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Abstract 

While research suggests that work centrality has a positive effect on work engagement and a negative 

influence on family satisfaction, these relations may differ as a function of one’s work setting (onsite 

vs. remote working). In the present study, we examined the direct and indirect –through work-family 

conflict (WFC), family-work conflict (FWC), work-family enrichment (WFE), and family-work 

enrichment (FWE)– effects of work centrality on work engagement and family satisfaction. We also 

examined whether these effects of work centrality on work engagement and family satisfaction 

differed between onsite and remote employees. We used a cross-sectional survey design to test our 

hypotheses among a total of 432 employees, including 152 always working onsite and 280 working 

remotely. As expected, our results revealed that work centrality was positively related to work 

engagement and negatively to family satisfaction. Moreover, the indirect effects of work centrality on 

work engagement were significantly mediated by WFE, whereas the indirect effects of work centrality 

on family satisfaction were significantly mediated by FWC, WFE, and FWE. Finally, the relations 

between work centrality and the outcomes (work engagement and family satisfaction) were stronger 

among onsite employees than among remote employees. These results revealed that remote working 

may act as a double-edged sword by buffering the negative effects of work centrality on family 

satisfaction but also limiting the positive effects of work centrality on work engagement. 

Organizations and managers should thus consider addressing employees’ work centrality and work 

type in their efforts to promote employees’ professional and personal well-being.    

Keywords: Work centrality; work engagement; family satisfaction; mediation; moderation; work-

family conflict and enrichment; remote working 
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Whereas work occupies a central position in the identity and value system of some employees, it 

plays a secondary role for other employees (Carr et al., 2008). This phenomenon is captured by the 

construct of work centrality, which refers to employees’ beliefs regarding the importance of work in 

their own identity (Paullay et al., 1994). Employees with a high level of work centrality tend to 

display higher levels of identification with their work role relative to other roles (e.g., family role) and 

to devote a lot of time and energy in their work-related activities (Carr et al., 2008). Research has 

shown that work centrality, as well as similar beliefs and values, had a significant impact on the way 

employees manage their work-family interface and on their psychological well-being in and outside of 

the work setting (e.g., Reb et al., 2018; van Hooff & van Hooft, 2016). 

On the one hand, work centrality tends to be accompanied by a variety of desirable outcomes from 

the perspective of the employing organizations (e.g., higher levels of work performance and job 

satisfaction; Mannheim et al., 1997), and might even protect employees against the undesirable effects 

of work-related stressors (e.g., Hu et al., 2018). On the other hand, employees who consider work as a 

central part of their life may also experience difficulties in their personal life. Indeed, as they tend to 

invest a great deal of efforts or resources into their work role, these employees may have fewer 

resources to allocate to their family life, leading them to experience more difficulties in achieving a 

satisfactory level of balance between the demands of, and benefits received from, their work and 

family lives (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Yet, these possible undesirable effects of work centrality 

have rarely been investigated (Li et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, these effects are likely to differ across work contexts. More precisely, the present 

study considers the possibility that the effects of work centrality may be moderated by the type of 

work (i.e., whether employees work onsite or remotely). Onsite working refers to work carried out 

outside of one’s house in a formal external workplace or office, whereas remote working allows 

employees to work outside of a traditional office environment (i.e., working from home). Employees 

who consider work to be a central part of their life may be more, or less, vulnerable when working 

remotely because, based on role-identity salience (Thoits, 1992), their work role becomes less salient 

when enacted outside of a formal workplace. Indeed, remote workers rely on information technology 

to communicate with other people from their workplace and have very little face-to-face interaction 
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with their head office, colleagues, or supervisors (Charalampous et al., 2019). For this reason, the 

effects of work centrality may become less pronounced for remote employees, leading them in turn to 

experience lower levels of engagement in their work role but possibly higher levels of satisfaction 

with their family life than onsite employees experiencing matching levels of work centrality. In the 

context of the COVID-19 pandemic, which has forced many onsite employees to work remotely, the 

previously predominantly ignored reality of remote employees has suddenly come to the forefront of 

organizational considerations regarding how best to support and increase the work engagement and 

psychological functioning of these employees. For instance, recent reports suggest that employees 

forced to make the transition to remote work tend to struggle in coordinating their work and family 

obligations (i.e., to reach successful work-family balance; Hjálmsdóttir & Bjarnadóttir, 2020), 

resulting in less adaptive functioning in professional and personal settings (Franken et al., 2021).  

The present study was specifically designed to address these two critically important issues (i.e., 

the possible negative effects of work centrality and how these might differ between remote and onsite 

employees) by capitalizing on research conducted on the work-family interface (Edwards & Rothbard, 

2000). More precisely, we focus on two critical dimensions of the work-family interface, namely 

conflict (i.e., when one domain is seen as interfering with the other) and enrichment (i.e., when one 

domain is seen as benefiting the other) from work to family and from family to work (Greenhaus & 

Powell, 2006; Wayne et al., 2017). Moreover, although psychological well-being is a relatively 

complex multifaceted construct (Morin et al., 2017), the present study considers two specific 

components of psychological well-being related to employees’ functioning in (i.e., work engagement) 

and out (i.e., family satisfaction) of their work setting, which have both been found to be associated 

with work centrality (van Hooff & van Hooft, 2016; Xie et al., 2017) and the work-family interface 

(Burch, 2020; Carvalho & Chambel, 2016). Family satisfaction represents one facet of employees’ 

emotional well-being (or hedonic well-being; Ryan & Deci, 2001) defined as the extent to which 

individuals are satisfied with their family life (Burch, 2020). In contrast, work engagement represents 

a facet of employees’ positive functioning at work (or eudaimonic well-being; Ryan & Deci, 2001), 

and is defined as a positive, fulfilling, and work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, 

dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2019).  
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More precisely, the present study thus seeks to examine the: (1) direct and indirect effects of work 

centrality on work engagement and family satisfaction while considering four distinct psychological 

mechanisms (i.e., mediators), namely work-family conflict (WFC), family-work conflict (FWC), 

work-family enrichment (WFE), and family-work enrichment (FWE); and (2) how the associations 

between work centrality, work engagement and family satisfaction differ between onsite and remote 

employees (see Figure 1). This study is guided by the theoretical perspectives of the work-home 

resources model (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), control theory (Carver & Scheier, 1990), and 

person-environment fit theory (Yang et al., 2008), as well as by various theoretical considerations 

specific to research on work centrality (e.g., Paullay et al., 1994). The current investigation differs 

from previous research focusing on work centrality as a moderator in the work-family literature (Carr 

et al., 2008; Shi et al., 2021). By demonstrating the potential negative effects of employees’ work 

centrality on their well-being as mediated by the effects of work-centrality on various components of 

the work-family interface, and by considering whether and how these associations differ between 

employees working remotely or onsite, this research seeks to improve our understanding of the 

multiple effects of work centrality for employees exposed to different types of work settings. In doing 

so, we hope to help to further unpack some of the mechanisms involved in the effects of work 

centrality and work type (remote or onsite). By unpacking these mechanisms, our goal is to provide 

some practical guidance for organizations seeking to support employees highly value their work role 

(i.e., work-centered employees) in navigating the specific challenges posed by having to work 

remotely or onsite in relation to their ability to maintain a satisfactory work-family interface, as well 

as a satisfactory level of well-being.  

Work Centrality and Psychological Well-Being 

Employees characterized by a high level of work centrality anchor a significant part of their 

identity in their work role, and tend to experience a high sense of commitment to, and connection 

with, their work role (Mannheim et al., 1997). Accordingly, work-centered employees tend to allocate 

more of their personal resources (e.g., time and efforts) to the work domain and to be ready to make 

more personal sacrifices in order to enhance their work performance (Reb et al., 2018). These 

employees also tend to consider work success as more psychologically rewarding than successes 
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occurring in other life domains (e.g., family; Carr et al., 2008). When at work, work-centered 

employees tend to be more fully engaged with their tasks than other employees (Paullay et al., 1994), 

due in part to their greater ability to become cognitively and attitudinally immersed in their work 

(Mannheim et al., 1997). As a result, it is not surprising to note that previous research has reported 

positive associations between work centrality and work engagement (Bakker et al., 2019; Eldor & 

Vigoda-Gadot, 2017), as well as other related constructs such as job satisfaction (Mannheim et al., 

1997) or organizational commitment (Jiang & Johnson, 2018). Being driven to work by more intrinsic 

motives (Gillet et al., 2017), employees for whom work occupies a more central place in their life also 

tend to derive pleasure and satisfaction from their work even in the absence of tangible reward 

(Bagger & Li, 2012).  

Despite these positive work-related outcomes of work centrality, limited research has considered 

the possible effects of this construct on employee well-being outside of the work setting (e.g., family 

satisfaction; Xie et al., 2017). Indeed, whereas work-centered employees tend to devote a lot of time, 

effort, and energy in their work (Carr et al., 2008), their psychological resources available to sustain 

such an intense investment at work remain limited (Hobfoll, 2011), and may thus become unavailable 

to support their family life. Moreover, these employees have been reported to feel restless when not at 

work, and to experience difficulties withdrawing cognitively and emotionally from work during their 

off-job time (Matthews & Barnes-Farrell, 2010). In failing to properly stop thinking about work, 

work-centered employees may even end up creating even more work for themselves, which then 

requires even higher levels of investment, and which typically leads to feelings of disappointment and 

frustration among them as well as among their family members (Demsky et al., 2014). In this regard, 

it is not surprising to note that previous research, albeit limited, has revealed a negative effect of work 

centrality on family satisfaction (Xie et al., 2017). Based on these considerations, we propose that: 

Hypothesis 1. Work centrality will be positively related to work engagement and negatively related 

to family satisfaction.   

Work Centrality and the Work-Family Interface 

The bidirectional (from work to family as well as from family to work) and dual (conflict and 

enrichment) nature of the relationship between the work and the family domains is well-established in 
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the research literature focusing on the work-family interface (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Wayne et 

al., 2017). More specifically: (a) WFC occurs when work responsibilities interfere with employees’ 

ability to meet their family obligations; (b) FWC occurs when family-related demands hinder 

employees’ ability to meet the demands or their work life; (c) WFE occurs when resources gained 

from the work domain help employees to fulfill family demands; and (d) FWE occurs when family-

related resources help employees to meet their work-related demands.  

Past studies have shown significant effects of work centrality on these four components of the 

work-family interface (Bennett et al., 2017; Lapierre et al., 2018). To better understand these effects, 

one has to take into consideration the duality of work centrality as a set of beliefs that can lead to both 

a decrease (due to their high level of work investment) and an increase (due to their high level of work 

satisfaction, engagement, and commitment) in employees’ resources. Thus, on the one hand, 

employees for whom work occupies a central place and who consider fulfilling job responsibility as 

important, tend to spend an excessive amount of time and effort at work at the expense of their family 

life, thus interfering with their work-life balance, decreasing their ability to allocate some of their 

personal resources to their family role, and thus increasing their chances of experiencing WFC 

(Carlson & Kacmar, 2000). Likewise, work-centered employees, because they tend to expand most of 

their personal resources at work which they consider to be a central part of their identity, may come to 

adopt defensive strategies to protect themselves from further loss of resources in other life domains 

(Hobfoll, 2011). As a result, they are more likely to experience family-related demands as a threat to 

their work functioning, which is a form of FWC (Cheng et al., 2019; Mansour & Tremblay, 2016). In 

addition, when work and family issues conflict with each other, work-centered employees are more 

likely to consider family responsibility (the less important one) as disturbing and interfering with their 

work responsibility (the top priority). Given the willingness of work-centered employees to make 

sacrifice to preserve their work role, these considerations suggest a positive association between work 

centrality and FWC. Yet, although they may consider their family life as less important, their higher 

level of dedication to their work does not protect work-centered employees against a higher likelihood 

of experiencing WFC as a result of their reduced ability to meet family obligations. 

However, other perspectives (Bakker et al., 2019; Hobfoll, 2011) suggest that work centrality 
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should lead employees to build up, or accumulate, work-related resources as a result of the importance 

they ascribe to their work (e.g., better health, more positive mood, greater knowledge and skills; 

Mannheim et al., 1997). As these work-related resources accumulate, they may become available to 

support them, through both instrumental and affective pathways (Loi et al., 2018), in meeting their 

family demands (i.e., WFE; Carlson et al., 2019; Grzywacz et al., 2007). Conversely, employees high 

in work centrality also tend to be more involved in the role that is central to their self-definition (i.e., 

work), and from which they draw the most satisfaction, than to less central and less satisfying roles 

(e.g., family; Jiang & Johnson, 2018), which may in turn limit their true desire to expand work-related 

resources into the family domain. Finally, when the family domain is considered, research is clearer in 

showing that higher levels of positive involvement in one’s family life tends to be associated with 

higher levels of FWE (Lapierre et al., 2018). However, because work-centered employees are not able 

to fully benefit from their family life (e.g., increased positive affect due to close relationships with 

their spouse and children), they may struggle more in their ability to draw on their family-related 

resources to enhance their work experience (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) and should thus experience 

lower levels of FWE. In sum, we propose that: 

Hypothesis 2. Work centrality will be positively associated with WFC, WFE, and FWC, although 

the association involving WFE should be weaker than that involving WFC and FWC, and 

negatively associated with FWE.  

The Work-Family Interface and Psychological Well-Being 

Increased levels of attention have recently been allocated to research focusing on the effects of 

WFE and FWE on employees’ well-being in and out of the work context (Heskiau & McCarthy, 

2021; Kacmar et al., 2020). Indeed, according to the affective pathway of the work-family enrichment 

model (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), employees experiencing high levels of WFE gain resources from 

their work (e.g., self-esteem, sense of accomplishment, motivation, positive affect, vitality), and 

should come to display higher levels of psychological well-being at work (e.g., work engagement) as 

a direct result of these additional resources (Carlson et al., 2011). Furthermore, they may also come to 

adopt more positive work-related attitudes, including higher levels of work engagement, as a way to 

reciprocate for their positive work experiences (McNall et al., 2010). In addition, beyond the impact 
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of these additional resources on employees’ work-related life, these resources may also spillover into 

the personal domain (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), allowing them to better meet their family 

obligations (McNall et al., 2010) and resulting in higher levels of family satisfaction (Carlson et al., 

2011). Supporting these propositions, meta-analytic results (Zhang et al., 2018), as well as more 

recent research results (e.g., Koekemoer et al., 2021), confirm the presence of positive associations 

between WFE, work engagement and family satisfaction.  

Likewise, FWE occurs when resources generated in the family domain do help to improve 

employees’ experience in the work domain. More precisely, when employees develop positive 

attitudes and feelings toward their family role (i.e., family satisfaction; Zhang et al., 2018), social 

exchange theory suggests that they may first want to reciprocate with greater positive evaluations of 

their family role (McNall et al., 2010). However, just like WFE, the resources gained via FWE can 

also be expected to spillover into the work domain, leading employees to feel more positive and 

energetic at work (i.e., work engagement; Hobfoll, 2011). Meta-analytic results once again support 

the presence of positive associations between FWE and family satisfaction (Zhang et al., 2018). 

Moreover, although a limited number of studies investigated, and supported, the presence of positive 

associations between FWE and engagement (Timms et al., 2015), Zhang et al.’s (2018) meta-analysis 

supports the presence of positive associations between FWE and many other indicators of positive 

functioning at work (e.g., job satisfaction, commitment, performance). Based on the aforementioned 

considerations, we thus expect that:  

Hypothesis 3. WFE and FWE will be associated with higher levels of work engagement and family 

satisfaction.  

Turning our attention to FWC, when employees perceive that their family-related demands hinder 

their work functioning, they are likely to attribute their struggles at meeting their work-related 

obligations to their family life (Bagger & Li, 2012), resulting in a less positive assessment of the latter 

(i.e., lower family satisfaction). For example, if employees have trouble concentrating at work 

following a fight with their spouse, they are likely to hold their spouse responsible for their work-

related difficulties. Supporting this proposition, previous studies have supported the negative effects 

of FWC on family satisfaction (Bagger & Li, 2012; Michel & Clark, 2009; Pattusamy & Jacob, 2017). 
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However, when WFC and FWC are jointly considered in research, WFC itself does not share any 

association with family satisfaction, which can be entirely explained by FWC (Wayne et al., 2004). 

These domain specific links can be expected to occur because WFC and FWC can be conceptualized 

as being far more intricately connected to their respective domains, than other types of work- and 

family-related demands (Netemeyer et al., 1996). Although similar mechanisms could be expected to 

result in stronger associations between WFC, relative to FWC, and work engagement, these 

associations do not appear to be independent from FWE and WFE. Indeed, in comparison to demands, 

even domain-specific resources seem likely to spillover into other domains. In this regard, it is 

particularly interesting to note that, when WFE and FWE are simultaneously considered, WFC and 

FWC no longer have a significant effect on work engagement, which appears to be entirely predicted 

by employees’ experience of enrichment (WFE and FWE), particularly at work (WFE) (Boyar & 

Mosley, 2007; van Steenbergen et al., 2014). Together, these considerations lead us to propose that:  

Hypothesis 4. FWC, but not WFC, will be associated with lower levels of family satisfaction, 

whereas no association will be found between FWC/WFC and work engagement. 

The relations considered in the present study describe a partial mediation pathway according to 

which: (1) work centrality predicts work engagement and family satisfaction (Hypothesis 1), as well 

as WFC, WFE, FWC, and FWE (Hypothesis 2); and (2) WFE and FWE predict work engagement and 

family satisfaction (Hypothesis 3), whereas FWC predicts family satisfaction (Hypothesis 4). In line 

with past research demonstrating similar indirect effects of work centrality on work behaviors and 

well-being (Bal & Kooij, 2011; Blakely et al., 2005), we thus hypothesize the following mediation. 

Hypothesis 5. WFE and FWE will partially mediate the effect of work centrality on work 

engagement, WFE, FWE, and FWC will partially mediate the effect of work centrality on family 

satisfaction, whereas WFC will not act as a mediator of any of those associations.  

The Moderating Role of Working Onsite Versus Remotely 

In addition to the direct effects of work centrality on work engagement and family satisfaction, we 

also propose that these direct effects of work centrality could differ (i.e., be moderated) between 

onsite and remote employees. More precisely, based on the person-environment interaction model 

(Kristof-Brown, 2000), the extent to which work centrality predicts work engagement and family 
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satisfaction can be expected to be contingent on contextual variables (e.g., work type).  

Employees have different preferences when it comes to managing the boundaries between their 

work and family domains (Kossek et al., 2012). These preferences range from integration (i.e., 

employees prefer having no physical, temporal, and behavioral distinction between their work and 

personal roles) to segmentation (i.e., employees prefer clearly separating their work role from their 

family role through the creation of impermeable physical, temporal, and behavioral boundaries; 

Ashforth et al., 2000). Despite these preferences, working remotely facilitates the integration of both 

roles (Sherman, 2020). This phenomenon may explain the inconsistent findings reported previously 

regarding the effects of remote working. Indeed, whereas some studies demonstrated desirable effects 

of remote working on facets of employees’ well-being and on components of the work-family 

interface (Kaduk et al., 2019; Kelliher & Anderson, 2010), others have shown that remote working 

could also be linked to detrimental outcomes due to a desire to reciprocate for the increased flexibility 

afforded to employees by their organization (Chesley, 2010; Shockley et al., 2021).  

Due to this lack of consensus regarding the effects of remote versus onsite working on 

psychological well-being, we rather argue that this characteristic, rather than play a direct role, will 

moderate the effects of work centrality on professional (i.e., work engagement) and personal (i.e., 

family satisfaction) well-being. More specifically, we expect remote working to act as a double-edged 

sword able to reduce (or buffer) the positive effects of work centrality on work engagement and the 

negative effects of work centrality on family satisfaction.  

Work-centered employees consider that their work facilitates their growth and development and 

plays a central role in their life (van Hooff & van Hooft, 2016). From the perspective of Carver and 

Scheier’s (1990) control theory, the psychological well-being of work-centered employees can be 

expected to suffer in a context (i.e., remote working) that limits their ability to work efficiently due to 

the unavailability of a peace and quiet room to work, to insufficient access to the technologies and 

support required to support their work, and to the various interruptions caused by their family life. In 

this context, the normative demands of their family life during their worktime (e.g., childcare-related 

emergencies at home) may be perceived as a nuisance by work-centered employees who may see 

these demands as interfering with their ability to meet work requirements and as contributing to drain 
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the psychological resources that they should be allocating to their job. As a result, these demands may 

interfere with the ability of these employees to experience their work in a positive and fulfilling state 

of mind (i.e., lower work engagement). Furthermore, the otherwise positive effects of work centrality 

on work engagement typically observed among onsite employees may also be reduced when work is 

accomplished in a (i.e., remote) setting that makes the work role less salient (Thoits, 1992), and makes 

it harder to benefit from supportive social interactions with their supervisor and colleagues (Kirk & 

Belovics, 2006), known to be positively associated with work engagement (Gillet et al., 2018).  

In contrast, the person-environment fit perspective (Yang et al., 2008) suggests that a better fit 

between individuals’ work-related beliefs (such as work centrality) and their work characteristics 

(such as working onsite) should be associated with higher levels of work engagement (Lu et al., 

2014). Generally speaking, this higher level of person-environment fit experienced by work-centered 

employees working onsite is likely to increase their expectancies of being able to successfully attain 

their professional goals, leading them to become even more engaged in the pursuit of these goals (van 

Hooff & van Hooft, 2016). Likewise, individuals generally display a tendency to maintain clear 

boundaries around life domains that they see as critical to their self-concept (i.e., the work domain for 

work-centered individuals), making them more likely to let the demands of their work interfere with 

their personal life than the reverse (Matthews & Barnes-Farrell, 2010), which is much easier to do 

when working onsite. Acknowledging that these propositions ignore the possible moderating role of 

personal preferences (unrelated to work centrality) and of other types of work characteristics (such as 

the need to be creative, or to have constant access to resources located in the office) likely to increase 

or decrease the relevance of working onsite or remotely, we more generally argue that:   

Hypothesis 6. The positive associations between work centrality and work engagement will be 

stronger among onsite employees and weaker among remote employees.  

Turning our attention to family satisfaction, remote working provides any employees with higher 

levels of autonomy and flexibility relation to the accomplishment of their work activities (Sherman, 

2020). For instance, work-centered remote employees tend to feel more in control of when and how 

they transition between their work and family roles (Kossek et al., 2012). As a result, it might be 

easier for work-centered remote employees (relative to their onsite peers) to reduce the negative 
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spillover effects from their work into the family domain (Golden et al., 2006), allowing them to better 

fulfill their family responsibilities and thus to maintain higher levels of family satisfaction. Indeed, the 

fact that work-centered employees consider their family responsibilities to be secondary to their work 

responsibility does not mean that there are immune to, or uncaring about, their family responsibilities, 

and working remotely makes it even harder for them to ignore these responsibilities. However, while 

making these responsibilities more salient, the remote work setting also gives them far more 

flexibility in meeting these obligations without also having to make work-related sacrifices. In 

contrast, working onsite is likely to make it easier for work-centered employees to ignore these 

responsibilities, thus reinforcing their natural tendencies to invest time and energy into their work 

roles to the detriment of their family roles (Carr et al., 2008; Xie et al., 2017). Yet, ignoring them does 

not mean that these responsibilities would disappear, simply that they are more likely to be 

inadequately met. For instance, any work-centered employee may have to pick up their kids after 

school. For those working onsite, this obligation is likely to mean leaving the office earlier than they 

might want to, possibly loosing even more time facing rush hours, and having to stay away from their 

main workstation until the next morning. In contrast, remote employees might simply need to 

organize their schedule differently to meet this obligation and would be able to go back to work while 

the kids do their homework, or when they have been put to bed. Furthermore, as noted above, remote 

work might also help to decrease the saliency of the work-role among work-centered employees 

(Thoits, 1992), thus reducing the negative spillover of work-related stressors into their personal life 

(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000) and making it easier for them to redistribute their resources across 

domains (Cheng et al., 2019). In contrast, the negative effects of work centrality on family satisfaction 

might be exacerbated among onsite employees who have to work in a setting that makes their family 

role less salient (Thoits, 1992). Based on these considerations, we propose that:  

Hypothesis 7. The negative associations between work centrality and family satisfaction will be 

stronger among onsite workers and weaker among remote workers.  

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

Participants were invited to complete an online questionnaire via the Prolific Academic 
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crowdsourcing platform. Before completing the questionnaire, participants were provided information 

on the objectives of the research and were informed that participation was voluntary and confidential 

and that they could freely withdraw from the project at any time. Participants were compensated £1.75 

for completing the questionnaires (15 minutes).  

Recruitment was limited to participants: (1) who lived with a spouse or partner; (2) for whom 

English was the first language; and (3) who were employed by an organization and who were not self-

employed. The survey also included two questions assessing participants’ attention (e.g., “It is 

important that you pay attention to our survey, please tick strongly disagree”), and one final question 

verifying “for scientific reasons”, if they really worked in an organization. Only respondents who 

successfully completed all of those verifications were included in the study, leading to 432 

participants, including 54.6% females. Of those participants, 152 mentioned always working onsite, 

and 280 mentioned working remotely. Participants lived and worked in the UK (74.3%) or USA 

(25.7%), and 94.9% held a bachelor degree. They had a mean age of 40.06 years (SD = 10.44) and a 

mean tenure in their current position of 6.27 years (SD = 5.64). The majority of the participants held a 

permanent (93.5%) full-time (89.4%) position. Participants mainly worked in the private sector 

(60.6%). More precisely, participants worked in non-market services (50.0%), market services 

(35.2%), industry (10.0%), construction (2.1%), agriculture (0.7%), or other sectors (2.1%). 

Measures  

Work centrality. Work centrality was measured using a five-item scale (e.g., “Work should be 

considered central to life rather than family”; α = .92) developed by Carr et al. (2008). All items were 

rated on a five-point response scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”.  

WFC and FWC. A ten-item scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (1996) was used to assess 

participants’ levels of WFC (five items; e.g., “The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult 

to fulfill family responsibilities”; α = .96) and FWC (five items; e.g., “I have to put off doing things 

at work because of demands on my time at home”; α = .93). All items were rated on a seven-point 

response scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. 

WFE and FWE. A six-item scale developed by Kacmar et al. (2014) was used to measure WFE 

(three items; e.g., “My involvement in my work makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better 
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family member; α = .91) and FWE (three items; e.g., “My involvement in my family helps me acquire 

skills and this helps me be a better worker; α = .85). All items were rated on a five-point response 

scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”.  

Work engagement. Work engagement was assessed using a three-item scale (i.e., “At my work, I 

feel bursting with energy”, “I am enthusiastic about my job”, and “I am immersed in my work”; α = 

.88) developed by Schaufeli et al. (2019). All items were rated on a seven-point response scale 

ranging from “Never” to “Always”.  

Family satisfaction. Family satisfaction was measured with a single item (Shimazu et al., 2015) 

asking workers to report the extent to which they were satisfied with their family life. Responses were 

made on a four-point scale ranging from “Dissatisfied” to “Satisfied”.  

Analyses 

We used Mplus 8.5’s (Muthén & Muthén, 2020) robust maximum likelihood (MLR) estimator for 

all analyses. Due to the online nature of the data collection, there were no missing data. First, we 

estimated a confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) model encompassing all multi-item constructs 

considered in the present study, together with participants observed scores reflecting family 

satisfaction and the type of job (coded 0 for onsite workers and 1 for remote workers) which were 

simply allowed to correlate with one another and with the other factors. In this model, all multi-item 

constructs were defined as latent factors from their a priori indicators and allowed to correlate with 

one another. No cross-loading or correlated uniqueness was included into this model.  

Second, this model was converted to our a priori predictive structural equation model (SEM) in 

which work centrality was specified as having a direct effect on WFC, WFE, FWC, FWE, work 

engagement, and family satisfaction. In turn, WFC, WFE, FWC, and FWE were specified as having a 

direct effect on work engagement and family satisfaction. As a result, work centrality (the predictor) 

was also assumed to have an indirect effect on work engagement and family satisfaction (the 

outcomes) through WFC, WFE, FWC, and FWE (the mediators). Due to the later testing of latent 

interactions involving work type (onsite versus remote), this variable was also allowed to predict all 

mediators and outcomes. We note, however, that none of the observed relations differed between a 

model including, or excluding, work type as a predictor.  
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To verify the adequacy of our CFA and SEM solutions, we relied on goodness-of-fit indices, 

where values > 0.90 and 0.95 on the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the comparative fit index (CFI), 

and values lower than 0.08 and 0.06 on the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were 

respectively taken to reflect acceptable and excellent levels of fit (Marsh et al., 2005). In addition, the 

statistical significance of the indirect effects (IE) of work centrality on the outcomes was calculated 

using bias-corrected bootstrap (10000 bootstrap samples) confidence intervals (CI; Cheung & Lau, 

2008), which indicate statistical significance when the CI excludes 0.  

Finally, to test the extent to which the associations between work centrality and the outcomes (i.e., 

work engagement and family satisfaction) differed (i.e., was moderated) between onsite and remote 

workers, latent interactions between work type (0: Onsite workers; 1: Remote workers) and work 

centrality were estimated with the latent moderated SEM approach (LMS; Klein & Moosbrugger, 

2000) and allowed to predict the outcomes. Significant interactions were then plotted following 

simple slope analyses conducted by simply recoding the work type variable (1: Onsite workers; 0: 

Remote workers) (Marsh et al., 2013).  

Results 

The goodness of fit of the CFA (χ
2
 = 470.343, df = 273; CFI = .971; TLI = .965; and RMSEA = 

.041 [.035; .047]) and SEM (χ
2
 = 683.543, df = 280; CFI = .940; TLI = .931; and RMSEA = .058 

[.052; .063]) solutions was satisfactory, supporting their ability to provide an accurate representation 

of the data. Parameter estimates from the CFA solution are reported in Table 1 (factor loadings and 

uniquenesses) and 2 (latent correlations). These results revealed well-defined, reliable, and related but 

well-differentiated constructs. The parameter estimates related to the predictive part of the SEM 

solution, as well as those from the subsequent model including latent interactions, are reported in 

Table 3. These results indicated that work centrality was associated with higher levels of work 

engagement and with lower levels of family satisfaction, thus supporting Hypothesis 1. Work 

centrality was also positively associated with WFC, WFE, and FWC, and was negatively associated 

with FWE, thus supporting Hypothesis 2. WFE was associated with higher levels of work engagement 

and family satisfaction, whereas FWE shared marginally significant (p < .055) positive associations 

with family satisfaction but not with work engagement. These results thus provide partial support for 
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Hypothesis 3. However, FWC was negatively related to family satisfaction but not to work 

engagement, whereas no associations were found between WFC and family satisfaction or work 

engagement. These results thus support Hypothesis 4. Finally, when considered on its own, work type 

was not associated with work engagement, family satisfaction, WFC, WFE, and FWE, consistent with 

its role as a moderator rather than a predictor in our analyses. However, remote workers unexpectedly 

tended to report higher levels of FWC than onsite workers, suggesting that work type may also act as 

a direct predictor of FWC, in addition to its hypothesized role as a moderator.  

Our analyses also showed that the indirect effects of work centrality on work engagement were 

significantly mediated by WFE (IE = .197; CI = .094 to .310), but not by WFC (IE = -.001; CI = -.031 

to .031), FWC (IE = -.012; CI = -.050 to .016), or FWE (IE = -.010; CI = -.042 to .008). Likewise, the 

indirect effects of work centrality on family satisfaction were significantly mediated by FWC (IE = -

.033; CI = -.067 to -.013), WFE (IE = .035; CI = .014 to .070), and FWE (IE = -.013; CI = -.037 to -

.001), but not by WFC (IE = .004; CI = -.015 to .024). These results partially support Hypothesis 5.  

Finally, the results revealed that work centrality and work type also interacted in the prediction of 

work engagement and family satisfaction. However, these interactions only resulted in minimal 

increases in the proportion of explained variance (2%), although this increase is aligned with the 

explanatory power of interaction effects typically observed in the social sciences (Marsh et al., 2013). 

Simple slope analyses are reported in the bottom section of Table 3, and graphically represented in 

Figures 2 (work engagement) and 3 (family satisfaction). These analyses revealed that the positive 

effects of work centrality on work engagement were significant among onsite workers but not among 

remote workers. Moreover, the negative effects of work centrality on family satisfaction were stronger 

among onsite workers than among remote workers. Interestingly, these results also revealed that 

among employees characterized by low levels of work centrality, levels of family satisfaction were 

higher among onsite workers than among remote workers, whereas these levels were higher among 

remote workers at the other end of the spectrum (i.e., high levels of work centrality). Taken together, 

these results support Hypotheses 6 and 7.  

Discussion 

The present study sought to investigate the direct and indirect (as mediated by various components 
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of the work-family interface) associations between work centrality and employees’ personal and 

professional well-being, while considering how these associations might differ as a result of working 

remotely (versus onsite). Our results supported the presence of direct associations between work 

centrality and higher levels of work engagement, as well as with lower levels of family satisfaction. 

Moreover, our results also indicated that the indirect effects of work centrality on work engagement 

were mediated by WFE, whereas the indirect effects of work centrality on family satisfaction were 

mediated by FWC, WFE, and FWE. Importantly, we found that the direct associations between work 

centrality and the outcomes (work engagement and family satisfaction) were stronger among onsite 

employees than among remote employees.  

Theoretical Implications 

Prior research has emphasized the need to further investigate the effects of work centrality, already 

known to be linked to positive (e.g., high job satisfaction and organizational commitment) and 

negative (e.g., low marital satisfaction) outcomes (Bagger & Li, 2012; Carr et al., 2008; Xie et al., 

2017). By revealing that higher levels of work centrality tended to be associated with higher levels of 

work engagement and with lower levels of family satisfaction, the present results support and enrich 

these previous observations. These associations can be explained by the fact that work centered 

employees tend to direct more of their arguably limited (Hobfoll, 2011) resources to the work domain 

(Reb et al., 2018), leaving fewer resources to allocate to support family life.  

Indeed, work-centered employees have been reported to be more likely to make personal sacrifices 

to enhance their work functioning (Reb et al., 2018), to have a tendency to feel restless when not at 

work, and to experience difficulties withdrawing from work during off-job time (Matthews & Barnes-

Farrell, 2010). These characteristics are likely to reduce their ability to fully embrace their family life. 

As a result, work-centered employees should be more likely to experience WFC (Carlson & Kacmar, 

2000), and to feel the need to protect themselves against the loss of further resources (Hobfoll, 2011) 

by disengaging from their family life (Cheng et al., 2019), leading them to experience higher levels of 

FWC. In contrast, they are also likely to gain some additional resources as a result of their high level 

of work involvement (e.g., higher self-esteem, organization skills, salary), which might in turn help 

them to fulfill at least some of their family obligations (i.e., higher WFE; Grzywacz et al., 2007). 



 Work Centrality and Well-Being 17 

However, by being unable to fully benefit from their family life, work centered employees should be 

less likely to be able to draw on the benefits of their family role to enhance their work functioning 

(i.e., low FWE; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). By demonstrating that work centrality was associated 

with higher levels of WFC, WFE, and FWC, as well as with lower levels of FWE, the present results 

fully support these propositions, and suggest that these facets of the work-family interface may 

contribute to explain the effects of work centrality on work engagement and family satisfaction.  

Indeed, when we consider the enrichment facet of the work-family interface, our results first 

replicated previous observations (Timms et al., 2015; Zhang et al., 2018) by revealing positive 

associations between WFE and employees’ levels of work engagement and family satisfaction. These 

associations are consistent with the idea that employees able to capitalize on resources gained from 

their work activities to support their family functioning (i.e., WFE) should be more likely to 

reciprocate for this positive treatment via higher levels of work engagement (McNall et al., 2010). 

These employees should also be more likely to be satisfied with their family life, as a result of their 

greater ability to fulfill their role as a core member of the family (e.g., Carlson et al., 2011).  

In contrast, although our results supported our expectations by revealing that FWE was itself 

marginally related to higher levels of family satisfaction, thus suggesting that the ability to capitalize 

on one’s family resource to enrich one’s work role should lead to more positive attitudes toward their 

family role (Boyar & Mosley, 2007; Zhang et al., 2018), they also failed to support our hypothesis 

that FWE should also be related to higher levels of work engagement. However, it remains possible 

that the effects of FWE on work engagement may only be indirect in nature (Haar et al., 2018). More 

specifically, resources gained in the family domain may gradually increase one’s ability to face the 

demands of the work domain (Hobfoll, 2011), in turn leading to an increase in the resources gained 

form the work domain, which themselves should lead to increased levels of work engagement. 

Alternatively, this unexpected absence of relation between FWE and work engagement could also be 

related to our simultaneous consideration of WFE, which are both moderately correlated with one 

another (r = .534). Given that WFE is itself strongly related to work engagement (e.g., Lapierre et al., 

2018) and that multivariate analyses focus on the unique contribution of each predictor beyond what it 

shares with the other, it is possible that the positive effects of WFE observed in this study might have 
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contribute to obscure those of FWE, while also suggesting that the role played by FWE might be 

smaller in magnitude than those of WFE. It would be interesting for future research to devote more 

attention to unpacking the mechanisms involved in unique and combined effects of WFE and FWE, 

while also considering a broader range of outcomes and measures (e.g., spouses’ ratings of FWE).         

Turning our attention to the conflict facet of the work-family interface, our results first supported 

our expectations and previous results (Michel & Clark, 2009; Wayne et al., 2004) by revealing 

negative associations between FWC and family satisfaction. This observation is consistent with the 

idea that when employees’ family life interferes with their work life, their level of satisfaction with 

this family life tends to decrease (Bagger & Li, 2012). In contrast, and failing to support our 

expectations, our results indicated that neither FWC nor WFC were related to employees’ levels of 

work engagement, and that WFC itself was also unrelated to family satisfaction. Interestingly, other 

research has similarly demonstrated that, when WFC and FWC are jointly considered, WFC no longer 

share associations with family satisfaction, because decreases in family satisfaction tend to be more 

directly explained by FWC (Wayne et al., 2004). From the same perspective, our results suggest that, 

when all four facets of the work-family interface (WFE, FWE, WFC, and FWC) are jointly 

considered, the enrichment facets seem to play a far greater explanatory power than the conflict facets 

(Boyar & Mosley, 2007; van Steenbergen et al., 2014). Clearly, future research will be needed to 

replicate the present results, and investigate the specific mechanisms via which these four facets 

jointly influence employees psychological functioning in both of these critical life domains.  

When the whole explanatory chain of association was considered, our results further indicated that 

work centrality also had indirect effects on work engagement through WFE, as well as indirect effects 

on family satisfaction through FWC, WFE, and FWE. These results are congruent with previous 

results demonstrating the influence of work centrality on various outcomes via the work-family 

interface (Bagger et al., 2014). However, although some variables related to the work-family interface 

may explain the impact of work centrality on work engagement and family satisfaction, it is 

noteworthy that the mediating effects found in the previous research where only partial, as work 

centrality also shared direct associations with these outcomes. Because our results highlight the 

importance of examining competing mediating processes, future investigations could consider 
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additional explanatory mechanisms such as work recovery experiences (e.g., relaxation), rumination, 

problem-solving pondering, and sleep quality (Bennett et al., 2016; Chawla et al., 2020).  

Finally, when considering how the implications of work centrality differed between onsite and 

remote employees, our results revealed that the direct and indirect effects of work centrality were all 

substantially more pronounced among onsite workers than among remote workers, for whom these 

effects were smaller (family satisfaction) or not statistically significant (work engagement). Because 

remote working blurs work-centered employees’ traditional points of reference, it possibly makes 

their work-centered identity less relevant to their work engagement. In this context, their work 

engagement may come to depend more importantly on socio-environmental aspects of their work life, 

such as on the ability of their work environment’s ability to nurture their work-centered identity (e.g., 

performance management: Aguinis & Pierce, 2008; supportive behaviors from one’s supervisor: 

Huyghebaert-Zouaghi et al., 2021). Conversely, when work-centered employees work onsite, their 

work-related identity can become anchored in a specific location (i.e., their office), increasing their 

feelings of connection with their work role, resulting in higher levels of work engagement (Lu et al., 

2014). These findings suggest that remote working may, generally, be detrimental for work-centered 

employees’ work engagement, as it does not offer them a clear physical connection and a clear set of 

protective boundaries to fully embrace their work role. Rather, remote working may represent a 

specific job demand (an organizational aspect of the job requiring sustained psychological energy) 

associated with lower levels of work engagement for those employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 

Our results also revealed that remote workers displayed higher levels of FWC that onsite workers. 

This observation is aligned with previous results revealing that interference between the family and 

work domains is one of the main challenges for remote workers (Wang et al., 2021). Indeed, when 

working remotely, employees face more interruptions and distractions from family members (e.g., 

childcare-related emergencies at home), which may have negative effects on their work effectiveness.  

However, beyond these generic considerations, it is important to keep in mind that a variety of 

personal preferences and work-related characteristics are also likely to moderate these associations by 

increasing or decreasing the benefits of working remotely or onsite. For instance, programmers and 

other types of creative workers can typically do their job very efficiently in a remote setting. 
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Likewise, some types of consultants and salesperson may be on the road often enough to belong to a 

completely distinct type of classification (i.e., neither remote, nor onsite). Similarly, workers may also 

vary in their personal working preferences, so that some may prefer the flexibility and relative 

isolation that comes from working remotely, whereas other may thrive on the social connection 

afforded by working onsite. Alternatively, the family context itself could play a role in these 

associations and preferences (i.e., living alone or living with young children). Future research is thus 

needed to consider the role played by these characteristics in the observed associations.   

In contrast, when family satisfaction is considered, working remotely may help work-centered 

employees to reduce the negative spillover effects from their work into the family domain, resulting in 

less detrimental effects on their family satisfaction (Golden et al., 2006). In contrast, when work-

centered employees work onsite, their family role becomes less salient (Thoits, 1992), thus 

accentuating their tendency to devote a lot of time and energy to work and reducing their family 

satisfaction (Xie et al., 2017). This interpretation is also aligned with the observation that among 

highly work-centered individuals, onsite employees tend to be less satisfied with their family life than 

remote employees, whereas an opposite pattern of differences is observed among employees 

characterized by low levels of work centrality. As previously mentioned, this suggests that the effects 

of work characteristics may differ as a function of individual beliefs (Yang et al., 2008). More 

generally, our findings highlight a contingency perspective that help to unpack several pathways 

though which work centrality may differently influence employees’ work and family lives. In this 

regard, our results indicate, as expected, that remote working seems to act as a double-edged sword 

for work-centered employees by buffering the negative effects of work centrality on family 

satisfaction but also limiting the positive effects of work centrality on work engagement.   

Limitations and Research Perspectives 

When considering our results, some limitations have to be considered. First, although shared 

method biases are unlikely to play a role in multivariate analyses (as demonstrated mathematically by 

Siemsen et al., 2010), the fact that this study relied solely on self-report measures increases the risk of 

other forms of social desirability and self-report biases. In this regard, it also important to note that, as 

recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003), we relied on several additional procedures to further reduce 
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the risks associated with this type of methodological design: Protecting and ensuring respondent 

anonymity, reducing evaluation apprehension (e.g., by assuring respondents that there were no right 

or wrong answers, and that they should be as honest as possible without any risk of judgment), 

randomly counterbalancing the order of appearance of the questions, and avoiding item ambiguity by 

keeping questions simple, specific, and concise. However, to further alleviate these concerns related 

to self-reported measures, it would be interesting for future studies to consider the incorporation of 

objective measures (e.g., organizational data on work performance, biological measures of 

psychophysiological activation) and informant ratings of employees’ functioning (e.g., colleagues, 

supervisors, spouse). Second, we relied on a binary variable (onsite vs. remote working) to measure 

work type. Yet, remote working arrangements can vary greatly across employees (e.g., fully or 

partially remote), just like the frequency of remote working might vary (Allen et al. 2015). For 

instance, in their meta-analysis, Gajendran and Harrison (2007) found that remote workers’ 

relationships with their colleagues only suffered if they worked remotely three or more days each 

week. Given that remote working is rarely an all-or-nothing work practice, future research should 

consider the role played by various facets of remote working. 

Third, although variables were considered as predictors (i.e., work centrality), mediators (i.e., 

WFC, FWC, WFE, and FWE), or outcomes (i.e., work engagement and family satisfaction) based on 

theoretical grounds (Carlson et al., 2011; Carr et al., 2008), our cross-sectional design makes it 

impossible to confirm the directionality of these associations. It would therefore be fruitful for future 

studies to explore the issue of directionality through the reliance on longitudinal research designs. For 

instance, and although our consideration of the work context (onsite or remote) as a moderator of the 

effects of work centrality is consistent with the trait activation perspective (Tett et al., 2021), a more 

complete trait-activation perspective suggests that work centrality might also act as a moderator for 

the effects of employees’ job involvement on their work-family interface and well-being. Fourth, the 

present study was conducted solely among employees working in the UK or USA. Further research is 

thus needed to generalize the current results in different countries, languages, and cultures. Finally, 

work centrality was the only individual dimension of interest in our research. Yet, it would be 

interesting to examine how other personal resources (e.g., psychological capital, self-efficacy) as well 
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as hindrance (e.g., role conflict, overload, and ambiguity) and challenge (e.g., role responsibility and 

complexity) demands relate to employees’ work-family interface and well-being, and their interplay 

with work setting (i.e., remote and onsite working). Moreover, although we relied on theory and 

research to explain the psychological mechanisms likely to be involved in the effects of work 

centrality, these hypothetical mechanisms were not measured in this study. It is thus impossible to 

clearly understand the mechanisms involved in the effects of work centrality, or even to exclude the 

possibility that these associations may in fact reflect the main effects of these other variables (e.g., job 

involvement). Once again, longitudinal research would be needed to better unpack the mechanisms 

underlying the observed associations.  

Practical Implications  

Modern society, organizations, and individuals tend to value heavy work investment (Schaufeli et al., 

2009). Yet, our findings highlight the need to consider reducing employees’ work centrality in order to 

decrease their likelihood of experiencing conflicts between the work and the family domains (WFC 

and FWC), in turn leading to increases in family satisfaction. Although family satisfaction, in and of 

itself, might be of limited interest for organizations, it is important to consider the multiple benefits of 

family support for employees (Pattusamy & Jacob, 2017), as well as the fact that family problems 

often tend to spread into the work domain (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Moreover, the present results 

indicate that work centrality itself tends to decrease the likelihood of positive transfers of resources 

from the family to the work domain (FWE). Possible interventions include changes designed to reduce 

workload sustainably, which might help decrease work centrality in the long run. Among possible ways to 

achieve this goal, work centrality prevention could be encouraged at the organizational level (e.g., stating 

clear segmentation norms and encouraging balanced and healthier lifestyles; Kreiner et al., 2006), but also 

at the individual level (e.g., seeking counseling to develop new habits and replace one’s old malfunctioning 

behaviors; Van Gordon et al., 2017).  

However, caution is needed in relation to the implementation of interventions seeking to reduce 

employees’ work centrality, as this individual belief also caries benefits in terms of WFE and work 

engagement. Thus, rather than directly acting on the reduction (or the promotion) of work centrality, it 

might be useful to encourage more efficient work recovery processes among work-centered employees, in 
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order to protect their well-being and facilitate interactions between their work and family roles (Demsky et 

al., 2014). Efficient ways to achieve work recovery can be developed and trained, and approaches to 

successfully train work recovery have proved to be efficient in previous studies. For instance, participants 

involved in a recovery training program (e.g., time management techniques, self-reflection) were 

characterized by better recovery experiences (e.g., relaxation) and higher levels of sleep quality after the 

training, in comparison to those not involved in this training (Hahn et al., 2011). Mindfulness-based 

interventions are also useful to increase recovery during off-job time (Hülsheger et al., 2015).   

In addition, in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic in which numerous workers have had to start 

working remotely, our results have great practical significance. More precisely, they suggest that, for 

remote working to be maximally efficient for most employees (e.g., high work engagement and family 

satisfaction), organizations could train managers on the best practices to manage remote workers, as 

remote working comes with new communication and coordination challenges (Shockley et al., 2021). For 

instance, research based on self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017) has shown the importance of 

managers’ interpersonal behaviors which help to nurture employees’ psychological needs for autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness (e.g., Huyghebaert-Zouaghi et al., 2021). While the need for competence is 

unlikely to be importantly modified (as long as proper resources and support remains available) by remote 

work, working remotely is likely to interfere substantially with the need for relatedness, thus creating new 

challenges in how to maintain positive work-related socialization experiences likely to ensure the provision 

of adequate levels of social support. Furthermore, while remote working could constitute a fertile ground 

to promote employees’ autonomy (Sherman, 2020) and for managers to encourage subordinates’ self-

initiation (autonomy support), managers’ mistrust toward their teleworking subordinates (Cascio, 1999) 

could take the form of compensatory controlling behaviors (autonomy thwarting). In this regard, recent 

research suggests that managers ought to reconsider how they traditionally supervise their subordinates 

(Kniffin et al., 2020). Indeed, as remote settings makes it “difficult, if not impossible to monitor or 

micromanage processes, leaders must focus instead on results” (Offstein et al., 2010, p. 36). Therefore, 

though performance-based management has proven to be beneficial in general work settings (Pritchard et 

al., 2008), it could be of particular relevance in remote working settings (Mahler, 2012). Finally, as 

suggested by Hammer et al. (2011), supervisors should enact family-supportive supervisory behaviors 
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toward their subordinates working remotely, for instance by listening and showing care for remote 

workers’ work-family challenges. 
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Figure 2. Simple slope analysis of the effects of work centrality on work engagement among onsite and 

remote workers 

 

 

  

Figure 3. Simple slope analysis of the effects of work centrality on family satisfaction among onsite 

and remote workers 
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Table 1 

Standardized Factor Loadings (λ) and Uniquenesses (δ) from the Confirmatory Factor Analytic 

Solution  

Items 

Work 

centrality  

λ 

WFC 

 

 λ 

FWC 

 

λ 

WFE 

 

λ 

FWE 

 

λ 

Work 

engagement 

λ 

δ 

Work centrality        

Item 1 .694      .518 

Item 2  .894      .201 

Item 3  .907      .177 

Item 4 .783      .387 

Item 5 .874      .236 

ω .919       

WFC        

Item 1   .932     .131 

Item 2   .961     .077 

Item 3  .930     .136 

Item 4  .921     .152 

Item 5  .821     .325 

ω   .962      

FWC        

Item 1   .833    .306 

Item 2   .832    .308 

Item 3   .861    .258 

Item 4   .856    .267 

Item 5   .865    .252 

ω   .928     

WFE        

Item 1     .762   .420 

Item 2     .941   .114 

Item 3    .920   .153 

ω     .909    

FWE        

Item 1     .718  .484 

Item 2     .825  .320 

Item 3     .883  .220 

ω     .852   

Work engagement        

Item 1      .803 .355 

Item 2      .920 .153 

Item 3      .808 .347 

ω      .882  

Note. WFC: Work-family conflict; FWC: Family-work conflict; WFE: Work-family enrichment; 

FWE: Family-work enrichment; λ: Factor loading; δ: Item uniqueness; ω: Omega coefficient of 

model-based composite reliability; all parameters are significant (p ≤ .01). 
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Table 2 

Latent Correlations from the Confirmatory Factor Analytic Solution  

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7  

1. Work centrality -        

2. Work-family conflict .215** -       

3. Family-work conflict .241** .489** -      

4. Work-family enrichment .237** -.117* .022 -     

5. Family-work enrichment -.134* -.017 -.074 .534** -    

6. Work engagement .271** -.054 .003 .681** .346** -   

7. Family satisfaction -.224** -.136** -.235** .219** .279** .238** -  

8. Work type (onsite vs. remote) .101* .004 .137** .015 .003 -.035 -.002 - 

Note. * p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01.  
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Table 3 

Predictive Results  

 Work engagement Family satisfaction WFC  FWC  WFE  FWE  

Predictors b (s.e.) β b (s.e.) β b (s.e.) β b (s.e.) β b (s.e.) β b (s.e.) β 

Basic Predictive Model            

Work centrality .203 (.073)** .149 -.158 (.039)** -.221 .227 (.055)** .221 .246 (.066)** .237 .236 (.057)** .230 -.131 (.056)* -.129 

Work type  -.148 (.116) -.052 .064 (.069) .043 -.035 (.107) -.017 .249 (.101)* .115 -.021 (.109) -.010 .030 (.112) .014 

WFC -.002 (.063) -.002 .018 (.042) .026         

FWC -.048 (.061) -.037 -.136 (.044)** -.197         

WFE .836 (.088)** .630 .150 (.045)** .216         

FWE .078 (.077) .057 .096 (.050)
†
 .135         

R
2
 .462 (.046)**  .152 (.036)**  .049(.023)*  .069 (.030)*  .053 (.024)*  .017 (.014)  

Predictive Model with Latent Interactions           

Work centrality .380 (.102)** .275 -.268 (.057)** -.374 .369 (.085)** .221 .308 (.080)** .237 .185 (.043)** .231 -.091 (.039)* -.129 

Work type -.167 (.116) -.058 .076 (.069) .051 -.058 (.174) -.016 .313 (.128)* .115 -.017 (.085) -.010 .021 (.079) .014 

WFC .003 (.039) .004 .009 (.026) .021         

FWC -.039 (.048) -.037 -.109 (.034)** -.197         

WFE 1.090 (.125)** .631 .188 (.059)** .210         

FWE .109 (.113) .055 .138 (.072)
†
 .136         

Centrality x Design -.245 (.120)* -.085 .154 (.069)* .103         

R
2
 .478 (.045)**  .168 (.037)**  .049 (.023)*  .069 (.030)*  .053 (.024)*  .017 (.014)  

 A b (s.e.) a b (s.e.)         

Work centrality: Simple Slope Analyses           

Onsite workers 4.109 .380 (.102)** 3.346 -.268 (.057)**         

Remote workers 3.913 .135 (.087) 3.387 -.114 (.046)*         

Note. WFC: Work-family conflict; FWC: Family-work conflict; WFE: Work-family enrichment; FWE: Family-work enrichment; Work type: 0 = Onsite workers and 1 = 

Remote workers; R
2
: Squared multiple correlation (reflecting the proportion of explained variance); a: Regression intercept (used in drawing the simple slope graphs); b: 

Unstandardized coefficient; s.e.: Standard error of the coefficient; β: Standardized coefficient; † p = .055, * p ≤ .01, ** p ≤ .01. 

 


