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Abstract

:

This study aims to explore the influence mechanism of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict for Chinese expatriates in cross-cultural non-profit organizations. Drawing on conservation of resources theory, this longitudinal study (six-month time lag) is the first to examine cultural intelligence as an antecedent of work–family conflict. The study also examines the mediating role of work engagement and the moderating role of leader–member exchange (LMX) in the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship. The sample comprises 206 expatriate Chinese language teachers working at 45 Confucius Institutes in the US, Canada, and Russia. Results show that cultural intelligence not only reduces work–family conflict but also promotes expatriates’ work engagement. The higher the work engagement, the higher the work–family conflict experienced by expatriates. LMX moderates not only the positive relationship between work engagement and work–family conflict but also the indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement. Thus, the indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement is stronger with low (compared to high) LMX. This study’s findings provide implications for managers of cross-cultural non-profit organizations to better understand and solve expatriates’ work–family conflict problem.






Keywords:


cultural intelligence; work–family conflict; Chinese expatriates; Confucius Institute; conservation of resources












1. Introduction


Accelerating internationalization made transnational cooperation in education a typical feature of many Chinese universities. Academic expatriates are, therefore, becoming increasingly popular, progressively raising their importance in human resource management [1]. However, previous work–family conflict research mostly focuses on expatriates in profit-making organizations, such as multinational enterprises (e.g., [2,3,4]). Studies on academic expatriates in cross-cultural non-profit organizations (NPOs) are rare, leaving organizations ill-informed on how to best promote employee well-being [5]. Research on the work–family issues of employees provides valuable practical implications for NPOs to attract and retain high-quality employees, because employees prefer to seek for jobs that are both meaningful and well balanced between work and family obligations [6]. Pitt-Catsouphes et al. [7] argue that since women form the majority of NPO employees, work–family conflict is especially prevalent in the non-profit sector. Compared with enterprises or other profit-making organizations, NPOs provide fewer benefits and supports to employees [8]. Due to resource constraints, it is often difficult for NPOs to meet employees’ needs for balancing work–family relationships. Therefore, understanding the work–family conflict of academic expatriates in cross-cultural educational organizations is vital for enhancing their well-being and enriching the existing literature on international human resource management [9].



With the increasing cross-border mobility of the global labor force and the popularity of dual-earner families, work–family conflict has become a prominent societal concern, attracting growing attention from researchers of various disciplines (e.g., [10,11]). Relevant surveys have found that family concerns are the primary reason for employees to refuse expatriation [12]. Work–family conflict reflects the extent to which work and family roles are mutually incompatible [13]. Family is arguably a very important influencer of expatriation success, which not only challenges expatriates themselves but also changes their work and family life [14]. Employees’ ability to balance work and family relationships will affect whether they can successfully complete international assignments [15]. Most work–family conflict studies explore its outcomes or mediating role, while its antecedent variables are mainly investigated through meta-analyses. For example, Michel et al. [16] showed that job involvement, social support, and personality all influence work–family conflict. Byron [17] classified the antecedent variables of work–family conflict into three categories: Work domain, non-work domain, and demographic variables. Other meta-analyses have identified stress and dispositional variables as work–family conflict antecedents [18,19]. Whereas work–family conflict antecedents have been comprehensively and systematically summarized, few studies have tested work–family conflict as the dependent variable or how a specific variable relates to work–family conflict, especially for expatriates in cross-cultural NPOs. Exploring this under-researched context may provide a new perspective on human resource management and deepen our understanding of work–family conflict.



Differences in the impact of culture on work–family conflict experience make it more complex for expatriates in cross-cultural NPOs compared to those in general multinational enterprises [20]. In particular, where expatriate work involves extensive cross-cultural communication and interaction, cultural intelligence is especially important. Claus et al. [8] argue that NPOs tend to provide fewer benefits and organizational support to expatriates than multinational corporations; consequently, expatriates in NPOs must rely on their own resources and other support mechanisms to meet both work and life challenges. Cultural intelligence, as a personal resource, may in fact be more significant and bring advantages in work and life for expatriates working for cross-cultural NPOs. However, the “black box” of cultural intelligence’s influence on work–family conflict among expatriates needs opening. Cultural intelligence concerns an individual’s ability to function and manage effectively in a cross-cultural context [21]. It transcends the general scope of intelligence, emphasizing ability to recognize, absorb, and reason correctly when handling problems in a cross-cultural environment [22]. Most studies on cultural intelligence adopt a positive organizational behavior perspective, exploring its various positive outcomes, especially cross-cultural adjustment and performance [23,24]. As a relatively new concept only recently attracting scholarly attention, empirical research on cultural intelligence remains limited, especially studies on its “dark side” or its relationship with negative outcome variables [23]. According to conservation of resources (COR) theory, anything that helps to achieve personal goals can be called a resource [25]. Accordingly, cultural intelligence can be considered a valuable resource that helps expatriates to achieve goals in a cross-cultural workplace [26]. Cultural intelligence has already been identified as an important ability enabling expatriates to perform tasks, while work–family conflict has long been a concern for researchers and managers; however, whether cultural intelligence affects expatriates’ attitudes or behaviors in the family domain remains to be studied. Therefore, one purpose of this study is to explore, from the perspective of COR theory, how cultural intelligence affects expatriates’ work–family conflict in cross-cultural NPOs.



Work engagement is a motivational concept, which reflects employees’ voluntary allocation of physical, cognitive, and emotional resources in work and related activities [27]. The positive outcomes of work engagement have been extensively studied, and include reducing stress and depression [28], improving sleep quality [29], and promoting employee innovation and organizational performance [30]. Although a few studies suggest the possible dark side of work engagement (e.g., [31,32,33]), empirical research is rare. Shimazu et al.’s [34] findings suggest that overly high work engagement can detrimentally impact employees’ psychological distress and job performance. Similarly, Sonnentag [33] claimed that work engagement may be curvilinearly related to positive outcomes, such that excessive work engagement may be harmful. The antecedents of work engagement usually involve employees’ perception of working conditions, which mainly includes two categories: Job demands and resources [35]. Several authors have suggested that engagement results from high levels of resources (e.g., [36,37]). According to Halbesleben et al. [25], resources include anything that individuals perceive helpful for attaining working goals, such as energy, cultural skills, intrinsic motivation, leader support, and work control. Cultural intelligence is a valuable personal resource that enables employees to interact and cooperate effectively with people from different cultures. Employees with high cultural intelligence could better adapt to cross-cultural working conditions and develop more positive emotions at work. Therefore, it is reasonable to infer that, as a resource, cultural intelligence promotes employees’ work engagement, but too much engagement may negatively impact the non-work domain as each individual possesses limited resources. High work engagement has been found to significantly and positively correlate with work–family conflict (e.g., [2,38]), but limited research on the antecedent variables of work engagement prevents deeper understanding of this relationship. As a desirable outcome intensively pursed by organizations, the above studies indicate that organizations face the dilemma of motivating employees to increase their work engagement while avoiding its dark side. Discovering how managers or organizations can overcome this dilemma, focusing especially on the role of contextual characteristics as a boundary condition for the work engagement and work–family conflict relationship, is of great significance to employee well-being and organizational performance [39].



Since organizational behavior can usually be explained through the interaction of individual characteristics and contextual variables [40], research on how their interaction affects work–family conflict is needed to better understand expatriates’ work–family conflict. In this paper, leader–member exchange (LMX) was proposed as a contextual variable, which refers to the different quality of exchange relationships that developed between leaders and their subordinates [41]. Accordingly, this paper explores the influence mechanism in the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship, and examines how the contextual variable of LMX functions as a boundary condition for this relationship in cross-cultural NPOs.



This study’s contribution to the work–family conflict literature is threefold. First, it provides the first validation of cultural intelligence as a work–family conflict antecedent for academic expatriates working in cross-cultural NPOs. In theoretical terms, it gives HRM researchers and HR managers a better understanding of the importance of cultural intelligence in reducing work–family conflict. Second, this study verifies work engagement as a mediating variable in the relationship between cultural intelligence and work–family conflict. This investigation explains why cultural intelligence promotes work–family balance and facilitates understanding of the process through which cultural intelligence impacts on work–family conflict. Third, this study reveals that LMX moderates the positive relationship between work engagement and work–family conflict. It shows that although cultural intelligence positively influences employees’ work engagement, the importance of high-quality LMX in reducing the negative effect of excessive work engagement should not be neglected.




2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses


2.1. Conservation of Resources Theory


COR theory proposes that people acquire, invest, and protect resources that they value to cope with depression and stress. Resources are loosely defined as any competencies, objects, personal characteristics, energies, or conditions that people value [42]. Criticisms of this vague definition have appeared in many publications (e.g., [43]). According to Halbesleben et al. [25], resources have been defined as anything perceived by employees that helps them attain goals. This recently proposed goal-based definition enables better understanding of the characteristics of resources and how they promote goal attainment.



Employees are motivated to preserve their resources and invest them to gain additional resources; the loss or gain of resources depends on possessing other surplus resources [44]. Since the 1990s, COR theory has been frequently used to study the work–family relationship. It holds that when workers invest too many of their limited resources in one role, they have less resources available for other roles. Workers will try to protect or recover their resources by investing more resources (e.g., time, energy, money) in the role threatened by resource loss. For employees, time and energy are finite resources, so it can be difficult to manage both family and work roles due to their conflicting time and energy demands or incompatible required behaviors [13]. Kossek et al. [45] argued that the depletion of resources in work can lead to resource scarcity and difficulty in meeting family domain demands, thus raising work–family conflict. Therefore, it can be inferred that employees with more resources experience lower work–family conflict.



There are two primary tenets of COR theory: Resource acquisition and resource conservation [2]. Resource acquisition suggests that individuals actively interact with their surrounding environment to increase their resource reserves [46]; resource conservation indicates that, to avoid resource loss or potential future threats, individuals are motivated to withdraw from situations or behaviors considered to threaten their resources. COR theory also predicts that employees try to maximize resource accumulation through strategic investment of resources [47], such as exhibiting high job engagement or work performance with the aim of promotion or rewards. Thus, resources obtained from the workplace are often reinvested in work-related behaviors [2,47]. Importantly, Hobfoll [47] proposed two corollaries of the resource investment tenet of COR theory. The first indicates that individuals with resource surpluses are less vulnerable to resource losses and can better invest existing resources; the second holds that lacking resources makes investment more difficult and increases vulnerability to resource losses.



Since Hobfoll [42] first proposed COR theory, researchers have described and studied various resources. Recent studies have treated cognitive cultural intelligence as a psychological resource that helps promote expatriates’ career engagement and life satisfaction [48]. Grandey and Cropanzano [49] contended that COR theory largely explains individual differences in the work–family conflict process. Individual differences can affect responses to stress or resource loss. For example, individuals with high cultural intelligence can more effectively cope with cross-cultural challenges; they are also less susceptible to resource loss as they know they can cope therewith [48]. Drawing from COR theory, this study holds that expatriates with high cultural intelligence are motivated to invest resources at work to gain more resources. By developing a moderated mediation model, we further explore the underlying mechanism of cultural intelligence’s influence on work–family conflict among Chinese academic expatriates.




2.2. Cultural Intelligence and Work–Family Conflict


Since its introduction by Earley [50], the cultural intelligence concept has become a popular topic of scholarly conversation and multidisciplinary research [24]. As a kind of cross-cultural competence, cultural intelligence can be predicted by personality traits and explains why individuals are more effective in a certain cultural context [51]. Van der Laken et al. [26] proposed that cultural intelligence helps expatriates achieve goals in a new cultural environment or workplace. Cultural intelligence is typically regarded as a multi-dimensional construct, distinguished from general intelligence [24]. Earley and Ang [21] proposed four constituent aspects of cultural intelligence: Metacognitive, cognitive, motivational, and behavioral. Metacognitive cultural intelligence refers to the psychological process through which people acquire and understand cultural knowledge; cognitive cultural intelligence emphasizes the structure and content of cultural knowledge; motivational cultural intelligence reflects the extent to which an individual values cross-cultural interaction and active use of cultural intelligence; and behavioral cultural intelligence concerns the ability to use appropriate language and non-language behaviors in cross-cultural interactions. Together, these aspects constitute an individual’s overall ability to effectively function in a multicultural environment [21]. Based on them, Ang et al. [22] have developed a cultural intelligence measurement, which has been widely used in subsequent studies.



Thomas et al. [52] emphasize the integrity of cultural intelligence, which they define as a higher order concept generated by the interaction of cultural knowledge, cross-cultural skills, and cultural metacognition. It reflects an individual’s ability to interact effectively in different cultural contexts or with people from different cultures. Thomas et al. [53] also developed a short-form measure of cultural intelligence (SFCQ) containing 10 items, claimed to accurately reflect the complexity of cultural intelligence and effectively predict individual cross-cultural effectiveness. Indeed, SFCQ is highly suitable for studying the integrity of cultural intelligence, being an integral construct whose dimensions cannot be separated from one another [24]. Most studies have treated cultural intelligence as an integral construct, emphasizing the value of studying it as a whole [54]. Consistent with previous research (e.g., [51,55]), this study treats cultural intelligence as an integral concept and an individual resource.



Work–family conflict is a form of inter-role conflict caused by incompatible work and family demands. Essentially, participating in the work (family) role is made more difficult by participating in the family (work) role [13]. Work–family conflict comprises two highly related paths with opposite directions: Work interference with family (WIF) and family interference with work (FIW) [56]. Greenhaus and Beutell [13] proposed three major types of work–family conflict: Time-based, stress-based, and behavior-based. Time-based conflict refers to how time spent on one role affects one’s duty to fulfill another role. Stress-based conflict refers to the possible transfer of stress from one role to another, thus hindering the fulfillment of the latter’s obligations. Behavior-based conflict refers to the inconsistency between behaviors needed to fulfill two roles’ distinct requirements [18]. Since this paper focuses on work-related variables, only the WIF direction is considered. WIF is “a form of inter-role conflict in which the general demands of, time devoted to, and strain created by the job interfere with performing family-related responsibilities” [57]. Existing research emphasizes the difference between WIF and FIW and holds that work-related variables are more closely related to the former [17]. Moreover, LMX and work engagement have been found to be more closely related to WIF rather than FIW [58,59]. Therefore, in this paper, work–family conflict only refers to the conflict caused by WIF.



According to COR theory, employees with more resources are less likely to lose them and more likely to attain additional resources [60]. Therefore, employees with more resources (like energy, time, etc.) should be less likely to experience work–family conflict. COR theory emphasizes the decisive role of culture as a kind of resource [61]. Everything that individuals strive to acquire or wish to retain can be considered resources [62]. Cultural intelligence can, thus, be regarded as a valuable resource that helps employees cope with various challenges in a cross-cultural environment. Compared to low cultural intelligence employees, employees with high cultural intelligence have a greater resource surplus and are more capable of gaining additional resources through resource investment or allocation; they can adapt to different cultures and workplaces more quickly with the resources they possess. Therefore, high cultural intelligence employees have more time, energy, and other resources to balance work–family relationships and reduce the occurrence of work–family conflict. This view is consistent with those expressed in other studies. For example, Rao [63] indicated that competence, intelligence, and education level may affect work–family balance. Accordingly, cultural intelligence could help employees achieve work–family balance and promote the sustainable development of human beings. Yang et al. [4] showed an inverse relationship between employees’ job-related resources and the work–family conflicts they experienced. Brislin et al. [64] argued that employees with high cognitive cultural intelligence can better understand the similarities and differences between cultures and more effectively handle interpersonal relationships in cross-cultural environments, thus enhancing their satisfaction with family life. All these studies indicate a negative relationship between cultural intelligence and work–family conflict. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed.



Hypothesis 1:

Cultural intelligence is negatively related to employees’ work–family conflict.






2.3. Mediating Role of Work Engagement


Work engagement has become a popular topic for organizations and researchers, especially as it usually brings desirable outcomes for different types of organizations and individuals [65]. Many studies have explored the antecedents and outcome variables of work engagement (e.g., [29,30]). Although most studies focus on the relationship between work engagement and positive outcomes, Sonnentag [33] advocated the importance of exploring the dark side of work engagement, thereby deepening understanding of work engagement and its relations with individual or organizational factors. Recent research revealed a U-shaped relationship between work engagement and psychological stress, and an inverted U-shaped relationship between work engagement and performance [34], suggesting the possible negative impact of overly high work engagement. However, few empirical studies have explored work engagement’s dark side [34].



Schaufeli et al.’s [66] definition of work engagement—“a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption”—is the most widely recognized. Vigor refers to energy and resilience in work; dedication means one’s deep involvement in work and in experiencing associated feelings of significance, enthusiasm, and challenge; and absorption refers to the state of being totally absorbed and actively engaged in work. Although work engagement is a multi-dimensional concept, this study examines it as an integral construct, consistent with most of the literature (e.g., [65,66]).



This study predicts that work engagement plays a mediating role in the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship. First, we propose that cultural intelligence can promote expatriate employees’ work engagement in a cross-cultural work context. According to COR theory [42], employees with more resources are likelier to make investments to obtain more resources. Research shows that work engagement results from individuals possessing high levels of resources [37]. As a resource owned by employees, cultural intelligence should motivate them to further invest resources in their work. Knight et al. [67] proposed that work engagement is driven by work or personal resources, which motivate employees to be more engaged in work or enhance their well-being. As a valuable resource, cultural intelligence helps expatriates to alleviate the anxiety and pressure of cultural differences, facilitating their quicker adaptation to other cultures and more effective interaction in cross-cultural workplaces [21,64]. In turn, these outcomes contribute to employees’ work engagement, as other recent studies have contended. For example, Le et al. [48] argued that cognitive cultural intelligence, as a psychological resource, can help expatriates feel more comfortable and confident in a multicultural workplace, thus promoting their work engagement. Boštjančič et al. [68] proposed that work and personal resources contribute to employee work engagement and help employees obtain more resources. Furthermore, Hakanen et al. [69] asserted that teachers are motivated to invest resources and enhance their work engagement if they possess resources that help them meet job demands. Other studies have also revealed a positive relationship between employees’ job-related resources and their work engagement (e.g., [2,70]). Therefore, as a resource possessed by workers, cultural intelligence is expected to effectively promote employee work engagement in a multicultural work environment.



Second, although work engagement is a positive and desirable behavior for both employees and managers [2], studies have indicated that continuous work engagement is very difficult because employees’ available resources and abilities are limited; devoting resources to the work domain reduces investment in the family domain [71]. Therefore, work engagement may lead to work–family conflict. According to COR theory [42], if employees expend too many resources (e.g., time, energy) in one role, resource investment in another role will reduce, inhibiting their ability to meet the latter role’s demands. Employees face the problem of work–family conflict if they lack sufficient resources to cope with demands from both the work and family domains. Therefore, when employees’ work engagement is high, they invest a large amount of time, energy, and other resources into their work, leaving fewer resources available for devoting care and attention toward their families, thus raising the likelihood of work–family conflict [42]. Torp et al. [38] showed that high job demands are significantly and positively correlated with work–family conflict among university scholars, while Halbesleben et al. [2] proposed that high work engagement leads to more WIF. These findings are reinforced by other studies (e.g., [31,72]). Based on the above discussion, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 2:

Work engagement mediates the negative effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict.






2.4. Moderating Effects of LMX


LMX concerns the quality of the exchange relationship between leaders and subordinates based on trust, respect, and obligation [73]. LMX theory holds that the exchange relationships that develop between leaders and their subordinates differ in quality. High-quality LMX is based on mutual trust, respect, and common obligations between leaders and subordinates [74]. It helps employees to attain more resources (such as social support), protects them from threats or stress, and is of great value in alleviating work–family conflict among expatriates [75]. Work–family conflict research emphasizes leaders’ influence on employees’ work–family balance, especially the role of social support from leaders [3]. The latest meta-analysis of work–family conflict showed that leader support or other psychological and material support in the workplace can reduce employees’ work–family conflict, with work support the most important factor for reducing work–family conflict in collectivist countries [76]. Since the relationship between teachers’ individual characteristics and behavior is likely affected by their work environment [41], this study proposes that employees with high-quality LMX have lower work engagement-driven work–family conflict than those with low-quality LMX.



According to COR theory, resources available from organizations or individuals can effectively alleviate employees’ pressure when they perform multiple roles. As a valuable resource possessed by workers, high-quality LMX helps to compensate for resources lost (e.g., emotional exhaustion) through work–family conflict driven by excessive work engagement. In a high-quality LMX relationship, leaders understand employees’ difficulties and needs, and are willing to provide the resources they need. Leaders are important sources of workplace social support for employees [77], which helps them devote more time, energy, and other resources to the family domain and meet family role expectations. Therefore, work support from leaders reduces employees’ work–family conflict [78]. Furthermore, in a high-quality LMX relationship, leaders are more likely to voluntary help employees solve their work–family conflict problems, such as by formulating supportive working policies, offering flexible shifts, and allowing employees to choose workplaces and working hours [75].



By contrast, low-quality LMX relationships are based on economic exchange, with employees performing their duties and receiving corresponding payment according to their employment contracts [73]. Employees with low-quality LMX are more vulnerable to resource loss and invest inadequate resources in work when facing resource depletion caused by role conflicts. Such employees are considered “out-group” members by leaders, who hardly recognize their contributions; they also feel unable to rely on their leaders to provide necessary resources [74]. Thus, low-quality LMX is characterized by low levels of trust, mutual respect, and obligations between leaders and their subordinates, with the latter struggling to obtain support from leaders or the organization to balance their work and family life. In particular, when employees engage in work excessively, limited resources such as time and energy are disproportionately invested in the work domain, leaving less available for the family domain. In such circumstances, inability to balance resources between the work and family domains, or if resource consumption in the family domain cannot be supplemented by other resources, it leads to work–family conflict. Therefore, employees’ work engagement is likely to induce higher work–family conflict in low-quality (compared to high-quality) LMX relationships.



The moderating effect of LMX on the work engagement and work–family conflict relationship can also be explained by trait activation theory [79], which posits that both personal and contextual characteristics could affect behavior. This theory explains behavior as responses to “trait related cues” in a given situation. Translated to our study, a situation can provide a high or low number of cues for the work–family conflict of expatriates with high work engagement. LMX is a trait-related cue in the workplace and influences the work–family conflict of engaged expatriates [41]. Based on prior findings on “situation strength” [80], this study proposes that the above-mentioned trait-related cues could weaken the relationship between work engagement (trait) and work–family conflict (behavior).



Behaviors in weak situations largely depend on personal traits, rather than situational characteristics; the opposite is true for strong situations [81]. Hochwarter et al. [82] found that when employees perceive low organizational support, work behavior can be predicted by individual differences in social skills. Similarly, Runhaar et al.’s [41] research suggests that LMX weakens the relationship between personal trait and behavior. Accordingly, this study suggests that the more trait-related cues (i.e., LMX) an expatriate perceives in their work, the weaker the relationship between their work engagement (personal trait) and work–family conflict (behaviors). In other words, the work situation is expected to have a compensatory effect by strongly influencing relatively low-engaged expatriates. Based on the above argument, the following hypothesis is proposed:



Hypothesis 3:

LMX negatively moderates the positive relationship between work engagement and work–family conflict: The positive work engagement and work–family conflict relationship is weaker in high-quality LMX relationships than in low-quality LMX relationships.





Based on H1 (Hypothesis) to H3, this study further proposes a moderated mediation model. Employees who exhibit work engagement are more likely to be appreciated by their leaders and develop high-quality LMX with them. Although engaged employees are more likely to face role conflicts, and thus work–family conflict, high-quality LMX can provide employees with psychological security and help them obtain more support from leaders or the organization to balance work and family relations, thus reducing the likelihood of work–family conflict. Therefore, high-quality LMX weakens both the positive relationship between work engagement and work family conflict and the indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement. Additionally, high cultural intelligence employees are more likely to develop high-quality LMX relationships with leaders [55], and the combined effect of these two factors can significantly reduce employees’ work–family conflict. By contrast, for employees in low-quality LMX relationships, the effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict depends more on the mediating role of work engagement. From the above discussion, it can be further inferred that cultural intelligence’s indirect effect on work–family conflict through work engagement is weaker for employees with high-quality LMX than for those with low-quality LMX. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed.



Hypothesis 4:

The indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement is negatively moderated by LMX: This indirect relationship is stronger for employees with low-quality LMX than for those with high-quality LMX.





Based on the above arguments, the following theoretical model is proposed (Figure 1).





3. Method


3.1. Participants and Procedures


This study surveyed expatriate Chinese language teachers in Confucius Institutes in the US, Canada, and Russia. Confucius Institute is a cross-cultural NPO dedicated to promoting Chinese language teaching and Chinese culture worldwide. As a Sino-foreign cooperative organization, each Confucius Institute includes both Chinese and foreign employees, entailing extensive cross-cultural communication and interaction both within and outside the organization. Every year, many Chinese language teachers and volunteers are expatriated from China to Confucius Institutes worldwide to teach Chinese as a foreign language or organize Chinese cultural events abroad. These features provide a good context and sound bases for studying the cultural intelligence of expatriate Chinese language teachers. By the end of 2018, 548 Confucius Institutes and 1193 Confucius Classrooms have been established in 154 countries worldwide, and a total of 105,000 expatriate Chinese language teachers were sent to them [83].



The researchers worked as a visiting scholar at a renowned Canadian university from 2017 to 2019. This experience enabled the researchers to conduct field research in 13 Confucius Institutes in the US, Canada, and Russia, thereby building a wide acquaintance network of expatriate Chinese language teachers in these three countries. By number of Confucius Institutes, these three countries rank in the global top 10, with thousands of Chinese teachers expatriated to these three countries every year. The US has the largest number of expatriate Chinese language teachers in the world, which is an overwhelming advantage when compared with the numbers in other countries. In addition, these three countries respectively represent North America and Europe, which are the most concentrated areas for expatriate Chinese language teachers. Samples from these countries are considered to be well representative.



This study was reviewed and approved by the affiliated university’s Research Ethics Board before data collection. Data were collected in time-lagged stages. We used the above mentioned acquaintance social networks to recruit survey participants through snowball sampling. Potential participants were contacted through groups in WeChat (a very popular messaging app among Chinese). Every expatriate Chinese language teacher in the three studied countries belongs to at least one WeChat group. After explaining the research purpose and assuring that response confidentiality would be protected, we sent a link to our online questionnaires, which was generated by a professional survey company in China (Wenjuanxing).



Our research design included two measurement times with a six-month interval. This mainly served to minimize common method variance concerns, and a six-month lag is considered appropriate in work–family conflict research [84,85]. At Time 1, cultural intelligence, LMX, and demographic variables were measured, with 401 expatriate Chinese language teachers participating in the first-wave survey. Approximately six months later, work engagement and work–family conflict were measured in the second-wave survey at Time 2. The 401 first-wave survey participants were invited to complete the second-wave survey using the email address or WeChat number they had provided. In total, 206 Chinese teachers (response rate = 51.37%) from 45 Confucius Institutes in the US, Canada, and Russia participated in the second-wave survey. In each wave, IP address restriction prevented any individual submitting more than one questionnaire. Participants who successfully submitted their online questionnaire in each wave were sent a small monetary reward via WeChat.



Regarding sample composition, 69.4% were female and 30.6% were male. Further, the US accounted for 60.7%, Canada 20.9%, and Russia 18.4% of all respondents. Regarding age, 38.8% of respondents were below 25 years; 9.7% were 26–30; 3.9% were 31–35; 18.4% were 36–40; 23.3% were 41–45; and 5.8% were 46 years and above. Regarding marital status and education level, 44.2% were unmarried, 52.4% were married, and 3.4% were divorced, while 6.3% were undergraduates, 62.1% were master’s students or graduates, and 31.6% were Ph.D. students or graduates. In terms of role, 3.9% were Chinese directors in a Confucius Institute, 20.4% were Chinese teachers expatriated by Hanban, 18.9% were immigrant Chinese teachers, 51% were volunteers, and 5.8% were Chinese administrative assistants.




3.2. Measures


All the measures used in this study were scales developed and validated in previous studies. We conducted rigorous two-way translation of the original English measures to ensure translation quality. In addition, to ensure that all the items are suitable and applicable to the research context, some minor modifications were made following suggestions from three professors in a relevant research field and 15 expatriate Chinese language teachers. All measures were scored using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”).



3.2.1. Cultural Intelligence


This construct was measured using the SFCQ developed by Thomas et al. [53]. Cross-cultural validation of this scale showed that it had good content and structural validity. This scale contains 10 items: E.g., “I know the ways in which cultures around the world are different.” The construct’s Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91.




3.2.2. Work–Family Conflict


To measure work–family conflict, a 5-item scale developed by Netemeyer et al. [57] was employed. A sample item is “My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfill family duties.” This construct’s Cronbach’s alpha was 0.83.




3.2.3. Work Engagement


To measure work engagement, the 9-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale was used: First developed by Schaufeli et al. [66], it has become the most widely used scale for measuring work engagement. A sample item is “I am proud of the work that I do.” The construct’s Cronbach’s alpha was 0.85.




3.2.4. LMX


This was assessed using Graen and UhI-Bien’s [73] 7-item scale, in which high scores indicate high-quality LMX. A sample item is “My leader can well recognize my potential.” This construct’s Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94.




3.2.5. Control Variables


Some studies have indicated that demographic variables have little effect on estimations of work–family conflict parameters (e.g., [17]). Spector and Bannick [86] argued that demographic variables should not be controlled if they are theoretically unimportant or have little effect on outcome variables. However, we found gender, age, education level, country, and service duration at a Confucius Institute to moderately correlate with work–family conflict (see descriptive statistics reported in Table 1 below), confirming prior findings that these variables influence work–family conflict (e.g., [4]). Therefore, these variables are included as control variables in this study.






4. Results


4.1. Common Method Variance Tests


Data collected in this study were self-reported, which could introduce common method variance (CMV). Several methods were adopted to minimize this problem, such as reverse coding of scale items, anonymous answering, and counterbalancing question order. Meanwhile, Harman’s single-factor analysis was employed to test for CMV. All the study’s variables were loaded into an exploratory factor analysis using the SPSS 22.0 software (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA). The factor analysis without rotation revealed nine factors with an eigenvalue exceeding 1, while the cumulative variation explained by the first factor was 14.14% (i.e., lower than the critical value of 50%). This indicated that CMV was within an acceptable range. Following the method suggested by Podsakoff et al. [84], CMV was further tested by controlling for the effects of an unmeasured latent factor. All the items were loaded on their corresponding constructs, as well as the unmeasured latent factor, and then the fitness index of the five-factor model was compared with that of the four-factor model. Specifically the goodness of fit statistics was evaluated with indexes of Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Although the five-factor model with an unmeasured latent factor (x2 = 728.358, df = 298, x2/df = 2.444, CFI = 0.921, TLI = 0.909, IFI = 0.922, RMSEA = 0.072) has a better model fit than the four-factor model, the improvement is small (see Table 2), again indicating that there is no serious CMV problem in this study.




4.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis


Amos 20.0 was used to examine the discriminant validity of cultural intelligence, work–family conflict, work engagement, and LMX through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). First, a baseline model containing all four variables was built. Its fitness was then compared with three alternative models. The results show that the baseline model has the best fitness degree (x2 = 876.528, df = 318, x2/df = 2.756, CFI = 0.914, TLI = 0.905, IFI = 0.914, RMSEA = 0.078), indicating that the four constructs have good discriminant validity.




4.3. Descriptive Statistical Analysis


The mean, standard deviation, and correlation coefficient of each study variable are reported in Table 1. Cultural intelligence was significantly correlated with work engagement (r = 0.337, p < 0.01) and work–family conflict (r = −0.450, p < 0.01), while work engagement was positively correlated with work–family conflict (r = 0.295, p < 0.01). These results provided preliminary support for the study’s hypotheses.



Table 3 presents the results of the hierarchical regression models used to test the study’s hypotheses. To test H1 (predicting a negative relationship between cultural intelligence and work–family conflict), work–family conflict was entered as the dependent variable and the control variables as independent variables in Model 1. The results show that gender and tenure were significantly associated with work–family conflict, whereas age and education level did not affect work–family conflict. Based on Model 1, cultural intelligence was then entered as an independent variable (Model 2). The results suggest that cultural intelligence was negatively and significantly related to work–family conflict (β = −0.560, p < 0.001), with 41% of total variance explained by cultural intelligence. Thus, H1 is supported.



To test H2 (predicting that the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship is mediated by work engagement), the procedures suggested by Baron and Kenny [87] were followed. The first step was to test the significant effect of the independent variable (cultural intelligence) on the dependent variable (work–family conflict). The result for H1 confirms that these variables were significantly related. The second step was to test the significant effect of the independent variable (cultural intelligence) on the mediating variable (work engagement). Work engagement was entered as the dependent variable, followed by the control variables (Model 7) and cultural intelligence (Model 8) successively as independent variables. The results of Model 8 show that cultural intelligence has a significantly positive relationship with work engagement (β = 0.488, p < 0.001). The third step was to examine the significant effect of the mediator (work engagement) on the dependent variable (work–family conflict), while controlling for the effect of the independent variable (cultural intelligence). Work–family conflict was entered as the dependent variable, followed by the control variables (Model 1) and work engagement (Model 3) successively as independent variables. The results of Model 3 show that work engagement was positively and significantly related to work–family conflict (β = 0.506, p < 0.001). However, when both cultural intelligence and work engagement were entered into a regression analysis (Model 4), the results suggest that cultural intelligence was still negatively and significantly related to work–family conflict (β = −0.434, p < 0.05), indicating that work engagement partially mediated the relationship between cultural intelligence and work–family conflict.



To further verify work engagement’s mediation effect, PROCESS was used to compute the mediator’s bias-corrected confidence interval. A 5000 iteration Bootstrap resampling was performed, with confidence intervals set at 95%. Cultural intelligence’s indirect effect on work–family conflict through work engagement was −0.273, with the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals being [−0.325, −0.119]. The bias-corrected confidence intervals do not contain zero, which suggests the significance of the indirect effect. Thus, H2 is supported.



To test H3 (predicting that LMX negatively moderates the positive relationship between work engagement and work–family conflict), moderated regression analysis was employed. The independent (work engagement) and moderating (LMX) variables were first mean-centered to reduce multicollinearity before generating their interaction effects. Model 6 in Table 3 shows that the interaction between work engagement and LMX was negatively related to work–family conflict (β = –0.152, p < 0.01). To better understand the moderating effect, we followed Aiken and West’s [88] method to conduct a simple slope analysis. Slopes were computed by adding/subtracting one standard deviation from the mean of LMX, then plotting the interaction patterns. As Figure 2 shows, work engagement was more positively correlated with work–family conflict when LMX was low (β = 0.491, p < 0.01) than when LMX was high (β = 0.364, p < 0.05). Therefore, H3 is supported.



The moderated mediation effect (H4) was tested following the moderated path analysis suggested by Edwards and Lambert [89]. Table 4 shows that the indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement varied significantly according to the different levels of LMX (△β = −0.211, p < 0.05). Specifically, the indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement was stronger when LMX was low (β = 0.367, p < 0.01) than when it was high (β = 0.156, p < 0.01). Thus, H4 is supported.



Furthermore, Table 4 shows the significant moderating effect of LMX in the second stage (the effect of work engagement on work–family conflict, △β = −0.304, p < 0.05). The effect of work engagement on work–family conflict was weaker when LMX was high (β = 0.287, p < 0.01) than when it was low (β = 0.591, p < 0.01), which indicates that LMX attenuated the positive effect between work engagement and work–family conflict. This further supports H3. These results also suggest that LMX did not moderate the first stage (the effect of cultural intelligence on work engagement, △β = –0.081, n.s.) or the direct effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict (△β = 0.014, n.s.). Therefore, the above analysis further validates LMX’s moderating effect in the second stage (H3) and the moderated mediation effect through work engagement (H4).





5. Discussion


Based on COR theory, a moderated mediation model was developed to explore the influence mechanism of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict among Chinese expatriates. The findings suggest that expatriates’ cultural intelligence is helpful in minimizing their work–family conflict and that work engagement mediates this relationship. LMX was found to negatively moderate the work engagement and work–family conflict relationship, as well as the indirect effect of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict through work engagement.



5.1. Theoretical Implications


First, this is the first study to find a significant negative relationship between cultural intelligence and work–family conflict for expatriates in a cross-cultural NPO, thus extending research on cultural intelligence and work–family conflict. Previous studies have mostly examined the positive impact of cultural intelligence on organizational behavior, with cross-cultural adjustment and work performance identified as the two most studied outcomes of cultural intelligence ([23,24]. However, few studies have examined cultural intelligence’s relationship with negative outcomes (e.g., work–family conflict). Despite work–family conflict being among the most prevalent challenges for expatriates, the literature has long neglected whether cultural intelligence affects expatriates’ attitudes and behaviors in the family domain. Drawing on COR theory, this study defines cultural intelligence as a valuable resource that helps to reduce expatriates’ work–family conflict. It further enriches research on cultural intelligence’s outcome variables by examining the negative correlation between cultural intelligence and work–family conflict, thus highlights the importance of cultural intelligence to expatriates, which is lacking in existing research [24]. This study’s validation of the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship is also consistent with Vieira et al. [90], who found that work domain resources are a source of individual motivation and commitment that can effectively promote work–family balance and reduce work–family conflict. In applying cultural intelligence to study expatriates in a cross-cultural NPO, our paper answers Ott and Michailova’s [24] call to strengthen the application of cultural intelligence in groups other than business expatriates, and to examine how it affects expatriates’ family relationships. Therefore, this study fills a gap in current research and further enriches and expands the cultural intelligence literature.



Second, this is also the first study to reveal the influence mechanism of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict among expatriates. It verifies the mediating role of work engagement in the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship, and enriches studies on work engagement’s dark side. Most previous studies have focused on its “bright side,” showing that work engagement helps employees attain more resources, bringing several positive outcomes and a potential gain spiral [91,92]. Although the possible dark side of work engagement has recently been recognized, empirical studies on this topic are scarce [34]. The study’s results show that, although cultural intelligence contributes to expatriates’ work engagement, this does not always result in resource gain or positive outcomes. Excessive resource investment at work indicates inadequate resource investment in the family domain and potential conflicts between these two fields. Therefore, contradicting the positive perspective of COR theory on resources [42,61], this study indicates that possessing resources is not necessarily positive and will not always bring positive outcomes. This study enhances understanding of the role of resources in COR theory and suggests the need for appropriately redefining resources in the future; this is consistent with recent studies that attempt to refine COR theory (e.g., [25,93]). Moreover, the findings confirm COR theory’s dynamic nature, as personal resources show different trajectories over time. Although work engagement usually brings resource attainment and many positive outcomes for individuals, this gaining process fluctuates [25]. This study identifies work–family conflict as a potential factor in an individual shifting from resource gaining to resource depletion.



Besides confirming that the negative relationship between work engagement and work–family conflict is found among Chinese expatriates in a cross-cultural NPOs (e.g., [2,31,38]), this study contributes further by examining the antecedent variables of work engagement, thereby enhancing understanding of the relationship between cultural intelligence, work engagement, and work–family conflict. Furthermore, while previous studies have reported that work engagement is an outcome variable of work–family conflict (e.g., [94,95]), this study’s results show that it can also be an antecedent variable of work–family conflict. This finding corresponds with Amstad et al.’s [96] view that a specific variable could be both an antecedent and outcome variable of work–family conflict; examining this feedback loop can deepen understanding of the work–family process. Therefore, this study also enriches the work–family conflict literature and answers Amstad et al.’ s [96] call to strengthen studies on the antecedent variables of work–family conflict, thus providing a new perspective for understanding the work–family conflict of Chinese expatriates in cross-cultural NPOs.



Third, based on COR theory, this study found that LMX serves to buffer the positive relationship between work engagement and work–family conflict for expatriates in a cross-cultural NPO. Many studies have shown that work–family balance mainly depends on the intensity of the physical and psychological boundaries that individuals encounter every day on moving between the work and family domains [97,98]. However, few studies have explored the specific variables affecting the strength of these boundaries, and LMX as a boundary condition for individuals balancing work–family relationships has never been explored. This study confirms that LMX can affect the strength of the boundary between the work and family domains, which not only fills a research gap but also defines a boundary condition for understanding how cultural intelligence impacts on work–family conflict in cross-cultural NPOs. In other words, this study theoretically demonstrates under what conditions cultural intelligence is more likely to exert an influence on expatriates’ work–family conflict. This conclusion echoes Wayne et al.’s [99] findings that emphasize leaders’ importance for employees’ work–family conflict, and also answers their call for studies to further explore the moderating variables between work engagement and negative outcomes [2,33]. The results of the moderated mediation model also deepen understanding of the complex role of cultural intelligence [24]. Theoretically, this study provides a new perspective for understanding the boundary conditions between work engagement and work–family conflict. It also provides important insights for organizations to solve the dilemma of employees’ potential work–family conflict while promoting their work engagement.




5.2. Practical Implications


This study yields important implications for HRM in cross-cultural NPOs, specifically the management of work–family conflict among expatriates in such organizations. First, this study found that cultural intelligence can promote employees’ work engagement and reduce their work–family conflict. As a malleable skill, cultural intelligence has always been seen as a valuable asset in the cross-cultural workplace. Therefore, considering the importance of cultural intelligence, managers or organizations should focus on cultural intelligence promotion and training among employees. At the organizational level, cross-cultural organizations should consider building a strong organizational culture across all levels of management, especially emphasizing values of flexibility, diversity, tolerance, and cooperation, so as to help employees develop and apply the full range of their cultural intelligence repertoires. These measures can be reinforced by establishing policies or practices that encourage employee to openly communicate and to learn from other cultures [100]. Considering the importance of pre-departure training in shaping cultural skills [101], organizations could provide pre-departure cultural intelligence training for expatriates, thereby helping to reduce potential culture shocks and interpersonal conflicts. Such training should include multicultural elements, provide more opportunities for cross-cultural cooperation between employees or teams, and increase employees’ involvement in cross-cultural social interaction. This would help to promote expatriates’ cross-cultural adaptation and enhance their cultural intelligence.



After expatriates enter the overseas organization, managers should provide more opportunities for them to enhance and apply their cultural intelligence through various formal or informal intercultural activities (e.g., team building). Managers should assist expatriates to understand and learn the characteristics of other cultures; stimulate their interest in interacting with colleagues, customers, or suppliers from different cultural backgrounds; and guide them on how to communicate properly across cultures. Further, managers should include cultural intelligence as an important criterion for evaluating expatriates’ performance and establish corresponding incentive policies. Employees with excellent cultural intelligence performance should be encouraged or rewarded by organizations. Through these efforts, we believe that managers could gradually help to improve expatriates’ cross-cultural competence (cultural intelligence).



Second, as work engagement was found to play a mediating role in the cultural intelligence and work–family conflict relationship, employees with high work engagement likely face more challenges in balancing work and family life, which LMX can alleviate. Therefore, organizations should especially seek to establish and develop high-quality LMX between supervisors and subordinates while encouraging employees’ work engagement. On the one hand, managers should recognize the two reversible relationships between expatriates’ cultural intelligence and work engagement, and attach importance to promoting employees’ work engagement through cultural intelligence training projects. On the other hand, organizations should develop high-quality LMX by providing opportunities for enhancing the interaction between leaders and subordinates. For example, leaders should be encouraged to participate in various activities or events for subordinates, such as festival gatherings or birthday parties hosted by the organization. Additionally, managers should provide flexible and supportive policies to help employees with work–family balance and create a family-supportive organizational climate for employees [94]. For example, leaders could develop high LMX with subordinates by providing flexible working hours, especially on some important holidays.




5.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions


This study is not without limitations. First, although it employs a longitudinal design with time-lagged data to test the hypotheses, the two-waves assume a linear relationship between the study variables. This limits our conceptualization of change to a linear function [102] (p. 377). Future studies could use other time intervals for measuring the study variables to further understand how cultural intelligence influences work–family conflict.



Second, data in this research were self-reported and single-sourced, which raises CMV concerns. Although the results of CMV tests are well within acceptable thresholds, diverse data sources are more desirable in work–family research [103]. Future studies could adopt a multi-source evaluation method to measure variables: For example, leader-rated LMX is usually considered more rigorous than subordinate-rated LMX in research design [104].



Third, the global distribution and regional differences of Confucius Institutes raise concerns regarding the study’s external validity. Because the relatively small sample (N = 206) only includes expatriate Chinese teachers working at Confucius Institutes in the US, Canada, and Russia, future studies are needed to verify whether our theoretical model and findings are applicable to other groups, such as expatriates in other Confucius Institutes or those from other cultures or in alternative enterprises. Future studies could conduct cross-cultural validation of our findings by expanding the sample population or increasing the diversity of its composition.



Fourth, other variables or underlying theories that might explain the influence mechanism of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict require further investigation. For example, considering the impact of gender on work–family conflict, role theory would be a useful perspective to adopt in exploring work–family conflict [105]. Finally, the impact of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict may be affected by individual differences. Besides LMX, future studies could focus more on individual difference as boundary conditions, such as traditionality or social roles [24]. In short, these are fruitful avenues of future research that warrant exploration.





6. Conclusions


This study contributes to HRM research by examining the influence mechanism of cultural intelligence on work–family conflict for expatriates in a cross-cultural NPO. The results suggest that cultural intelligence not only promotes expatriates’ work engagement but also reduces their work–family conflict, thereby further highlighting cultural intelligence’s importance for expatriates. Organizations and HR managers are advised to introduce effective training programs and incentive policies to promote employees’ cultural intelligence. Future studies are needed to verify our findings’ application to expatriates from various other cultures. This study has important implication for managers seeking to understand and solve the work–family conflict problem faced by many expatriates. We believe that exploring additional antecedents of work–family conflict is a promising avenue for future studies.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, G.H.; formal analysis, G.H; funding acquisition, R.A.; investigation, G.H. and R.A.; methodology, G.H. and F.Z.; project administration, R.A.; supervision, R.A.; validation, G.H.; visualization, G.H.; writing—original draft, G.H.; writing—review & editing, F.Z.




Funding


This work was supported by the Major Program of the National Social Science Foundation of China (Grant no. 16ZDA221); Guangzhou Elite Project (Grant no. JY201714); Canada Merit Scholarship Program for Foreign Students; National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant no. 71704056); and the Center for Public Diplomacy and Intercultural Communication Research, Guangdong, P.R.China.




Acknowledgments


The authors would like to thank all the anonymous participants in this study. Guohua He would want to thank Elena Obukhova from Desautels Faculty of Management at McGill University, for inviting him as a Graduate Research Trainee. This experience has greatly enhanced his research competence. In addition, Guohua He wants to thank the care and support from Xinnian Zheng while studying in Canada.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Altbach, P.; Reisberg, L.; Rumbley, L.E. Trends in Global Higher Education: Tracking an Academic Revolution; UNESCO Publishing: Paris, France, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Halbesleben, J.R.B.; Harvey, J.; Bolino, M.C. Too engaged? A conservation of resources view of the relationship between work engagement and work interference with family. J. Appl. Psychol. 2009, 94, 1452–1465. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hill, R.T.; Morganson, V.J.; Matthews, R.A.; Atkinson, T.P. LMX, breach perceptions, work–family conflict, and well-being: A mediational model. J. Psychol. 2016, 150, 132–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yang, J.; Bently, J.R.; Treadway, D.C.; Brouer, R.L.; Wallace, A. The role of affective commitment and political skill in the work interfering with family (WIF) conflict-voluntary turnover relationship. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2018, 29, 595–613. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shang, S.; O’Driscoll, M.P.; Roche, M. Mechanisms linking acculturation, work–family conflict, and subjective well-being among Chinese immigrants in New Zealand. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2018, 57, 1097–1109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gonyea, J.G. The nonprofit sector’s responsiveness to work–family issues. Ann. Am. Acad. Pol. Soc. Sci. 1999, 562, 127–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pitt-Catsouphes, M.; Swanberg, J.E.; Bond, J.T.; Galinsky, E. Work-life policies and programs: Comparing the responsiveness of nonprofit and for-profit organizations. Nonprofit Manag. Leadersh. 2004, 14, 291–312. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Claus, L.; Maletz, S.; Casoinic, D.; Pierson, K. Social capital and cultural adjustment of international assignees in NGOs: Do support networks really matter? Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2015, 26, 1–20. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Corley, E.A.; Sabharwal, M. Foreign-born academic scientists and engineers: Producing more and getting less than their US-born peers? Res. High. Educ. 2007, 48, 909–940. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



French, K.A.; Johnson, R.C. A retrospective timeline of the evolution of work–family research. In The Oxford Handbook of Work and Family; Allen, T.D., Eby, L.T., Eds.; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2016; pp. 9–22. [Google Scholar]

	



Shockley, K.M.; Douek, J.; Smith, C.R.; Yu, P.P.; Dumani, S.; French, K.A. Cross-cultural work and family research: A review of the literature. J. Vocat. Behav. 2017, 101, 1–20. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



PricewaterhouseCoopers. International Assignments: Global Policy and Practice Key Trends 2005; PricewaterhouseCoopers: London, UK, 2005. [Google Scholar]

	



Greenhaus, J.H.; Beutell, N.J. Sources of conflict between work and family roles. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1985, 10, 76–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brown, R.J. Dominant stressors on expatriate couples during international assignments. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2008, 19, 1018–1034. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kempen, R.; Pangert, B.; Hattrup, K.; Mueller, K.; Joens, I. Beyond conflict: The role of life-domain enrichment for expatriates. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2015, 26, 1–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Michel, J.S.; Kotrba, L.M.; Mitchelson, J.K.; Clark, M.A.; Baltes, B.B. Antecedents of work–family conflict: A meta-analytic review. J. Organ. Behav. 2011, 32, 689–725. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Byron, K. A meta-analytic review of work–family conflict and its antecedents. J. Vocat. Behav. 2005, 67, 169–198. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Allen, T.D.; Johnson, R.C.; Saboe, K.N.; Cho, E.; Dumani, S.; Evans, S. Dispositional variables and work–family conflict: A meta-analysis. J. Vocat. Behav. 2012, 80, 17–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nohe, C.; Meier, L.L.; Sonntag, K.; Michel, A. The chicken or the egg? A meta-analysis of panel studies of the relationship between work–family conflict and strain. J. Appl. Psychol. 2015, 100, 522–536. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Powell, G.N.; Francesco, A.M.; Ling, Y. Toward culture sensitive theories of the work–family interface. J. Organ. Behav. 2009, 30, 597–616. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Earley, P.C.; Ang, S. Cultural Intelligence: Individual Interactions Across Cultures; Stanford University Press: Stanford, CA, USA, 2003. [Google Scholar]

	



Ang, S.; Van Dyne, L.; Koh, C.; Ng, K.; Templer, K.; Tay, C.; Chandrasekar, N.A. Cultural intelligence: Its measurement and effects on cultural judgment and decision making, cultural adaptation and task performance. Manag. Organ. Rev. 2007, 3, 335–371. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fang, F.; Schei, V.; Selart, M. Hype or hope? A new look at the research on cultural intelligence. Int. J. Intercult. Relat. 2018, 66, 148–171. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ott, D.L.; Michailova, S. Cultural intelligence: A review and new research avenues. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 2018, 20, 99–119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Halbesleben, J.R.B.; Neveu, J.P.; Paustian-Underdahl, S.C.; Westman, M. Getting to the “COR”: Understanding the role of resources in conservation of resources theory. J. Manag. 2014, 40, 1334–1364. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van der Laken, P.; van Engen, M.; van Veldhoven, M.; Paauwe, J. Expatriate support and success: A systematic review of organization-based sources of social support. J. Glob. Mobil. 2016, 4, 408–431. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Klassen, R.M.; Aldhafri, S.; Mansfield, C.F.; Purwanto, E.; Siu, A.F.Y.; Wong, M.W. Teachers’ engagement at work: An international validation study. J. Exp. Educ. 2012, 80, 317–337. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Innstrand, S.T.; Langballe, E.M.; Falkum, E. A longitudinal study of the relationship between work engagement and symptoms of anxiety and depression. Stress Health 2012, 28, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Barber, L.; Grawitch, M.J.; Munz, D.C. Are better sleepers more engaged workers? A self-regulatory approach to sleep hygiene and work engagement. Stress Health 2013, 29, 307–316. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Gorgievski, M.J.; Moriono, J.A.; Bakker, A.B. Relating work engagement and workaholism to entrepreneurial performance. J. Manag. Psychol. 2012, 29, 106–121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bakker, A.B.; Albrecht, S.L.; Leiter, M.P. Key questions regarding work engagement. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2011, 20, 4–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



George, J. More engagement is not necessarily better: The benefits of fluctuating levels of engagement. In Handbook of Employee Engagement: Perspectives, Issues, Research and Practice; Albrecht, S.L., Ed.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2010; pp. 253–263. [Google Scholar]

	



Sonnentag, S. Research on work engagement is well and alive. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2011, 20, 29–38. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shimazu, A.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Kubota, K.; Watanabe, K.; Kawakami, N. Is too much work engagement detrimental? Linear or curvilinear effects on mental health and job performance. PLoS ONE 2018, 13, e0208684. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Saks, A.M.; Gruman, J.A. What do we really know about employee engagement? Hum. Resour. Dev. Q. 2014, 25, 155–182. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gorgievski, M.J.; Hobfoll, S.E. Work can burn us out or fire us up: Conservation of resources in burnout and engagement. In Handbook of Stress and Burnout in Health Care; Halbesleben, J.R.B., Ed.; Nova Science: Hauppauge, NY, USA, 2008; pp. 7–22. [Google Scholar]

	



Kühnel, J.; Sonnentag, S.; Bledow, R. Resources and time pressure as day level antecedents of work engagement. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2012, 85, 181–198. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Torp, S.; Lysfjord, L.; Midje, H.H. Workaholism and work–family conflict among university academics. High. Educ. 2018, 76, 1071–1090. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Beigi, M.; Shirmohammadi, M.; Stewart, J. Flexible Work Arrangements and Work–Family Conflict: A Metasynthesis of Qualitative Studies Among Academics. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 2018, 17, 314–336. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schneider, B. Interactional psychology and organizational behavior. In Research in Organizational Behavior; Staw, B.M., Cummings, L.L., Eds.; JAI Press: Greenwich, CT, USA, 1983; pp. 1–31. [Google Scholar]

	



Runhaar, P.; Konermann, J.; Sanders, K. Teachers’ organizational citizenship behaviour: Considering the roles of their work engagement, autonomy and leader–member exchange. Teach. Teach. Educ. 2013, 30, 99–108. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hobfoll, S.E. Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress. Am. Psychol. 1989, 44, 513–524. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gorgievski, M.J.; Halbesleben, J.R.B.; Bakker, A.B. Expanding the boundaries of psychological resource theories. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2011, 84, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Öge, E.; Çetin, M.; Top, S. The effects of paternalistic leadership on workplace loneliness, work family conflict and work engagement among air traffic controllers in Turkey. J. Air Transp. Manag. 2018, 66, 25–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kossek, E.E.; Pichler, S.; Bodner, T.; Hammer, L.B. Workplace social support and work–family conflict: A meta-analysis clarifying the influence of general and work–family specific supervisor and organizational support. Pers. Psychol. 2011, 64, 289–313. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Perry, S.J.; Witt, L.A.; Penney, L.M.; Atwater, L. The downside of goal-focused leadership: The role of personality in subordinate exhaustion. J. Appl. Psychol. 2010, 95, 1145–1153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hobfoll, S.E. The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the stress process: Advancing conservation of resources theory. Appl. Psychol. 2001, 50, 337–421. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Le, H.; Jiang, Z.; Nielsen, I. Cognitive cultural intelligence and life satisfaction of migrant workers: The roles of career engagement and social injustice. Soc. Indic. Res. 2018, 139, 237–257. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Grandey, A.A.; Cropanzano, R. The conservation of resources model applied to work–family conflict and strain. J. Vocat. Behav. 1999, 54, 350–370. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Earley, P.C. Redefining interactions across cultures and organizations: Moving forward with cultural intelligence. Res. Organ. Behav. 2002, 24, 271–299. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, S.A. CQ at work and the impact of intercultural training: An empirical test among foreign laborers. Int. J. Intercult. Relat. 2015, 47, 101–112. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thomas, D.C.; Elron, E.; Stahl, G.; Ekelund, B.Z.; Ravlin, E.C.; Cerdin, J.L.; Poelmans, S.; Brislin, R.; Pekerti, A.; Aycan, Z.; et al. Cultural intelligence: Domain and assessment. Int. J. Cross-Cult. Manag. 2008, 8, 123–143. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thomas, D.C.; Liao, Y.; Aycan, Z.; Cerdin, J.L.; Pekerti, A.A.; Ravlin, E.C.; Stahl, G.K.; Lazarova, M.B.; Fock, H.; Arli, D.; et al. Cultural intelligence: A theory-based, short form measure. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 2015, 46, 1099–1118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Diamantopoulos, A.; Riefler, P.; Roth, K.P. Advancing formative measurement models. J. Bus. Res. 2008, 61, 1203–1218. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jiang, Z.; Le, H.; Gollan, P.J. Cultural intelligence and voice behavior among migrant workers: The mediating role of leader-member exchange. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2017, 29, 1082–1112. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mesmer-Magnus, J.R.; Viswesvaran, C. Convergence between measures of work-to-family and family-to-work conflict: A meta-analytic examination. J. Vocat. Behav. 2005, 67, 215–232. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Netemeyer, R.G.; Boles, J.S.; McMurrian, R. Development and validation of work–family conflict and family–work conflict scales. J. Appl. Psychol. 1996, 81, 400–410. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bernas, K.H.; Major, D.A. Contributors to stress resistance: Testing a model of women’s work–family conflict. Psychol. Women Q. 2000, 24, 170–178. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thompson, C.A.; Prottas, D.J. Relationships among organizational family support, job autonomy, perceived control, and employee well-being. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2006, 11, 100–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hobfoll, S.E. Conservation of resource caravans and engaged settings. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2011, 84, 116–122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hobfoll, S.E. Social and psychological resources and adaptation. Rev. General Psychol. 2002, 6, 307–324. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Garrick, A.; Mak, A.S.; Cathcart, S.; Winwood, P.C.; Bakker, A.B.; Lushington, K. Non-work time activities predicting teachers’ work-related fatigue and engagement: An effort-recovery approach. Aust. Psychol. 2018, 53, 243–252. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rao, I. Work-life balance for sustainable human development: Cultural intelligence as enabler. J. Hum. Behav. Soc. Environ. 2017, 27, 706–713. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brislin, R.; Worthley, R.; Macnab, B. Cultural intelligence: Understanding behaviors that serve people’s goals. Group Organ. Manag. 2006, 31, 40–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kim, W.; Kim, J.; Woo, H.; Park, J.; Jo, J.; Park, S.H.; Lim, S.Y. The relationship between work engagement and organizational commitment: Proposing research agendas through a review of empirical literature. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 2017, 16, 350–376. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Salanova, M.; Gonzalez-Roma, V.; Bakker, A.B. The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach. J. Happiness Stud. 2002, 3, 71–92. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Knight, C.; Patterson, M.; Dawson, J. Building work engagement: A systematic review and meta-analysis investigating the effectiveness of work engagement interventions. J. Organ. Behav. 2017, 38, 792–812. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boštjančič, E.; Antolović, S.; Erčulj, V. Corporate Volunteering: Relationship to Job Resources and Work Engagement. Front. Psychol. 2018, 9, 1884. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hakanen, J.J.; Bakker, A.B.; Schaufeli, W.B. Burnout and work engagement among teachers. J. Sch. Psychol. 2006, 43, 495–513. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Salanova, M. Work engagement: An emerging psychological concept and its implications for organizations. In Managing Social and Ethical Issues in Organizations; Gilliland, S.W., Steiner, D.D., Skarlicki, D.P., Eds.; Information Age: Charlotte, NC, USA, 2007; pp. 135–177. [Google Scholar]

	



Macey, W.H.; Schneider, B. The meaning of employee engagement. Ind. Organ. Psychol. 2008, 1, 3–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Winefield, H.R.; Boyd, C.; Winefield, A.H. Work–family conflict and well-being in university employees. J. Psychol. 2014, 148, 683–697. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Graen, G.B.; Uhl-Bien, M. Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development of leader–member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multilevel multi-domain perspective. Leadersh. Q. 1995, 6, 219–247. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pan, S.Y.; Lin, K.J. Who suffers when supervisors are unhappy? The roles of leader–member exchange and abusive supervision. J. Bus. Ethics 2016, 151, 799–811. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Major, D.A.; Morganson, V.J. Coping with work–family conflict: A leader-member exchange perspective. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2011, 16, 126–138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



French, K.A.; Dumani, S.; Allen, T.D.; Shockley, K.M. A meta-analysis of work–family conflict and social support. Psychol. Bull. 2018, 144, 284–314. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Halbesleben, J.R. Sources of social support and burnout: A meta-analytic test of the conservation of resources model. J. Appl. Psychol. 2006, 91, 1134–1145. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Braun, S.; Nieberle, K.W.A.M. Authentic leadership extends beyond work: A multilevel model of work–family conflict and enrichment. Leadersh. Q. 2017, 28, 780–797. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tett, R.P.; Guterman, H.A. Situation trait relevance, trait expression, and cross-situational consistency: Testing a principle of trait activation. J. Res. Personal. 2000, 34, 397–423. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Waismel-Manor, R.; Tziner, A.; Berger, E.; Dikstein, E. Two of a kind? Leader-member exchange and organizational citizenship behaviors: The moderating role of leader–member similarity. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2010, 40, 167–181. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schneider, B.; Salvaggio, A.M.; Subirats, M. Climate Strength: A new direction for climate research. J. Appl. Psychol. 2002, 87, 220–229. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hochwarter, W.A.; Witt, L.A.; Treadway, D.C.; Ferris, F.R. The interaction of social skills and organizational support on job performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 2005, 91, 482–489. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Confucius Institute Headquarters (Hanban). Confucius Institute Annual Development Report 2018. Available online: http://www.hanban.org/report/2018.pdf (accessed on 31 January 2019).

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Lee, J.Y.; Podsakoff, N.P. Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 2003, 88, 879–903. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Matthews, R.A.; Wayne, J.H.; Ford, M.T. A work–family conflict/subjective well-being process model: A test of competing theories of longitudinal effects. J. Appl. Psychol. 2014, 99, 1173–1187. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Spector, P.E.; Brannick, M.T. Methodological urban legends: The misuse of statistical control variables. Organ. Res. Methods 2011, 14, 287–305. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baron, R.M.; Kenny, D.A. The Moderator Mediator Variable Distinction in Social Psychological Research: Conceptual, Strategic and Statistic Considerations. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173–1182. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aiken, L.S.; West, S.G. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1991. [Google Scholar]

	



Edwards, J.R.; Lambert, L.S. Methods for integrating moderation and mediation: A general analytical framework using moderated path analysis. Psychol. Methods 2007, 12, 1–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Vieira, J.M.; Matias, M.; Lopez, F.G.; Matos, P.M. Work–family conflict and enrichment: An exploration of dyadic typologies of work–family balance. J. Vocat. Behav. 2018, 109, 152–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Keyko, K.; Cummings, G.G.; Yonge, O.; Wong, C.A. Work engagement in professional nursing practice: A systematic review. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 2016, 61, 142–164. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Reis, D.; Hoppe, A.; Schröder, A. Reciprocal relationships between resources, work and study engagement, and mental health: Evidence for gain cycles. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2015, 24, 59–75. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lazarus, R.S. Conservation of resources theory (COR): Little more than words masquerading as a new theory. Appl. Psychol. 2001, 50, 381–391. [Google Scholar]

	



Fiksenbaum, L.M. Supportive work–family environments: Implications for work–family conflict and well-being. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2014, 25, 653–672. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Montgomery, A.J.; Peeters, M.C.W.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Den Ouden, M. Work–home interference among newspaper managers: Its relationship with burnout and engagement. Anxiety Stress Coping 2003, 16, 195–211. [Google Scholar]

	



Amstad, F.T.; Meier, L.L.; Fasel, U.; Elfering, A.; Semmer, N.K. A meta-analysis of work–family conflict and various outcomes with a special emphasis on cross-domain versus matching-domain relations. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2011, 16, 151–169. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bulger, C.A.; Matthews, R.A.; Hoffman, M.E. Work and personal life boundary management: Boundary strength, work/personal life balance, and the segmentation-integration continuum. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2007, 12, 365–375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Matthews, R.A.; Barnes-Farrell, J.L. Development and initial evaluation of an enhanced measure of boundary flexibility for the work and family domains. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2010, 15, 330–346. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wayne, S.J.; Lemmon, G.; Hoobler, J.M.; Cheung, G.W.; Wilson, M.S. The ripple effect: A spillover model of the detrimental impact of work–family conflict on job success. J. Organ. Behav. 2017, 38, 876–894. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gabel-Shemueli, R.; Westman, M.; Chen, S.; Danae Bahamonde, D. Does cultural intelligence increase work engagement? The role of idiocentrism-allocentrism and organizational culture in MNCs. Cross Cult. Strateg. Manag. 2019, 26, 46–66. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



MacNab, B.; Brislin, R.; Worthley, R. Experiential cultural intelligence development: Context and individual attributes. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2012, 23, 1320–1341. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kelloway, E.K.; Francis, L. Longitudinal research and longitudinal data analysis. In Research Methods in Occupational Health Psychology; Sinclair, R.R., Wang, M., Tetrick, L.E., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2013; pp. 374–394. [Google Scholar]

	



Casper, W.J.; Weltman, D.; Kwesiga, E. Beyond family-friendly: The construct and measurement of singles-friendly work culture. J. Vocat. Behav. 2007, 70, 478–501. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sin, H.P.; Nahrgang, J.D.; Morgeson, F.P. Understanding why they don’t see eye to eye: An examination of leader–member exchange (LMX) agreement. J. Appl. Psychol. 2009, 94, 1048–1057. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Eagly, A.H. Gender and social influence: A social psychological analysis. Am. Psychol. 1983, 38, 971–981. [Goo