal resources such as self-esteem, 
confidence, and security (Carlson et al., 2006). Empirical 
studies have found that one of the key factors for work- 
family enrichment to occur is a higher level of resources, 
e.g., autonomy, social support from a leader or colleagues, 
or developmental opportunities (Greenhaus & Powell, 
2006; Lapierre et al., 2017). However, even with the 
highest levels of contextual resources, a person can choose 
not to transfer them from one life domain to another, or 
there might be some boundaries that may interfere. As 
a cross-sectional study by Vadvilavičius & Stelmokienė 
(2024a) has revealed, there is a direct and indirect 
relationship between work resources and the fulfillment 
of family demands. as the authors discuss, work resources 
can affect family demands directly and indirectly, meaning 
that a person and various psychological factors, like 
personality traits, values, boundaries, can affect the work- 
family enrichment process. 

The role boundary refers to both psychological and 
physical limits people may use to divide and separate 
different life domains, e.g., work and family. It is 
suggested that people, following their own cognitive rules 
(or boundaries), separate or link together social systems, 
separate out, or allow the transfer of resources (Ashforth 
et al., 2000; Carlson et al., 2016; Junker et al., 2020). 
Ashforth et al. (2000) have stated that cognitive boundaries 
help people to manage and control the separation or 
linkages of different social systems (e.g., work and 
family). Two types of boundary preferences are discussed 
in the literature, segmentation and integration. Segmenta-
tion is the deliberate separation of work and family and the 
control over when and how these domains interact; 
integration is the blurring and loss of boundaries between 
work and family (Carlson et al., 2016; Daniel & Sonnentag, 
2016). As Liu and Cheung (2015) have discussed, people 
who prefer work and family segmentation separate work 
and family into two distinctive domains. Meanwhile, 
people who prefer work and family integration mix these 
two domains via more flexible and permeable boundaries. 
However, it is important to highlight the terminological 
confusion in the field of work-family boundaries (see 
Cobb et al., 2022). This scoping review focuses on various 
types of boundaries, not just one, and also reviews the 
existing literature on boundary characteristics. Further-
more, different types of boundary characteristics are 
measured using various scales, items, or questionnaires, 
which may cause methodological confusion. This study 
will also briefly review existing scales for measuring 
work-family boundaries.  

People may use various boundary management 
strategies, such as physical strategies (e.g., always going 
to work although online work is legal) or psychological 
strategies (e.g., avoiding thinking about family while at 

work (Carlson et al., 2016; Daniel & Sonnentag, 2016; 
Rantanen et al., 2013). In general, the management of role 
boundaries refers to constant control of the transfer of 
resources from work to family (and vice versa) (Rantanen 
et al., 2013; Spieler et al., 2018). It can be suggested that 
everyone has these inner rules and uses various strategies 
to manage work and family (see Carlson et al., 2016; 
Kossek et al., 2023). 

Studies have revealed that higher work and family 
integration can lead to both higher work-family conflict 
and higher work-family enrichment (i.e., Junker et al., 
2020). It can be discussed that a higher level of integration 
can lead to a higher level of transfer of resources that 
describe the work-family enrichment process. On the 
meantime, the same high level of integration may lead to 
a higher level of transferring demands that may interfere 
and result in greater work-family conflict. In other words, 
integration of work and family may result in both negative 
and positive ways due to open borders for resources and 
demands to move. In the interim, while higher work and 
family segmentation may lead to less interference between 
work and family, it will reduce the transfer of resources 
from one life domain to another as well. Therefore, work- 
family enrichment may be achieved harder. 

Analysis of role boundaries in the context of work- 
family interaction is important due to the lack of a theo-
retical explanation of work–family enrichment mechan-
ism. Existing theories (e.g., Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, 
ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) focuses more on 
contextual factors (demands and resources) and provide 
a little evidence of the psychological mechanism of how 
enrichment occurs inside a human mind. Although theories 
suggest that people transfer resources from one domain to 
another, they barely emphasize what motivates people to 
do so, how do people deal with obstacles when transferring 
resources, etc. For example, Vadvilavičius & Stelmokienė 
(2024b) in their meta-analysis revealed that family-specific 
self-efficacy is an important predictor of work-family 
enrichment; however much more is unknown. It can be 
argued that the analysis of work-family boundaries will 
help to better understand the psychological mechanism of 
work-family enrichment. In general, it seems that although 
work-family boundaries are an important topic in the 
work-family literature, the results of this phenomenon are 
scattered and the nature of the relationship between work- 
family enrichment and work-family boundaries is still 
unclear. 

Existing empirical evidence suggests that the vari-
ables are related, however, because of complexity of the 
work-home boundaries, does not clearly suggest the 
direction of the relationship. Clark (2000) discusses that 
people themselves choose to create boundaries and cross 
them, which may directly relate to work-family interac-
tion. The main research question is “What is the nature of 
the relationship between work-family enrichment and 
work-family boundaries?“. The aim of this scoping review 
is to contribute to the scientific literature by examining 
empirical evidence on the relationship between work- 
family enrichment and work-family boundaries. The main 
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reasons to apply scoping review procedure for the main 
aim “are to map the extent, range, and nature of the 
literature, as well as to determine possible gaps in the 
literature on a topic” (p. 565, Mak & Thomas, 2022). This 
scoping review will contribute to the existing scientific 
literature by summarizing evidence about work-family 
boundaries and the revelation of how work-family enrich-
ment and work-family boundaries are usually related. 
However, it is important to note that this review is limited 
by the lack of theoretical explanations of how work-family 
enrichment and boundaries are related. The results of this 
review may also be used for further theory development. 
Recommendations for future studies and practice will also 
be discussed. 

METHOD 

Three databases were used for systematic review: 
EBSCO Academic Ultimate (EBSCO), ScienceDirect, and 
Web of Science (2024 April). Additionally, Google 
Scholar database was used to search for grey literature. 
Haddaway et al. (2015) recommends checking only the 
first results in Google Scholar for the search for grey 
literature, so the first 100 were checked, believed the first 
will be the most relevant. Articles information was 
extracted and saved in .ris file for Mendeley Reference 
Manager (v. 2.107.0). 

Based on the similar practice of the authors in the 
topic and the goal of this scoping review, the key terms 
were identified and used, combining them: „Work-Family 
Enrichment“ OR „Work-Family Facilitation“ OR „Work- 
Family Positive Spillover“ OR „Family-Work Enrich-
ment“ OR „Family-Work Facilitation OR „Family-Work 
Positive Spillover” AND „Work-Family Boundaries“ OR 
„Boundaries“ OR „Boundaries Management“ OR “In-
tegration/Segmentation Preference“ OR „Permeability“ 
OR „Integration/Segmentation Enactment“. The search 
procedure was applied for specific requirements of 
databases (e.g., ScienceDirect allowed to include only 
eight keywords per search). Initial search results are 
provided in The Open Science Framework (OSF) network 
(see Supplementary material). 

The initial results revealed 338 papers. The search 
was not limited by the date of publication, sample size, 
population, research design, geographical collation of 
study, source of publishing (book, magazine), but only 
peer-reviewed papers were included. Inclusion criteria 
were: 1) a direct relationship between work-family 
enrichment and work-family boundaries presented; 2) pa-
per written in English or Lithuanian language; 3) primary 
data presented. Exclusion criteria were as follow: dupli-
cates, articles not in English or Lithuanian, secondary 
articles (meta-analysis, systematic reviews, literature re-
views), articles not analyzing direct relationship between 
work-family enrichment and work-family boundaries. 
Figure 1 illustrates the flow diagram to identify the 
relevant studies. 

At the beginning, titles and abstracts were analyzed. 
If a paper was included after screening title and abstract, 

full text analysis was performed. Analysis was performed 
by the first author. To control possible bias and mistakes, 
removal of duplicates and exclusion of papers was 
performed two times with a break of one week. Four 
errors were made: one study was interpreted as suitable 
study for full-text analysis, although it was not; three 
studies were not included although they were suitable 
(based on titles and abstracts).  Two papers (one working 
paper and one doctoral dissertation) were not available to 
reach and read a full text.  After screening titles and 
abstracts, 40 papers were left. Full-text analysis revealed 
that 31 papers were acceptable, while nine papers did not 
measure the direct relationship between analyzed vari-
ables. Data was extracted manually. 

Additionally, reference lists from 31 selected pa-
pers have also been scanned to look for articles that may be 
relevant. When scanning the titles in the reference lists, no 
potential articles were found, despite already included 
ones. 

RESULTS 

Characteristics of Studies 
In total, data from 31 papers (presenting 36 studies) 

with 11 643 respondents (mean number of participants – 
323.416; the number of participants range from 12 to 1139 
participants in a study; see Table 1) were analyzed. Table 1 
presents information about authors, publication years, 
country of study origin, sample size, research design, 
measures, relationship between work-family enrichment 
(general scores and dimensions) and work-family bound-
aries. Papers were published between 2007 and 2023, from 
whom majority (n = 14) were published between 2015 and 
2018, following period from 2019 to 2023 (n = 13), and 
period from 2007 to 2012 (n = 4). 27 papers were 
published in peer-reviewed journals, two – doctoral 
dissertations, one – master thesis, and one – working 
paper. 

Nine studies reported almost an equal female to male 
ratio (45-55% of each gender in a study), 17 reported hav-
ing more female participants (one even reported having 
100% female participants), eight reported having more 
male participants, and two studies did not report gender of 
the participants. 14 studies included into scoping review 
were conducted in North America, followed by 11 studies 
conducted in Asia, ten in Europe, and one study conducted 
in Australia. However, no study included in the analysis 
was performed in Africa. 25 studies reported the mean age 
of participants which ranged from an average age of 29.5 
to 48.1 years. 11 studies did not report mean age or 
presented only the ranges of participant’s age. 

The most popular research design applied in the 
analyzed studies was cross-sectional research (n = 28 
papers), followed by seven longitudinal studies, and one 
qualitative study. Only three studies applied a person- 
centered approach to determine different people profiles 
(Kashive et al., 2021; Moazami-Goodarzi et al., 2015; 
Padhi & Pattnaik, 2016). All quantitative studies included 
self-reported measurements. To measure work-family 
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boundaries researchers used different instruments: Work- 
family segmentation preferences scale (Kreiner, 2001, 
2006) was used 12 times; Boundary flexibility scale 
(Matthews & Barnes-Farrell, 2004, 2010) was used five 
times and revised scale was used once (Matthews et al., 
2010), Boundary management strategy scale (Kossek et al., 
2006) was used twice, Boundary management scale or it`s 
items (Kossek et al., 2012) was used three times, Border 
permeability and flexibility scale or it`s items (Clark, 
2002) was used four times, Work–nonwork boundary 
strength scale (Hecht & Allen, 2009) was used three times, 
while other measures (n = 8) were used only once (see 
Table 1). To measure work-family enrichment researchers 
used Work-family enrichment scale (Carlson et al., 2006) 
the most often (n = 15) while the shorter version of this 
scale (Kacmar et al., 2014) was used twice. Other 
measures were Work-family spillover scale (Grzywacz 

& Marks (2000); n = 2), Positive work-family spillover 
scale (Hanson et al., 2006; n = 8), Work/nonwork 
interference and enhancement scale (Fisher et al., 2009; 
Fisher, 2001; n = 3), Work-family facilitation scale 
(Wayne et al., 2004; n = 1), and Work-family enrichment 
scale (Wiese et al., 2010; n = 1). For qualitative study in- 
depth interview was used. A short summary of instruments 
is provided in a Supplementary material. 

Work-family boundaries among studies 
Work-family boundaries have been characterized in 

various ways among analyzed studies (see a Supplementary 
material). Most of the papers analyzed work-home 
flexibility (n = 25), followed by segmentation (n = 16). 
However, it has been noticed that researchers analyzed 
boundaries at different domains (e.g., work-flexibility vs. 
home-flexibility). 

Figure 1. Flow chart  
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It can be discussed, that further theoretical develop-
ment is needed to clearly define if work-family boundaries 
are domain specific, meaning that work and family 
boundaries coexist separately, or there are boundaries 
between work and family that are not domain specific. For 
example, Keiner (2006) Work-family segmentation scale 
originally was developed to measure segmentation pre-
ferences and supplies at work (e.g., “I don’t like work 
issues creeping into my home life”), however Kim (2015) 
measured segmentation both at work and home, while 
Argin (2019) calculated only for work. Meanwhile, 
Boundary flexibility scale (Matthews & Barnes-Farrell, 
2004, 210) was originally developed to measure ability and 
willingness to deal with personal matters during working 
hours, however, Bulger et al. (2007) adapted the scale to 
measure both work and personal life flexibility, while 
Yang et al. (2023) measured only family boundary 
flexibility. In general, out of 36 studies, 21 studies 
measured only work or family boundaries, while 14 stu-
dies measured both work and family boundaries (not 
counting one qualitative study). 

Relationship between work-family enrichment  
and work-family boundaries 

Quantitative research findings 
In general, more studies focused on the relationship 

between work-family enrichment (WFE or positive spil-
lover) and role boundaries` characteristics (n = 88 effect 
sizes found in total), while less attention was paid to the 
relationship between family-work enrichment (FWE or 
positive spillover) and family-work boundaries` character-
istics (n = 52 found in total effect sizes). Surprisingly, our 
findings revealed 80 statistically unsignificant results 
between work-family enrichment (or its dimensions) and 
different types of work-home boundaries` characteristics 
(based on Pearson`s r correlation coefficients). In all, 41 
statistically unsignificant effect sizes were between family- 
work enrichment (and its dimensions) and boundaries and 
39 statistically unsignificant effect sizes between work- 
family enrichment (and its dimensions) and boundaries. 

Statistically significant correlations were between 
-.28 to .77 (Pearson`s r; totally – 66 significant effects) 
for the relationship between WFE/FWE and different types 
of work-family boundaries` characteristics. Flexibility was 
measured the most often (n = 21). Results showed that 
WFE/FWE was related to integration between .12 to .45; 
with flexibility-willingness between .17 to .30; with 
permeability between .11 to .77; with boundary control 
between .13 to .17; with boundary strength between .09 to 
.26; with work interference with home between .12 to .21; 
with flexibility-ability between .12 to .24. However, there 
are mixed results for the relationship between WFE/FWE 
and segmentation that ranged from -.44 to .64; with 
segmentation preferences between -.28 to .29; with 
flexibility between -.13 to .37. See a Supplementary 
material for more detailed results. Visual representations 
of the results can be found in supplementary materials. 

A deeper analysis was performed to search for the 
reasons for mixed results. For the case of the relationship 
between segmentation and WFE/FWE – no methodologi-
cal differences were found: in all studies more women 
participated, same scales were used, even cultural back-
grounds wee similar (USA and Australia). The research by 
McNall et al. (2015) had slightly lower sample size, 
however it should not result in a negative correlation. It 
can only be discussed about the sample composition and 
individual differences – McNall et al. (2015) conducted 
their study in a specific organization. It could be suggested 
that results represented the situation in that organization 
and not in the country. 

When analyzing the effect sizes for the relationship 
between WFE and segmentation-preferences it was found 
that both negative and positive effect sizes from Kim 
(2015) study were due to the direction of segmentation- 
preferences (home or work). WFE was positively related to 
segmentation at work, while negatively related to segmen-
tation-preferences at home. Meantime, Jensen (2023) 
conducted a study in a specific organization. Incongruent 
results between flexibility and FWE was found only in 
Yang et al. (2023) study. Yang et al. (2023) used flexibility 
scale by combining two separate scales into one, by 
calculating the differences between willingness and 
abilities which is uncommon strategy.   

Moderating role of work-family boundaries. Nine 
studies (13 effect sizes) examined the role of work-family 
boundaries as a moderating variable between work-family 
enrichment and other variables. It was found that 
segmentation supplies moderated the relationship between 
extraversion and WFE (facilitation): the relationship 
between  extraversion and WFE was stronger among 
people with a higher segmentation supply (Argin, 2019). 
Meanwhile, segmentation preferences moderated the 
relationship between segmentation norms and WFE: the 
relationship between segmentation norms and  WFE was 
stronger among people having a higher segmentation 
preferences (Jensen, 2023), WFE-affect and work intensi-
fication: the relationship between WFE affect and work 
intensification was significant only in the case of work- 
home integration (Kubicek & Tement, 2016), the same 
story for WFE-development/WFE-affect and work inten-
sification: the relationship between WFE development/ 
affect and work intensification was significant only in the 
case of work-home integration (Kubicek & Tement, 2016). 
Taking into consideration WFE and leader-member 
exchange: the relationship between LMX and WFE was 
stronger among people having a lower segmentation 
preference (Liao et al., 2016), the same case for WFE 
and job autonomy: the relationship between work-family 
enrichment and job autonomy was stronger among 
people having a lower segmentation preference (Ma 
& Vu, 2023), however, contrary for WFE and family 
performance: the relationship between family performance 
and WFE was stronger among people having a higher 
segmentation preference (Liao et al., 2016). Control over 
boundary permeability (in interaction with gender) mod-
erated the relationship between WFE and work engage-

Tadas Vadvilavičius, Aurelija Stelmokienė 115 



ment: for females with a high Control over boundary 
permeability and men with a low Control over boundary 
permeability the relationship between instrumental work- 
to-family positive spillover and work engagement was 
stronger (Staub et al., 2019), besides, boundary perme-
ability moderated the relationship between FWE and 
female entrepreneurial performance: the relationship 
between FWE and female entrepreneurial performance 
was stronger among people having a lower boundary 
permeability (Zhang et al., 2021). Finally, boundary 
management strategy moderated the relationship between 
calling and WFE: the relationship between calling and 
WFE was stronger among people who used separation 
strategy (Choi et al., 2018) and integrating boundary 
management moderated the relationship between FWE and 
family involvement: the relationship between family-work 
enrichment and family involvement was stronger among 
people having a higher integrating boundary management 
level, contrary than talking about promotability: the 
relationship between family-work enrichment and promot-
ability was stronger among people having a lower 
integrating boundary management level  (Paustian-Under-
dahl et al., 2016). 

Third variable – moderation. Few studies revealed 
that there were variables that moderated the relationship 
between WFE (or FWE) and work-family boundaries, e.g. 
job demands moderated the relationship between WFE and 
segmentation norms: the relationship between segmenta-
tion norms and  WFE was stronger among people having 
a higher job demands, a different story was for FWE and 
segmentation norms: the relationship between segmenta-
tion norms and  FWE was stronger among people having 
a lower job demands (Jensen et al., 2023). Job craft 
moderated the relationship between segmentation norms 
and WFE: the relationship between segmentation norms 
and work-family enrichment was stronger among peo-
ple having a higher job craft (Jensen et al., 2023). 

Mediating role of work-family boundaries. Some 
studies confirmed that work-family boundaries could be as 
a mediator in the relationship between WFE/ FWE and 
other variables. Family boundary flexibility mediated the 
relationship between FWE and family support (Peng et al., 
2022), boundary strength at work mediated the relationship 
between age and personal life-to-work enhancement, and 
boundary management strategies and personal life en-
hancement of work (Spieler et al., 2018). 

Third variable – mediation. One study revealed that 
there were variables that mediated the relationship 
between WFE and work-family boundaries: perceived 
family-supportive supervisor behavior mediated the rela-
tionship between value congruence with supervisor and 
WFE (Sublett et al., 2021), 

Other compositions. While testing the relationship 
between WFE/ FWE and work-family boundaries, re-
searchers also discovered that: WFE and FWE mediated 
the relationship between work-home segmentation and job 
performance (Kalliath et al., 2022), WFE also mediated the 
relationship between Work connectivity behavior after- 
hours and thriving at home and work (Yang et al., 2022), 

while FWE partially mediated the effect of employees’ 
family boundary flexibilities on their work engagement 
(Yang et al., 2023). Besides, WFE and FWE mediated the 
relationship between boundary integration and life satis-
faction (Yasir et al., 2019), while WFE mediated the 
relationship between permeability preferences and job 
satisfaction, and flexibility supplies and job satisfaction 
(Daniel & Sonnentag, 2016). 

Qualitative research findings 
There was only one study that applied qualitative 

research design (Kim & Heras, 2012). Results revealed 
that people could not be perceived as only “integrators” 
and “segmentators”, but they tended to change their role 
and strategies. Additionally, incongruence between beha-
vior and cognition could be found. Qualitative study also 
proposed a positive relationship between boundary man-
agement (integration) and WFE process while segmenta-
tion strategies seemed to decrease it (Kim & Heras, 2012). 

DISCUSSION 

A scoping review was used to analyze the relationship 
between work-family enrichment and work-family bound-
aries. Initially, a scoping review was conducted using three 
science databases and Google Scholar, resulting in 31 re-
levant articles. The review focused on determining the 
nature of the relationship between work-family enrichment 
and work-family boundaries. The review suggested mixed 
and scattered results, as more than half of the correlation 
coefficients were not significant. However, analysis 
revealed that work-family boundaries were probably a third 
variable that affected the relationship between work-family 
enrichment and other variables. 

Five of 31 presented two studies per paper. In total, 
27 articles were published in peer-reviewed journals, two 
were doctoral dissertations, one master’s thesis and one 
was published in a working paper. Although the quality of 
those articles could be discussed, the purpose of the 
scoping review was to map the extent, range, and nature of 
the literature. Considering the purpose of the review, no 
quality analysis was performed. Meanwhile, most of the 
articles were published between 2015 and 2018, closely 
followed by the period of 2019–2023, suggesting that the 
topic of relationships of work-family enrichment and 
boundaries of work-family became important only in the 
last decade. Researchers are encouraged to further analyze 
work-family boundaries in the context of work-family 
interaction. 

Among the reviewed studies, most were conducted in 
North America (n = 14), followed by 11 studies in Asia, 
ten in Europe, one in Australia and none in Africa. In other 
words, the overrepresentation of Western countries is 
notable. Countries such as western Europe and eastern 
Asia (China, Japan, South Korea), the United States, 
Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Singapore, and Israel are 
considered to be the center of global scientific commu-
nities where most of the science and science activity take 
place (Gomez et al., 2024). Other scoping reviews have 
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also revealed the dominating role of the United States 
(e.g., Belrhiti et al., 2018; Mukaihata et al., 2022). In 
general, it has been noticed that the most significant part of 
scientific literature is based on samples from WEIRD 
(Western, educated, industrialized, rich, and democratic) 
countries (see Otterbring & Falwarzny, 2024). The average 
national citation distortion analysis by Gomez et al. (2024) 
confirms that The United States are the most central 
country in the citation network over time (from 1980 to 
2012), followed by Germany, the Netherlands, the United 
Kingdom and Japan. However, the rise of China over the 
last few decades is also observed. One of the reasons why 
some regions are underrepresented is that only a hand of 
journals from regions like Africa are indexed in global 
databases, meaning that they have lower chances of being 
reviewed by other scholars, especially in Western 
countries (Monroe-White & Woodson, 2016). It is 
discussed that overreliance on WEIRD countries hinder 
scientific progress per se, that is why, researchers are 
encouraged to conduct studies in underrepresented regions 
and countries, like Afrika, Latin America, middle East, etc. 

The analysis also revealed a lack of cross-cultural 
studies. The results of the scoping review should be 
applied carefully in other cultures as it is not yet clear 
whether there are cultural differences. It could be proposed 
that in more individualistic countries people would be 
more willing to segregate work and family, as family time 
could have a negative effect on career development (e.g., 
Xu et al., 2018), while people living in more uncertain 
avoidant cultures also prefer higher segmentation of work 
and family (e.g., Ollo-López & Goñi-Legaz, 2017). 
Therefore, it is encouraged to conduct cross–cultural 
studies to assess the impact of national culture on work- 
family interaction and work-family boundaries. 

The average number of participants per research was 
more than 300, suggesting an adequate number for 
quantitative analysis (in addition to 12 participants in the 
qualitative study). Although ~300 participants are an 
adequate number for a quantitative study that applies the 
variable-centered approach, a higher number of partici-
pants (>500, Nylund et al., 2007; Spurk et al., 2022) is 
recommended for studies that are willing to apply 
a person-centered approach and use procedures such as 
latent profile analysis. Only one study out of three that 
applied the person-centered approach met this criterion. 
A person-centered approach assumes that there are 
individual variations and allows researchers to determine 
possible subgroups in a sample that may help to under-
stand the construct better (Howard & Hoffman, 2018; 
Meyer & Morin, 2016). Future studies are encouraged to 
gather a higher number of participants and apply a person- 
centered approach. On the other hand, it can be discussed 
that a sample size of around 300 participants is acceptable 
only for the statistical analysis using the variable-centered 
approach, however, this might not be acceptable for the 
generalization of results. Only one study gathered more 
than 1000 participants per study. Despite the discussed 
sample sizes, in general results can be used to determine 
the relationship between variables. 

The mean age of the participants ranged from 29.5 to 
48.1 years (based on 25 articles reporting the mean age), 
suggesting that most studies gathered slightly younger 
sample compared to possible mean age of people in the 
world, especially in western countries. It is important to 
consider that work-family interaction might be significant 
for all people of working age (from 18 to 60+ years). 
Although the family dynamics may be different for older 
employees: their kids are probably already living sepa-
rately; however, older employees may deal with other 
kinds of family demands, e.g., taking care of sick spouses 
or grandchildren. Meanwhile, older employees may have 
more experience in managing both work and family, have 
clearer boundaries. Only a few articles revealed a sig-
nificant weak relationship between age and work-family 
boundaries (e.g., Ma & Vu, 2023; Spieler et al., 2018; 
Zhang et al., 2021), however, a deeper analysis is required. 
Researchers are recommended to gather data from older 
employees in the context of work-family enrichment and 
work-family boundaries, considering aging society. 

Most often, the reviewed studies had more female 
participants (n = 17), followed by studies with similar 
numbers of male and female, and studies that collected 
data primarily from men. Gender is a significant factor in 
work-family studies because society often views women as 
the primary caregivers responsible for household tasks and 
family care (e.g., Cerrato & Cifre, 2018). However, only 
a few studies analyzed the role of gender in the context of 
work-family boundaries. For example, Daniel & Sonnentag 
(2016), Paustian-Underdahl et al. (2016) and Ma & Vu 
(2023) revealed that men used segmentation more often, 
while a study by Straub et al. (2019) revealed that 
women had higher permeability. It can only be speculated 
that because of gender roles in society, men and women 
tend to choose different boundary management strategies. 
This speculation can be based on few findings showing 
that women tend to experience higher work–family 
conflict when men tend to experience a higher family– 
work conflict (see, e.g., Wang et al., 2020). In other words, 
due to perceived gender roles, women may experience that 
their work has negative effect on family more often, while 
men tend to experience that family has a more negative 
effect on work life. One of the studies by Townsend et al. 
(2024) has revealed that women with fixed gender role 
mindset (thinking that men and women have different 
gender roles) experience greater work–family conflict than 
women who have a growth gender role mindset. However, 
many studies presented no significant results, so further 
analysis on gender differences is recommended. 

The scoping review revealed that the cross-sectional 
research design was the most used approach to assess the 
relationship between work-family enrichment and work- 
family boundaries. Meanwhile, longitudinal studies were 
used, however, less often, while experimental data was not 
found. Although the most popular research design, the 
cross-sectional design is limited with the conclusions it 
could provide. Cross-sectional research design can propose 
information only about the linear relationship between 
variables, experiment can reveal the causality, while 
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longitudinal studies are often used for mediation analysis 
to present causal interference (see O'Laughlin et al., 2018). 
For further theorical development of work-family bound-
aries, researchers are encouraged to conduct both long-
itudinal and experimental studies. For example, vignettes 
could be used as stimulation material to manipulate work- 
family boundaries (e.g., Atzmüller & Steiner, 2010; 
Steiner et al., 2016). Finally, only one qualitative study 
was reviewed. Nevertheless, qualitative studies are mar-
ginalized in the field of psychology (see, e.g., Povee 
& Roberts, 2014; Wertz, 2011), they still provide valuable 
information about day-to-day experience of people. For 
example, a study by Kim & Heras (2012) discovered that 
although some people might use the integration strategy in 
practice, they preferred to separate work and private life. 
The qualitative study provided this useful information and 
should encourage researchers to assess both existing and 
desired boundaries. Additionally, the same research 
revealed that people could change their strategies from 
integration to segmentation. Researchers are encouraged to 
look for antecedents for work-family boundaries and to 
understand how changes in boundary strategy are related 
to work-family enrichment. 

Eleven different measures (besides different forms) 
were identified for the assessment of work-family 
boundaries. Different instruments allow one to measure 
different characteristics of work-family boundaries, i.e., 
segmentation, integration, flexibility, etc. Although the 
studies provided information on internal reliability and 
some form of validity for scales that measured work- 
family boundaries, further validation for the scales is 
needed, especially for the scales that were used less often. 
Cross-sectional studies, systematic reviews, and meta- 
analysis could be performed in the future to determine 
more psychometric characteristics (e.g., prognostic valid-
ity, discriminant validity) of work-family boundaries 
scales. Meanwhile, six scales for measuring work-family 
enrichment are also considered reliable and valid instru-
ments. However, they were developed using different 
theoretical definitions of positive work-family interaction, 
for example choosing positive spillover, enhancement, 
enrichment, or facilitation terms (e.g., Masuda et al., 
2012). The recommendation for researchers is to clearly 
define what kind of positive work-family interaction 
process they prefer to analyze. Also, researchers who are 
planning to summarize findings statistically (e.g., conduct 
a meta-analysis on the relationship between work-family 
positive interaction and work-family boundaries) are 
encouraged to test the effect of different measures on the 
analyzed relationship. 

Flexibility was the most popular boundary character-
istic measured in different studies, followed by segmenta-
tion. Flexibility refers to the temporal willingness to 
‘relax’ or “tighten” the boundaries to meet the demands on 
the work and home domains. In general, the results 
revealed that higher flexibility (including flexibility 
preferences, supplies, willingness, and permeability) was 
related to a higher work-family enrichment. As was 
supposed, people willing to open their boundaries were 

able to transfer resources from one domain of life domain 
to another. However, a study (Yang et al., 2023) found that 
the relationship between flexibility and family-work 
enrichment was negative. Still, a deeper analysis revealed 
possible methodological differences in calculating the 
flexibility score, so results should be analyzed with 
caution. 

Furthermore, segmentation was also a popular bound-
ary characteristic measured in the context of work-family 
interaction. However, the analysis revealed mixed results. 
In general, results suggest that a higher segmentation was 
related to a higher work-family enrichment; however, the 
relationship was weak. Nevertheless, these results are 
unique because they suggest that when people tend to keep 
the work and family domains separate, people somehow 
experience higher enrichment. From the work-family 
enrichment theory (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), it is 
known that enrichment occurs only then when resources 
are transferred from one domain to another. Based on 
theory, segmentation in general diminish the transfer of 
resources and work–family enrichment cannot occur. 
However, these results may indicate that segmentation 
also limits the transfer of demands from one domain to 
another. If demands are not transferred, then work–family 
conflict will not occur and potentially work–family 
enrichment will occur. In general results allows to 
conjecture, that a person can choose to keep work duties 
at work, but on the meantime transfer positive emotions 
from work to home, resulting in greater work–family 
enrichment and lower work–family conflict. Future studies 
could look into the trajectories of work–family conflict and 
work–family enrichment with different sets of segmenta-
tion. 

Only McNall et al. (2015) found a negative relation-
ship between segmentation and both work-family and 
family-work enrichment, meaning that a higher segmenta-
tion was related to a lower enrichment. These results 
suggest that when a person choose to keep work and 
family separate, the transfer of resources does not occur. 
However, McNall et al. (2015) conducted their study in 
a particular organization that would suggest that organiza-
tional cultural differences could play a significant role. It 
highlights the idea that researchers should consider 
organizational variables, e.g., organization culture, work- 
family policy, family supportive organizational systems 
when analyzing work-family boundaries and work-family 
interaction. 

On the other hand, results are different with the 
relationship between segmentation-preferences and sup-
plies and work-family enrichment: results suggested that 
a higher preference (and supplies) for keeping work and 
family separated was related to a lower work-family 
enrichment. These results would suggest that more perme-
able boundaries, or less strict rules that work and family 
should be separated, have a positive effect on work-family 
enrichment. Although there were mixed results, some 
methodological differences were found (research in 
a specific organization, direction of work boundaries, 
etc.). Compared to segmentation, segmentation prefer-

Work–Family Enrichment and Work-Family Boundaries: A Scoping Review 118 



ences indicate personal preferences to act in a specific way 
and not only to have the rules on how to manage work and 
family. Also, it could be suggested that segmentation is 
related more with instrumental path of enrichment, while 
segmentation preferences also include affective path. 
However, it is still under discussion what kind of boundary 
characteristic might be the most important for the work- 
family enrichment to occur. For future studies, researchers 
could assess and compare the characteristics of different 
boundaries and test their relationship with different 
dimensions of enrichment. Also, more detailed theoretical 
development and analysis of the relationship between 
boundaries and work-family interaction are needed. On 
one hand, higher flexibility may have a positive effect for 
work-family enrichment to occur; however, it can also 
increase work-family conflict. Future studies are needed to 
assess the role of boundaries in both work-family conflict 
and enrichment. 

Considering work-family boundaries and their mea-
surement, further theoretical development is necessary to 
determine whether boundaries are domain-specific or not. 
Some researchers analyzed home or work specific bound-
aries (e.g., Hyland & Prottas, 2016) while others analyzed 
boundaries without domain specification (e.g., Kossek 
et al. (2012) analyzed boundary control). It can be 
discussed that boundaries can be asymmetrical, suggesting 
that boundaries can be more flexible from work to family 
or from family to work. The work/family border theory 
(Clark, 2000) describes that borders between work and 
family are like lines demarcations and separate life 
domains. However, these borders are created by the 
person itself and a person can choose to cross them. As 
a specific set of rules, a person can choose to allow 
crossing only in one direction while maintaining the board 
closed the other way around, like vein valves that do not 
allow the blood to go back. Also, a person may choose to 
separate or blend the life domain based on the strengths of 
the domain (Clark, 2000). The strength of the domain is 
associated with how influential the domain is to a person. 
In other words, does the domain allow us to integrate 
another domain or not. For example, organizational 
policies on work-family can allow an employee to work 
from home or not. Additionally, Clark (2000) emphasizes 
that there are border-keepers (one of the sources of 
strength) – people from the same domain who have 
influence on creating and maintaining boarders. It is 
discussed that other people in our life domains can have an 
influence to have more strict rules about work and family 
management. For example, a supervisor may choose to 
allow a person to talk about personal matters at work and 
prohibit that; a spouse can agree to talk about work during 
family dinner or not. It allows us to speculate that 
boundaries are domain-specific, meaning that work and 
family may have its own boundary strength. However, as 
Kim & Heras (2012) argued, people might change the 
nature of boundaries. However, it is unknown whether 
people also change the boundary domain or are they fixed. 
Future studies should focus on both states of boundaries, 
symmetrical and asymmetrical, to determine the nature of 

boundaries for further theoretical development. Further-
more, future studies are important to determine the role of 
people from different domains in strength, direction, and 
boundaries changes. 

Also, the analysis revealed that the relationship 
between work-family enrichment and work-family bound-
aries was more often statistically unsignificant. It could be 
suggested that there is no direct relationship between 
boundaries and work-family enrichment. First, correlation 
analysis has become the standard method in the scientific 
literature. It usually provides general results, which may 
not be the most important for the model being tested. For 
example, many researchers present a correlation between 
gender (dichotomic variable) and interval variables, which 
do not fit the requirements for Pearson r. Second, the 
correlation between work-family enrichment and work- 
family boundaries can be relatively weak and requires 
a higher number of participants to find even the small 
effect size. Third, theoretically speaking, work–family 
enrichment refers to the transfer of resources, while 
boundaries are not resources per se. Boundaries refers to 
cognitive rules that allow or do not allow resources to 
move between domains. Work-home resource theory (ten 
Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012) defines that enrichment 
occurs when contextual resources influence personal 
resources first and only then affect demands in another 
domain. In other words, boundaries are not contextual 
(although they can be influenced by context and especially 
other people in domain), but a personal attribute a person 
creates and has. Although an empirical direct relationship 
between work-family boundaries and work-family enrich-
ment is plausible, it is not theoretically justifiable. 

Studies quite often considered that the relationship 
between work-family enrichment and work-home bound-
aries was not direct: nine studies reported that work-family 
boundaries moderated the relationship between work- 
family enrichment and other variables, a few studies 
reported that work-family boundaries mediated the rela-
tionship between work-family enrichment and other 
variables or provided other kinds of relationship composi-
tion. Again, according to the work–home resource theory 
(ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), contextual resources 
influence personal resources first and only then affect 
demands in another domain. The theory emphasizes that 
there are five personal resources: physical, psychological, 
affective, intellectual, and capital. Although the authors 
present only four psychological resources – optimism, self- 
efficacy, focus, mental resilience, theory can be extended 
including work–family boundaries. The main assumption 
is that boundaries act as a gate that allows or does not 
allow the transfer of resources. For example, if a person has 
permeable boundaries, he/she is more willing to transfer 
resources from home to work (or vice versa), and that will 
end with a higher work–family enrichment. On the 
other hand, if a person has strict boundaries, resources 
will remain in the original domain, and that will result in 
lower work–family enrichment. Future studies are needed 
to test this assumption more thoroughly; however, 
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researchers are highly recommended to consider work– 
family boundaries as moderator/mediator in their models. 

The results also suggest some practical implications. 
It could be important to consider the boundaries when 
conducting various types of work–family interventions in 
organizations. If a person has a strict boundary, the 
effectiveness of an intervention may be limited if a person 
chooses to separate work and family. For example, if an 
intervention is focused on increasing family–supportive 
supervisor support as a work support (e.g., Odle-Dusseau 
et al., 2015; Noroozi et al., 2023), the intervention may not 
be relevant for people with segmentation preferences. On 
the other hand, increasing employees` boundary perme-
ability can help employees to experience greater work– 
family enrichment because a person can transfer more 
resources from work to family and vice versa. However, 
the results are mixed, so these recommendations should be 
taken with caution. Finally, based on the reviewed 
qualitative study, it could be important to consider that 
people can change their preferences to separate or integrate 
work and family. Vocational psychologists could assess 
the boundaries of their clients and help to find the job that 
suits their preferences in the current state, however, 
implying that the preferences in work-family boundaries 
may change in the future. 

This review is not without its limitations. Grey 
literature was looked only partially by using Google 
Scholar, however, valuable articles still may be missing. 
Studies in English only were searched and analyzed. 
A priori protocol for this review was not registered. 
Finally, meta-analytical investigations were not performed 
to summarize the findings statistically. 

Supplementary material provided in https://osf.io/ 
yauvr/overview?view_only=0f1fee135b48491982c-
d72262959ead4. 

REFERENCE 

Atzmüller, C., & Steiner, P. M. (2010). Experimental vignette studies in 
survey research. Methodology: European Journal of Research 
Methods for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, 6(3), 128–138.  
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-2241/a000014 

Belrhiti, Z., Nebot Giralt, A., & Marchal, B. (2018). Complex Leadership 
in Healthcare: A Scoping Review. International journal of health 
policy and management, 7(12), 1073–1084. https://doi.org/10.15171/ 
ijhpm.2018.75 

Carlson, D. S., Ferguson, M., & Kacmar, K. M. (2015). Boundary 
management tactics: An examination of the alignment with 
preferences in the work and family domains. Journal of Behavioral 
and Applied Management, 16(2), 249–276. https://doi.org/10.1006/ 
jvbe.1999.1713 

Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, K. M., & Williams, L. J. (2000). Construction 
and initial validation of a multidimensional measure of work–family 
conflict. Journal of Vocational behavior, 56(2), 249-276. 

Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/ 
family balance. Human relations, 53(6), 747-770. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0018726700536001 

Clark, S. C. (2002). Communicating across the work/home border. 
Community, Work & Family, 5(1), 23-48. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
13668800020006802 Cobb, H. R., Murphy, L. D., Thomas, C. L., 
Katz, I. M., & Rudolph, C. W. (2022). Measuring boundaries and 
borders: A taxonomy of work-nonwork boundary management 

scales. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 137, 103760. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103760 

Crain, T. L., & Hammer, L. B. (2013). Work–Family Enrichment: 
A Systematic Review of Antecedents, Outcomes, and Mechanisms. 
Advances in Positive Organizational Psychology, 303–328. doi.org/ 
10.1108/s2046-410x(2013)0000001016 

Fenner, G. H., & Renn, R. W. (2010). Technology-assisted supplemental 
work and work-to-family conflict: The role of instrumentality beliefs, 
organizational expectations and time management. Human relations, 
63(1), 63-82. doi.org/10.1177/0018726709351 

Fisher, G. G. (2001). Work-life balance: A construct development study 
[Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Bowling Green State University.  
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=bgsu1669038943675869 

Fisher, G. G., Bulger, C. A., & Smith, C. S. (2009). Beyond work and 
family: A measure of work/nonwork interference and enhancement. 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 14(4), 441–456. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/a0016737 

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When work and family are 
allies: A theory of work-family enrichment. Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 31(1), 72–92. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006. 
19379625 

Gomez, C. J., Herman, A. C., & Parigi, P. (2022). Leading countries in 
global science increasingly receive more citations than other 
countries doing similar research. Nature human behaviour, 6(7), 
919–929. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01351-5 

Grzywacz, J. G., & Marks, N. F. (2000). Reconceptualizing the work– 
family interface: An ecological perspective on the correlates of 
positive and negative spillover between work and family. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 111–126. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.111 

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), e0138237. https://doi.org/ 
10.1371/journal.pone.0138237 

Hanson, G. C., Hammer, L. B., & Colton, C. L. (2006). Development and 
validation of a multidimensional scale of perceived work-family 
positive spillover. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
11(3), 249–265. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.3.249 

Hecht, T. D., & Allen, N. J. (2009). A longitudinal examination of the 
work–nonwork boundary strength construct. Journal of Organiza-
tional Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupa-
tional and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 30(7), 839-862.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.579 

Howard, M. C., & Hoffman, M. E. (2018). Variable-Centered, Person- 
Centered, and Person-Specific Approaches: Where Theory Meets the 
Method. Organizational Research Methods, 21(4), 846-876. https:// 
doi.org/10.1177/1094428117744021 

Ilies, R., Wilson, K. S., & Wagner, D. T. (2009). The spillover of daily 
job satisfaction onto employees' family lives: The facilitating role of 
work-family integration. Academy of management journal, 52(1), 87- 
102. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.36461938 

Kacmar, K. M., Crawford, W. S., Carlson, D. S., Ferguson, M., 
& Whitten, D. (2014). A short and valid measure of work-family 
enrichment. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 19(1), 32– 
45. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035123 

Kossek, E. E., Lautsch, B. A., & Eaton, S. C. (2006). Telecommuting, 
control, and boundary management: Correlates of policy use and 
practice, job control, and work–family effectiveness. Journal of 
vocational behavior, 68(2), 347-367. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb. 
2005.07.002 

Kossek, E. E., Perrigino, M. B., & Lautsch, B. A. (2023). Work-life 
flexibility policies from a boundary control and implementation 
perspective: A review and research framework. Journal of Manage-
ment, 49(6), 2062-2108. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206322114035 

Kossek, E. E., Ruderman, M. N., Braddy, P. W., & Hannum, K. M. 
(2012). Work–nonwork boundary management profiles: A person- 
centered approach. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 81(1), 112-128.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003 

Kreiner, G. E. (2001). On the edge of identity: Boundary conflict and 
workplace fit [Doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University]. 

Work–Family Enrichment and Work-Family Boundaries: A Scoping Review 120 

https://osf.io/yauvr/overview?view_only=0f1fee135b48491982cd72262959ead4
https://osf.io/yauvr/overview?view_only=0f1fee135b48491982cd72262959ead4
https://osf.io/yauvr/overview?view_only=0f1fee135b48491982cd72262959ead4
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1027/1614-2241/a000014
https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2018.75
https://doi.org/10.15171/ijhpm.2018.75
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1713
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.1999.1713
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700536001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726700536001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800020006802
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800020006802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103760
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2022.103760
https://doi.org/10.1108/s2046-410x(2013)0000001016
https://doi.org/10.1108/s2046-410x(2013)0000001016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726709351064
http://rave.ohiolink.edu/etdc/view?acc_num=bgsu1669038943675869
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016737
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016737
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.19379625
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01351-5
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.111
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.5.1.111
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0138237
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0138237
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/1076-8998.11.3.249
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.579
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117744021
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428117744021
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.36461938
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0035123
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2005.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/01492063221140354
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003


Kreiner, G. E. (2006). Consequences of work‐home segmentation or 
integration: A person‐environment fit perspective. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology and Behavior, 27(4), 
485-507. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.386 

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 

Mak, S., & Thomas, A. (2022). Steps for Conducting a Scoping Review. 
Journal of graduate medical education, 14(5), 565–567. https://doi. 
org/10.4300/JGME-D-22-00621.1 

Mukaihata, T., Kato, Y., Swa, T., & Fujimoto, H. (2022). Work 
engagement of psychiatric nurses: a scoping review protocol. BMJ 
open, 12(7), e062507. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022- 
062507    

Masuda, A. D., McNall, L. A., Allen, T. D., & Nicklin, J. M. (2012). 
Examining the constructs of work-to-family enrichment and positive 
spillover. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 80(1), 197-210. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.06.002 

Matthews, R. A., & Barnes-Farrell, J. L. (2004, August). Development of 
a comprehensive measure of boundary strength for work and family 
domains. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of 
Management, New Orleans, LA. 

Matthews, R. A., & Barnes-Farrell, J. L. (2010). Development and initial 
evaluation of an enhanced measure of boundary flexibility for the 
work and family domains. Journal of Occupational Health Psycho-
logy, 15(3), 330–346. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019302 

Matthews, R. A., Barnes-Farrell, J. L., & Bulger, C. A. (2010). 
Advancing measurement of work and family domain boundary 
characteristics. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 77(3), 447-460.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.05.008 

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 

Meyer, J. P., & Morin, A. J. (2016). A person‐centered approach to 
commitment research: Theory, research, and methodology. Journal 
of Organizational Behavior, 37(4), 584-612. https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
job.2085 

Monroe-White, T., & Woodson, T. S. (2016). Inequalities in scholarly 
knowledge: public value failures and their impact on global science. 
African Journal of Science, Technology, Innovation and Develop-
ment, 8(2), 178-186. https://doi.org/10.1080/20421338.2016. 
1147204 

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Deciding on the 
number of classes in latent class analysis and growth mixture 
modeling: A Monte Carlo simulation study. Structural equation 
modeling: A multidisciplinary Journal, 14(4), 535-569. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/10705510701575396 

O'Laughlin, K. D., Martin, M. J., & Ferrer, E. (2018). Cross-Sectional 
Analysis of Longitudinal Mediation Processes. Multivariate beha-
vioral research, 53(3), 375–402. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00273171.2018.1454822 

Ollo-López, A., & Goñi-Legaz, S. (2017). Differences in work–family 
conflict: Which individual and national factors explain them?. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 28(3), 499- 
525. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1118141 

Otterbring, T., & Folwarczny, M. (2024). From WEIRD to worldwide: 
Auditing authors’ affiliation countries over time across three leading 
journals publishing food-related research. Food Quality and Pre-
ference, 105175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2024.105175 

Noroozi, F., Bagherzadeh, R., Cousins, R., Nazari, M., & Ghahremani, L. 
(2022). Alleviating work-family conflict for female employees in 
Iran: The effect of a multimedia educational intervention. Current 
Psychology, 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-03068-0 

Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Hammer, L. B., Crain, T. L., & Bodner, T. E. 
(2016). The influence of family-supportive supervisor training on 
employee job performance and attitudes: An organizational work- 
family intervention. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
21(3), 296–308. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039961 

Padhi, M. (2012). Role of integration-segmentation congruence-incon-
gruence on work family enrichment and conflict. [Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation]. Xavier Institute of Management, Bhubanes-
war. 

Padhi, M., & Pattnaik, S. (2013). A typology of work family research: 
Perspectives from literature. Vilakshan: The XIMB Journal of 
Management, 10(2), 83-98. http://10.10.16.56:8080/xmlui/handle/ 
123456789/218 

Pan, S. Y., & Yeh, Y. J. Y. (2012). Impact of value congruence on work- 
family conflicts: The mediating role of work-related support. The 
Journal of social psychology, 152(3), 270-287. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/00224545.2011.602133 

Povee, K., & Roberts, L. D. (2014). Qualitative research in psychology: 
Attitudes of psychology students and academic staff. Australian 
journal of psychology, 66(1), 28-37. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajpy. 
12031 

Spurk, D., Hirschi, A., Wang, M., Valero, D., & Kauffeld, S. (2020). 
Latent profile analysis: A review and “how to” guide of its 
application within vocational behavior research. Journal of voca-
tional behavior, 120, 103445. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020. 
103445 

Steiner, P. M., Atzmüller, C., & Su, D. (2016). Designing valid and 
reliable vignette experiments for survey research: A case study on the 
fair gender income gap. Journal of Methods and Measurement in the 
Social Sciences, 7(2), 52-94. https://doi.org/10.2458/v7i2.20321 

Vadvilavičius, T., & Stelmokienė, A. (2024). The Link between Work 
Resources and the Fulfilment of Family Demands: Mediation 
Analysis. Psychological Thought, 17(2), 508-528. https://doi.org/ 
10.37708/psyct.v17i2.952 

Vadvilavičius, T., & Stelmokienė, A. (2024). Work-Family Enrichment 
and Core Self-Evaluation: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. 
Psihologijske teme, 33(3), 635-659. https://doi.org/10.31820/ 
pt.33.3.8 

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). https://doi.org/10.1177/15579883209575 

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 

Wertz, F. J. (2011). The qualitative revolution and psychology: Science, 
politics, and ethics. The Humanistic Psychologist, 39(2), 77-104.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/08873267.2011.564531 

Wiese, B. S., Seiger, P., Schmid, C. M., & Freund, A. M. (2010). Beyond 
conflict: Functional facets of the work-family interplay. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 77, 104–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb. 
2010.02.011 

Xu, S., Wang, Y., Mu, R., Jin, J., & Gao, F. (2018). The effects of work– 
family interface on domain‐specific satisfaction and well‐being 
across nations: the moderating effects of individualistic culture and 
economic development. PsyCh journal, 7(4), 248-267. https://doi. 
org/10.1002/pchj.226 

Articles included into a scoping literature review 
Argin, S. (2019). Personality and work-family spillover testing the 

moderating role of segmentation supplies. [Master`s thesis, Istanbul 
Bilgi University]. 

Bulger, C. A., Matthews, R. A., & Hoffman, M. E. (2007). Work and 
personal life boundary management: Boundary strength, work/ 
personal life balance, and the segmentation-integration continuum. 
Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 12(4), 365–375. https:// 
doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.4.365 

Chen, Z., Powell, G. N., & Greenhaus, J. H. (2009). Work-to-family 
conflict, positive spillover, and boundary management: A person- 

Tadas Vadvilavičius, Aurelija Stelmokienė 121 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.386
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2234
https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-D-22-00621.1
https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-D-22-00621.1
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062507
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-062507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.06.002
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0019302
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2010.542506
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-009-9141-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2085
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2085
https://doi.org/10.1080/20421338.2016.1147204
https://doi.org/10.1080/20421338.2016.1147204
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2018.1454822
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2018.1454822
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1118141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2024.105175
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-03068-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039961
http://10.10.16.56:8080/xmlui/handle/123456789/218
http://10.10.16.56:8080/xmlui/handle/123456789/218
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2011.602133
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2011.602133
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajpy.12031
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajpy.12031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445
https://doi.org/10.2458/v7i2.20321
https://doi.org/10.37708/psyct.v17i2.952
https://doi.org/10.37708/psyct.v17i2.952
https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.33.3.8
https://doi.org/10.31820/pt.33.3.8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557988320957522
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00035-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00035-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/08873267.2011.564531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.226
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.226
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.4.365
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.12.4.365


environment fit approach. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 74(1), 82- 
93. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.10.009 

Choi, Y. E., Cho, E., Jung, H. J., & Sohn, Y. W. (2018). Calling as 
a predictor of life satisfaction: the roles of psychological capital, 
work–family enrichment, and boundary management strategy. 
Journal of Career Assessment, 26(4), 567-582. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/1069072717723092 

Daniel, S., & Sonnentag, S. (2016). Crossing the borders: The relation-
ship between boundary management, work–family enrichment and 
job satisfaction. The International Journal of Human Resource 
Management, 27(4), 407-426. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192. 
2015.1020826 

Hyland, M., & Prottas, D. (2017). Looking at spillover from both sides: 
an examination of work and home flexibility and permeability. 
Community, Work & Family, 20(2), 181-200. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
13668803.2016.1166097 

Jensen, S. (2023). Actions Speak Louder than Words: The Role of 
Organization Segmentation Norms on Work-Family Enrichment, 
Engagement & Burnout. [Doctoral dissertation, Florida Institute of 
Technology]. https://repository.fit.edu/etd/1320 

Kalliath, P., Chan, X. W., & Kalliath, T. (2022). Keeping work and 
family separate: A serial mediation analysis of social workers’ work– 
family segmentation, work–family enrichment and job performance 
in Australia. The British Journal of Social Work, 52(1), 236-255.  
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcaa233 

Kashive, N., Sharma, B., & Khanna, V. T. (2023). Work from home: 
understanding boundary management profiles using boundary-fit 
perspective. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 31(5), 
1776-1801. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-04-2021-2695 

Kempen, R., Hattrup, K., & Mueller, K. (2017). Boundary management 
in a boundaryless world: The impact of life domain boundary 
management for expatriates’ life domain conflict and enrichment. 
Journal of Global Mobility: The Home of Expatriate Management 
Research, 5(1), 43-59. https://doi.org/10.1108/JGM-06-2016-0029 

Kim, S., & Las Heras, M. (2012). A qualitative analysis of facilitating 
conditions for work-family enrichment (Working paper No. WP- 
957). Business School, University of Navarra. https://www.iese.edu/ 
media/research/pdfs/DI-0957-E.pdf 

Kim, S. D. (2015). Investigating the Antecedents and Consequences of 
Boundary Permeability at Work and Home. [Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Cincinnati]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. 

Kim, S., & Hollensbe, E. (2017). Work interrupted: a closer look at work 
boundary permeability. Management Research Review, 40(12), 
1280-1297. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-02-2017-0025 

Kossek, E. E., Ruderman, M. N., Braddy, P. W., & Hannum, K. M. 
(2012). Work–nonwork boundary management profiles: A person- 
centered approach. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 81(1), 112-128.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003 

Kubicek, B. & Tement, S. (2016). Work Intensification and the Work- 
Home Interface. The Moderating Effect of Individual Work-Home 
Segmentation Strategies and Organizational Segmentation Supplies. 
Journal of Personnel Psychology, 15(2), 76-89. https://doi.org/ 
10.1027/1866-5888/a000158 

Leduc, C., Houlfort, N., & Bourdeau, S. (2016). Work-life balance: The 
good and the bad of boundary management. International Journal of 
Psychological Studies, 8(1), 133–146. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijps. 
v8n1p133 

Liao, Y., Yang, Z., Wang, M., & Kwan, H. K. (2016). Work–family 
effects of LMX: The moderating role of work–home segmentation 
preferences. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(4), 671-683. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.03.003 

Ma, T. N., & Vu, H. V. (2023). How job autonomy influences life 
satisfaction: the role of work-family enrichment and segmentation 
preference. International Journal of Organizational Analysis. 
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-05-2023- 
3762 

McNall, L. A., Scott, L. D., & Nicklin, J. M. (2015). Do positive 
affectivity and boundary preferences matter for work–family 
enrichment? A study of human service workers. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 20(1), 93–104. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/a0038165 

Moazami-Goodarzi, A., Rantanen, J., Nurmi, J. E., & Mauno, S. (2015). 
Work–Family boundary management profiles in two Finnish 
samples: A person-oriented approach. International Journal of 
Business Administration, 6(6). https://doi.org/10.5430/ijba.v6n6p12 

Padhi, M., & Pattnaik, S. (2017). Role of integration-segmentation on 
work-family interface of insurance sector employees in India. 
International Journal of Manpower, 38(8), 1114-1129. https://doi. 
org/10.1108/IJM-02-2014-0051 

Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., Halbesleben, J. R., Carlson, D. S., & Kacmar, 
K. M. (2016). The work–family interface and promotability: 
Boundary integration as a double-edged sword. Journal of Manage-
ment, 42(4), 960-981. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313506464 

Peng, Q., Lian, C., & Zhang, L. (2022). Influence of border-keepers’ 
support on work-family enrichment of preschool teachers in China: 
The mediating role of work-family boundary flexibility. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 12, 752836. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.752836  

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 

Spieler, I., Scheibe, S., & Stamov Roßnagel, C. (2018). Keeping work 
and private life apart: Age‐related differences in managing the work– 
nonwork interface. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(10), 
1233-1251. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2283 

Straub, C., Beham, B., & Islam, G. (2019). Crossing boundaries: 
Integrative effects of supervision, gender and boundary control on 
work engagement and work-to-family positive spillover. The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 30(20), 
2831-2854. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1340324 

Sublett, L. W., Rhodes, D., Penney, L. M., & Bok, C. (2021). Just like 
me: Effects of value congruence on work-family enrichment. 
Romanian Journal of Applied Psychology, 23(1), 9–17. https://doi. 
org/10.24913/rjap.23.1.02 

Yang, Y., Yan, R., & Meng, Y. (2022). Can’t disconnect even after- 
hours: how work connectivity behavior after-hours affects employ-
ees’ thriving at work and family. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 
865776. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.865776  

Yang, D., Liu, Y., Zhang, H., & Zhang, Y. (2023). The effect of family 
boundary flexibility on employees’ work engagement: a study based 
on person-environment fit theory perspective. Frontiers in Psychol-
ogy, 14, 1185239. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1185239  

Yasir, M., Majid, A., Yasir, M., & Khan, N. (2019). Boundary 
integration, work/family enrichment and life satisfaction among 
female nursing staff. Management Research Review, 42(6), 740-759.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-01-2018-0041 

Zhang, J., & Zhou, N. (2021). The family’s push and pull on female 
entrepreneurship: evidence in China. Emerging Markets Finance and 
Trade, 57(5), 1312-1332. https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2019. 
1697671 

Work–Family Enrichment and Work-Family Boundaries: A Scoping Review 122 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2008.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072717723092
https://doi.org/10.1177/1069072717723092
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1020826
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1020826
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2016.1166097
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2016.1166097
https://repository.fit.edu/etd/1320
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcaa233
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-04-2021-2695
https://doi.org/10.1108/JGM-06-2016-0029
https://www.iese.edu/media/research/pdfs/DI-0957-E.pdf
https://www.iese.edu/media/research/pdfs/DI-0957-E.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-02-2017-0025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000158
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000158
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5539/ijps.v8n1p133
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.5539/ijps.v8n1p133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2016.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-05-2023-3762
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-05-2023-3762
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0038165
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0038165
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijba.v6n6p12
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-02-2014-0051
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJM-02-2014-0051
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313506464
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.752836
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBHRM-07-2018-0042
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2283
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1340324
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.24913/rjap.23.1.02
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.24913/rjap.23.1.02
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.865776
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1185239
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-01-2018-0041
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2019.1697671
https://doi.org/10.1080/1540496X.2019.1697671

	Introduction
	Method
	Results
	Characteristics of Studies
	Work-family boundaries among studies
	Relationship between work-family enrichment and work-family boundaries
	Quantitative research findings
	Qualitative research findings


	Discussion
	Reference
	Articles included into a scoping literature review


