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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

“I have yet to hear a man ask for advice on how to combine marriage and career.”
- Gloria Steinem

For decades, researchers have produced an extensive body of literature on the
interface between work and family (Barling & Sorensen, 1997; Greenhaus &
Parasuraman, 1999; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). The work-family interfaceuhiéehats
been dominated by a focus on work-family conflict (Barnett, 1998; Eby et al., 2005;
Haas, 1999; Powell & Greenhaus, 2006), however recent scholars have challenged the
notion that work and family are at odds with each other, citing strong support for work
and family roles being mutually enhancing (Gilbert & Rader, 2008). In faeertBaus
and colleagues (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Powell & Greenhaus, 2006) proposed a
theoretical model of work-family enrichment to advance understanding of indwidua
who combine work and family roles.

In recent years, researchers have begun to examine the positive spifiestsr ef
of work and family roles (e.g., Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Frone, Russell, & Coopera;1992
Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) when suggesting a more nuanced understanding of the work-
family interface. Specifically, researchers are proposing that combwarigand family
roles may haveothpositive and negative effects on an individual’s relationship and
psychological well-being (e.g., Byron, 2005; Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007;
Hammer, Allen, & Grigshy, 1997; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000). In
fact, many researchers stated that the simplistic belief thatsdistréound at the

intersection of work and family should be discarded, and current research should focus on



the conditions that distinguish when multiple roles lead to distress and when thay lea
fulfillment (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Byron, 2005; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999).
Thus, the current study extended knowledge regarding the predictors and
outcomes associated with work-family conflict and work-family dnment with a
sample of employed mothers. Historically, researchers have examinedictenstr
associated with conflict and enrichment, but no studies have empirically tested tw
theoretically derived models of constructs hypothesized to relate to woil-fam
enrichment and conflict. Grounded in the work of Greenhaus and Powell (2006), this
study examined the extent to which employed mothers' personality (neumotici
agreeableness, and conscientiousness), styles of coping, and employertgensit
predictive of work-family conflict (work-to-family and familye-work), and work-family
enrichment (work-to-family and family-to-work), and how these constretased to
psychological functioning (i.e., well-being and depression), satisfacttbrife/love
(i.e., life and relationship satisfaction), and work satisfaction. Throughdestdels of
work-family conflict and work-family enrichment and examining preastnd
outcomes associated with these variables, we used sophisticated datesafeaty,
structural equation modeling) to advance understanding of employed motherismesper
of the work-family interface.
Background
By the year 2009 women represented 59.2% of the national labor force (U.S.
Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010). Since the 1990s, dual earner
families, meaning both the wife and husband are employed, have become the model

family form in the United States (Gilbert & Rader, 2008). The majority of S ilies



with children under the age of 18 are headed by two working parents (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 2010). In fact, the number of mothers with children under 18 who participate in
the workforce has increased substantially (47 to 72%) over the past 35 yeaBuid&h

of Labor Statistics, 2010). In 2009, 57.6% of employed women had children under the
age of six years old and 55.4% had children under the age of three years old (U.S.
Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010). Greenhaus and Powell (2006)
stated that there continues to be an increasing representation of dual-ednees pathe
workforce. Interestingly, across various ethnic groups and educationa, legti

partners are employed full-time in the majority of married fasilethe United States
(Bond, Galinsky, & Swanberg, 1998; Crosby & Sabattini, 2005). Such an increase in
dual-earner partners called for a greater understanding of the wali-faterface.

Gilbert and Rader (2008) argued that counseling psychologists can contribute
much in assisting dual-earner partners to manage their roles. Although conflieebet
work and family roles has been related to a host of negative health related outcomes,
including depression and poor physical health (Frone, Russell, Cooper, 1997), we know
that having multiple roles can be beneficial in many ways (Barnett & FA@H). For
example, multiple roles have been found to contribute to physical and psychological
health (Betz, 2006). Whiston and Cinamon (under review) summarized literature
indicating that work-family enrichment has been correlated positivelyemitianced
mental and physical well-being (Grzywacz & Bass, 2003; Grzywacz & Maga9).

Also, Greenhaus and colleagues (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Powell & Greenhaus, 2006)
stressed the importance of understanding positive (work-family ennithaned negative

(work-family conflict) interdependencies between work and familystdle sum, with



dual earner couples increasing in numbers and recent theorists suggesting a more
balanced approach to examining the work-family interface, advancing knowledge
regarding factors related to work-family conflict and work-fanailyichment could help
counseling psychologists enhance their understanding of the relational and @gigethol
functioning of these families. Broadening our understanding in this aresmgisoves
our clinical work with individuals in dual-earner relationships.
Overview of Work-Family Conflict Theory

Powell and Greenhaus (2006) stated that the conflict perspective in the work-
family interface literature asserts “experiences in either ealé to stress, time
constraints, and/or dysfunctional behavior in the other role, thereby detraotimgj e
quality of life” (p. 651). Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) defined work-familylicoat an
inter-role conflict in which pressures from family and work domains are ipabhte in
some aspects. Empirical evidence supports the notion that work-to-familyctantli
family-to-work conflict are two distinct constructs (Byron, 2005; Cinamon &R2008;
Frone, 2003; Whiston & Cinamon, under review). Work-to-family conflict occursiwhe
work interferes with family life (e.g., missing dinner with your fantibgcause of an
important work meeting), while family-to-work conflict occurs when fgrmterferes
with work life (e.g., staying home from work to care for your child who is sickoByr
2005). In a meta-analysis, Byron (2005) found that work factors related more wtmng|
work-to-family conflict while non-work factors were more stronglhatet to family-to-
work conflict.

Whiston and Cinamon (under review) wrote a brief review of the outcomes

associated with work-to-family conflict and family-to-work confli¢¢ork-to-family



conflict was found to be related negatively to both life satisfaction and jofasttia
(Allen, Herts, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Chui, 1998; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Lijun &
Chunmaio, 2009). Work-to-family conflict also had been shown to relate to increased
marital discord (Norrell & Norrell, 1996) and psychological distress (Gvatibne &
Donaldson, 2001). In addition, individuals experiencing work-to-family conflicewer
about three times more likely to have a mood disorder and about two times morelikely t
have an anxiety disorder and substance dependence disorder compared to individuals
who indicated they did not experience work-to-family conflict (Frone, 2000). Frone
(2000) found that family-to-work conflict also was related positively to mood disorders
anxiety disorders, and substance abuse. Moreover, family-to-work condlitielea
found to predict work dissatisfaction and malfunction (e.g., Frone et al., 1992b; Frone et
al., 1997), turnover intentions (e.g., Frone et al., 1992b), and low levels of job
performance (e.g., Aryee, 1992; Wayne, Mussisca, & Fleeson, 2004). Frone et al. (1997)
noted that family-to-work conflict was longitudinally related to elevate@dls of
depression as well as poor physical health (hypertension). The same study found the
work-to-family conflict was related to elevated levels of heavgladt consumption. In
the current study, work-family conflict was used as a general term thatesptork-to-
family conflict and family-to-work conflict, as the instrument used to emawork-
family conflict measured both work-to-family conflict and familywork conflict.

Overall, much research has focused on the effects of work-family camfbck-
to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict) on various outcomes. Glesus and
Powell (2006) called for researchers to examine the positive effects ofreogiork

and family roles and have developed a theoretical model to examine those positive



effects. Additionally, Powell and Greenhaus (2006) asserted the need toeXeanti the
conflict and enrichment perspectives and understand the relationship between work-
family conflict and work-family enrichment. The current study exgdiboth the
conflict and enrichment perspectives by investigating the predictors and estcom
associated with work-family conflict and work-family enrichment fapéoyed mothers.
Researchers have examined each domain as either separate consasiotseqglobal
construct. The current study conceptualized both work-family conflict @mk-tamily
enrichment as a global constructs to assess generally the predictorscanaesut
associated with these constructs in a sample of employed mothers.
Overview of Work-Family Enrichment Theory

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) define work-family enrichment as “the extent to
which experiences in one role improve the quality of life in the other role” (p. 73). The
authors considered work-family enrichment to be bidirectional, much like faorky
conflict. For example, work-to-family enrichment occurs when work expezse
improve the quality of one’s family life, while family-to-work enrichmecturs when
family experiences improve the quality of one’s work life. Peronne, Agisdtfiebb,
and Blalock (2006) added that work-family enrichment transpires when exgsienc
one role spill over in a positive way to other roles. For example, research onanohk-f
facilitation (another term for enrichment) suggested that patience requichddrearing
helps workers interact more effectively with coworkers or clients fiKneyer, 1992), or
that paid work provides a needed reprieve that helps workers be better parents
(Hochschild, 1997). Whiston and Cinamon (under review) described the challenges

associated with integrating research on work-family enrichmentbeca the various



definitions used across and within disciplines (e.g., enrichment, enhancement,
facilitation, and positive spillover). In this study, we used Greenhaus and Bq2@06)
term, work-family enrichment, as an umbrella term to describe how diffexgmtirces in
one domain (family or work) can be used to improve role performance and enhance
quality of life in the other domain. Also, the general term work-family enrichmast
used to include both work-to-family enrichment and family-to-work enrichment.

Research also has shown that having multiple roles can be beneficial for both
work and family domains, in contrast to what the work-family conflict litemahas
suggested. Individuals who have multiple roles have been shown to have greater control
over their lives socially and financially, and have higher levels of selémsteennon &
Rosenfield, 1992). Barnett and Hyde (2001) introduced a theory of work and family in
which they examined several benefits of combining multiple roles; suchtes hig
income, more social support, greater self-complexity, more shared ex@srigetween
couples, and success in one role buffering failure in another role.

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested that there are three ways in which
participation in multiple roles can produce positive outcomes for individuals. Fosdt, w
and family experiences can have additive effects on well-beingBamett & Hyde,

2001). Second, participation in work and family roles can buffer individuals from distress
in one of the roles. Third, experiences in one role can produce positive effects in the other
role. Many studies have shown that experiences in work and family domains have
positive effects on each other. For example, supportive and flexible work environments
have been associated with positive behaviors and outcomes in the family domain

(Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000; Frone et al., 1997; Haas, 1999; Voydanoff, 2001). Barnett



(1994) also noted that positive experiences in the role of parent or spouse moderated the
relationship between psychological distress and job stress.

Other researchers also have contended that the work-family intetéaatite
should include work-family enrichment (e.g., Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Greenhaus &
Parsuraman, 1999) and some have begun to examine the outcomes of work-family
enrichment. Work-family enrichment has been associated with many positieenastc
For example, work-family enrichment correlated positively with enb@meental health
and physical well-being (Grzywacz & Marks, 2000), lower levels of problenkidg
(Grzywacz & Bass, 2003), and lower levels of depression (Hammer, Cullen, Neal,
Sinclair, & Shafiro, 2005). Harenstam and Bejerot (2001) found that individuals involved
in their family as well as work roles had a strong sense of well-being-i&imily
enrichment also has some positive effects at work. For example, Wayn&604). (
have shown that work-family enrichment leads to greater organizatiorsiasatin and
effort.

Recently, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) developed a model of work-family
enrichment. Their model proposed that five types of work and family resouncethiea
capacity to promote work-family enrichment and they specified two pativhich work
and family resources can promote work-family enrichment. These pathwestgsraed
the “instrumental pathway,” because the application of a resource hasramergtl
effect on performance in another role, and the “affective pathway,” becauseiacees
generated in one role can promote positive affect within that role which produces a
positive effect in another role. The current study included variables hypstdeirelate

to work-family conflict and enrichment in Greenhaus and Powell's theoretimaé!.



Specifically, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) stated that their theory goes beyand othe
enrichment theories by focusing on resources that may be generated in ond oale tha
be applied to another role, therefore, having the capacity to explain work-famil
enrichment. Greenhaus and Powell (2006) defined a resource as “an asset thaat may
drawn on when needed to solve a problem or cope with a challenging situation” (p. 80).
They specified five types of resources that may be generated in onegglé(eily
role) and used in another role (e.g., work role). They include skills and perspgective
psychological and physical resources, social capital resources, ftgxdmld material
resources.

In this study, an indirect effects model and a direct and indirect efifects|
were tested. Both the indirect effects and direct and indirect effectsisnincluded
variables associated with several of the resources listed by @reseahd Powell. For
example, the proposed indirect effects model contended that personalitydpsycal
and physical resources) and coping (skills and perspectives) predictetamilgk
conflict and work-family enrichment, which in turn were predictive of the ouécom
variables (psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and waikfaation).
The indirect effects model also posited that employer sensitivity (stapéhl resources
and material resources) predicted work-family conflict and workiyaenrichment and
work-family-conflict, which in turn predicted work satisfaction. The dir@nd indirect
effects model was equally plausible because personality (neurotigseeaaleness, and
conscientiousness) and coping could affect directly psychological functjoning
satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfaction, as well as indirg¢ltiyugh work-

family conflict and work-family enrichment. This model also sugges$tatdeamployer



sensitivity would directly affect work satisfaction and also have inde#ects through
work-family conflict and work-family enrichment. Outcomes in the mededre chosen
based on their importance in the work-family interface literature. Intinly s
psychological functioning (i.e., well-being and depression), satisfaatith life/love
(i.e., life and relationship satisfaction), and work satisfaction comprised thenoeit
variables. In addition, both work-family conflict and work-family enrichmeete
conceptualized as global constructs to examine the predictors and outcomiesesssoc
with these broad constructs in a sample of employed mothers.
Personality

In the work-family interface literature personality dimensions have bee
examined as possible risk, resource, vulnerability, or protective factors inaterrel
between work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, and psychologiistress
(Michel & Clark, 2009; Rantanen, Pulkkinen, & Kinnunen, 2005). Greenhaus and Powell
(2006) suggested that psychological resources are important to consider wheringxam
work-family interface variables. In fact, in their seminal paper on wankif/
enrichment theory, they stated “it would be fruitful to examine the impact of an
individual’'s dispositional characteristics on several linkages in the veonikyf
enrichment model” (p. 87). Personality has been hypothesized to have five orthogonal
dimensions including extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neyratidism
openness to experience (McCrae & John, 1992). This five-factor model is called the B
Five and was used to capture a broad picture of an individual's personality (Wayne,
Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). For example, extraversion can describe someone who is

assertive, active, outgoing, and talkative; agreeableness can be descridrad@sesvho
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is cooperative, likable, sympathetic, and kind; conscientiousness describes soime@one w
is achievement oriented, efficient, dependable, and likes to plan and be organized,;
neuroticism can be defined as someone who may be anxious, insecure, worried, tense,
and defensive; and openness to experience can be characterized by intelligessity, c
creativity, and originality (McCrae & John, 1992; Wayne et al., 2004). Personality
generally has been related to satisfaction with life and in relationshgps@grenforth,
Kashy, Donnellan, & Lucas, 2010), work satisfaction (e.g., Cohrs, Abele, & Dette, 2006;
Heller, Watson, & Hies, 2004; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Steel, Schmidt, & Shultz,
2008), and psychological functioning (e.g., Booth-Kewley & Vickers, 1990; Grant,
Langan-Fox, & Anglim 2009; Kotov, Gamez, Schmidt, & Watson, 2010; Steunenberg,
Braam, Beekman, Deeg, & Kerkho, 2009).

Researchers have suggested that personality variables should be condwered w
examining the relationship between multiple roles and well-being (M&l@ark, 2009;
Chunmaio & Xingchang, 2009; Noor, 2003). Several studies have examined the
relationship between personality, work-family conflict, and well-beingofiN2003;
Rantanen et al., 2005). Neuroticism has consistently shown to be related to work family
conflict. Negative relationships between agreeableness and conscientioutimess k-
family conflict also have been reported (Blanch & Aluja, 2009; Bruck &m®IR003;

Wayne, et al., 2004). Blanch and Aluja (2009) found relationships between neuroticism,
conscientiousness, and agreeableness with work-family conflict and wedl-bi®or

(2003) also found that neuroticism had a direct positive effect on well-being and an
indirect relationship via work-family conflict. The same study showedetkiaaversion

had a direct relationship with job satisfaction but also affected well-bedngctly
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through work-family conflict. Additionally, personality variables accountedaflarge
proportion of the variance in the conflict measures, elucidating the importance of
including personality variables when examining models of work-family anfli

In a longitudinal study, neuroticism was related positively to workifacanflict
and psychological distress (Rantanen et al., 2005). Neuroticism also moderated the
relationship between work-family conflict and psychological distress éowttmen in
the study. Rantanen et al. also found that agreeableness was negatiteslytoela
psychological distress for both men and women. The authors suggested that neuroticism
had a role as both a risk factor for work-family conflict and a vulnerabdtof as a
moderating link between work-family conflict and psychological distfRssitanen et
al., 2005).

Fewer studies have examined the relationship between personality and work-
family enrichment. Interestingly, the personality dimensions relevantti-family
conflict are distinct from those relevant to work-family enrichment, whiciéur
demonstrates that work-family enrichment is not merely the opposite of woily-fam
conflict (Wayne et al., 2004). Wayne et al. found, as previous studies have, that
neuroticism was related to work-family conflict; however, it was only \ye@tated to
work-family facilitation. The authors found that extraversion was relategtk-family
facilitation but not to work-family conflict. Conscientiousness was found ttertda
work-family conflict and agreeableness was related negatively only totaxdamily
conflict but not family-to-work conflict. Both conscientiousness and agreeablemes
related positively to both family-to-work facilitation, but not to work-to-figmi

facilitation. Openness to experiences was related positively to wdektity facilitation

12



but not to family-to-work facilitation. The authors suggested that becacisetthese
dimensions were related to one direction of facilitation but not the other megt r&fl
difference in the nature of the facilitation originating in each domain (Wetyak 2004).

More recently, Michel and Clark (2009) examined how personality plays a role in
work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, and satisfaction outcenidichel and
Clark (2009) examined positive affect and negative affect (personaliffoles) as
predictors of work-family conflict and work family enrichment. The gtialind that
individuals higher in negative affect had higher levels of work-family conffidtlawer
levels of family and job satisfaction. They also found that individuals higher in positive
affect had higher levels of work-family enrichment and higher levelsnafyffaand job
satisfaction. The authors concluded that perceptions of work-family conflict @nke w
family enrichment were influenced by dispositional affect (Michell&rk; 2009). This
study and others seemed to suggest a pattern between the more negativetpéraidsa
(i.e., neuroticism, negative affect) with work-family conflict and trerepositive
personality traits (i.e., extraversion, positive affect) with work-famiyahment (David
et al., 1997; Michel & Clark, 2009).

A handful of studies have examined the relationship between personality and
work-family conflict; however, researchers continued to note the lack oestadi
individual differences in the work-family conflict literature (Blan&luja, 2009; Eby,
Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005). Fewer studies have examined
personality and work-family enrichment. Michel and Clark (2009) urged vasrkhy
researchers to continue to study the role of personality in the work-fanaifaice. Other

researchers commented on the lack of research on individual differences ifamdyk
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literature as an important gap that needs to be addressed (Blanch & Aluja, 2069, Eb
al., 2005). Many of the studies use the Big Five personality factors to examine the
relationship between work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, andoterioutcome
variables like well-being and psychological distress (Noor, 2003; Rantanen2€0&;
Wayne et al., 2004) but one recent study examining the relationship betweefamdyk
interface models defined personality in terms of dispositional affech@V& Clark,
20009).

The current study used the Big Five personality model because it seemed to
capture a broader definition of personality. Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suduaisted t
psychological resources are important for enrichment, which is why cangidee role
of personality could contribute to our knowledge in this area. This study invesdtigat
further how personality was related to work-family conflict and workifaenrichment,
and considered personality, work-family conflict, work-family enrientand other
work-family interface variables as predictors of psychological functgrsatisfaction
with life/love, and work satisfaction among employed mothers. Specifithib/study
examined three of the Big Five personality factors as predictors. Nesmatici
agreeableness, and conscientiousness were chosen as separate late# icacapiure
personality because they seem to be the most relevant in the work-fesraiyte and
women generally score higher on neuroticism, agreeableness, and consciesgitheame
men generally (Costagerracciano, 8McCrae, 2001; Schmitt, Realoracek & McCrae,

2001).
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Coping

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested that coping is a resource (one of the
skills and perspective resources) that can be drawn on when needed to solve a problem or
deal with a challenging situation. Heppner and Krauskopf (1987) defined coping as any
goal-directed sequence of cognitive operations, affective operations, Eanddral
responses for the purpose of adapting to internal and external demands. Coping had been
shown to have a relationship with psychological functioning (e.g., Heining & Gan) 2008
and many studies in the work-family interface literature examined the tamgerof
coping and work-family conflict. For example, Lapierre and Allen (2006) sugésat
the use of problem-focused coping, along with support from one’s family and supervisor,
seemed promising in terms of avoiding work-family conflict. In the workitfainterface
literature, coping had been shown to have a direct relationship with work-fzonilyct
and served as a mediator between various predictors and work-familgtconfli

Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2007) found that gender and gender role ideology
moderated the relationship between specific coping strategies and wolkdanflict.
In a meta-analyses, coping style and coping skills had relationships with b&th wor
interfering with family and family interfering with work, such that a pesitoping style
or having better coping skills seemed to provide some protection from work interfering
with family and family interfering with work (Byron, 2005). The researclaeled that
employees who have better coping behaviors experience less work interfighing
family and family interfering with work (Byron, 2005). Perrone and Worthington (2001)
found that coping mediated the relationship between work-family conflict ancamarit

guality such that marital quality increased when individuals were bettetcatdpe with
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work-family conflict. Voydanoff (2002) stated that coping strategiediated the
relationship between work-family interface and work and family satisfadn a more
recent study, Perrone et al. (2006) established that coping partially detimte
relationship between work-family conflict and family satisfaction, but elated to work
satisfaction. The authors proposed that individuals who experience work-familitc
and perceive themselves as coping well may have higher family sabisfdozn those
who experience work-family conflict and do not perceive themselves as coping
adequately.

As demonstrated above, many studies have examined the role of coping on work-
family conflict, yet few studies examined how coping was related to-veonky
enrichment. Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested that the ability to cope by
generating resources was crucial in the enrichment process. The studsnt
investigated further how coping was related to work-family confhdt\@ork-family
enrichment, and considered coping, work-family conflict, work-familychnment, and
other salient work-family interface variables as predictors of psychualiofginctioning,
satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfaction among employed mothers.
Employer Sensitivity

In Greenhaus and Powell's (2006) model, they identified social capital resources
as “interpersonal relationships in work and family roles that may assistdadisiin
achieving their goals” (p. 80). The current study assessed supportiveness of one’s
organization or employers to be capture a part of social capital resourcéisetkelsy

Greenhaus and Powell’'s theory.
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Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, and Kacmar (2007) suggested that a supportive work
environment, including supportive supervisors, coworkers, and culture, promoted gains
that benefit family life. Research has shown a relationship between varimssdbwork
support and work-family conflict. For example, Goff, Mount, and Jamison (1990) found
that support from a supervisor around family-related problems lowered women'’s
experience of role conflict. Warren and Johnson (1995) reported that supervisors’
flexibility with family responsibilities contributed to a decrease onven’s role strain.
Similarly, Frye and Breaugh (2004) found that supervisor support, family-fyiend|
policies, and hours worked per week were predictive of work-family conflict ahd tha
supervisor support was related to family-work conflict. Additionally, Endvet al.

(2001) found that supervisor support accounted for unique variance in work-family
conflict with a sample of employed women. In a meta-analysis, Byron (2600%) that

less supportive co-workers and supervisors contributed to women having more work-to
family conflict than family-to-work conflict.

More recently, Cinamon and Rich (2008) examined the role of spousal and
managerial support in both work-family conflict and work-family fadilda. They found
that only managerial support predicted both work-family conflict and workiyfami
facilitation, suggesting the importance of manager support. Spousal support was found to
predict only family-to-work facilitation. The current study sought to undedsthe role
of organizational support, in work-family conflict and work-family enrigminby
examining organizational support as a component of the latent construct employer

sensitivity.
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Psychological Functioning

Many studies have considered the effect of the work-family interface on
psychological functioning (e.g., Erdwins et al., 2001; Frone, 2000). In the current study,
the latent variable psychological functioning was assessed with meatperseived
wellness and depression. Perceived wellness is defined as a “mannergothati
permits the experience of consistent, balanced growth in the physical, §piritua
psychological, social, emotional, and intellectual dimensions of human existence”
(Adams, 1995, p. 15). These six dimensions are understood to be interrelated, interactive,
and integrated within the entire system of functioning, conceptualizing petceive
wellness as a broad, one factor construct (Hantaghler,& Rogers,2005). Harari et al.
asserted that Adams’ (1995) model assumes that when people perceive theasselve
attending to all the wellness dimensions they are healthier becausecbadatributes
positively to their overall perceived wellness. The current study usessune of
depression that examines level of depressive symptomotology with an emphasis on
depressed mood, feelings of helplessness and hopelessness, feelings of guilt and
worthlessness, loss of appetite, sleep disturbance, and psychomotor retardation.

In the work-family conflict literature, women’s role strain wastedanegatively
to psychological functioning (Erdwins, et al., 2001). For example, Frone (2000) found
that individuals who experienced work-family conflict were more likely tharethos
experiencing conflict to have a mood disorder, anxiety disorder, and substance
dependence disorder. Additionally, work-family conflict was related to amithdil's
physical health; work-family conflict was associated with obe§tgywacz, 2000) and

family-work conflict predicted hypertension (Frone et al., 1997).
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Alternatively, Barnett and Hyde (2001) and Greenhaus and Parsuraman (1999)
argued that researchers should abandon the idea that the work family interface only
produces stress, stating that multiple roles can lead to fulfillment. liréaeiarch has
demonstrated that multiple roles can have beneficial effects on psyclablmgic
physical well-being (Barnett & Hyde, 2001). For example, Grzywacz (200dyfthat
family-work enrichment was associated with psychological functioningparent of
work-family conflict. Additionally, work-family enrichment was ecelated positively
with enhanced mental and physical well-being and lower levels of problemndyinki
(Grzywacz & Bass, 2003; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Grzywacs and Bass (2003)
suggested that mental health is optimized when work-family conflict is holiaamily-
work enrichment is high. Examining the effect of work-family conflict amadkafamily
enrichment on psychological functioning corresponds to Powell and Greenhaus’s (2006)
call to understanding the relationship between these two constructs. To extend the
research on the relationship between well-being and work-family contticivark-
family enrichment, the current study examined psychological functiorsngeasured
by perceived wellness and depression, as an outcome variable.

Satisfaction with Life/Love

In the current study, the latent construct satisfaction with life/love was
operationalized as including both life satisfaction and relationshifeszis.

Life SatisfactionLife satisfaction was defined as the extent to which a person
experienced general satisfaction with her life (Diener, 2000). Globadifefaction has
been correlated with specific aspects of life satisfaction in domaamsnlarital

satisfaction (Diener et al., 1999). Many studies in the work-family ederfiterature

19



have examined the effect of work and family on life satisfaction. For exampten®e
(1999) found that a combination of work roles, such as work, marital, and parental, leads
to greater overall life satisfaction. In addition, satisfaction with workfamily has an
additive effect on life satisfaction, happiness, and quality of life (Riceeri&
McFarlin, 1992; Rice, McFarlin, Hunt, & Near, 1985). Kossek and Ozeki (1998) found
that work-to-family conflict was more related to general life &atteon than was family-
to-work conflict. Some research has examined some aspects of work-¢amcyment
as well. For example, Sumer and Knight (2001) found that life satisfactionated-el
negatively with negative spillover from work and negative spillover from family a
positively with positive spillover from work and positive spillover from familye@all,
life satisfaction had been found to correlate negatively with work-famniffico(e.qg.,
Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Sumer & Knight, 2001) and positively with work-family
enrichment (e.g., Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007; Sumer & Knight, 2001).
Relationship SatisfactioiRelationship satisfaction was defined, in this study, as
the extent to which individuals generally are satisfied in their reldtiprislendrick,
1988). Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) theory suggested that an investigation of work-
family conflict and enrichment processes should include measures of workhahd fa
functioning. Thus, the current study assessed relationship satisfactionpanesrnof
family satisfaction. Research has revealed that work and work-familyatemfluence
family functioning (e.g., Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Ford, Heinen, & Langkamer, 2007;
Frone et al., 1997; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Perrone et al.,
2006; Whiston & Cinamom, 2008). For example, Carlson and Kacmar (2000) asserted

that decreased family satisfaction results when an individual struggle=etdhme
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demands from one domain because of interference from the other domain, such as work
and family. Other studies have shown that work-family conflict is relateatinety to
family satisfaction (e.g., Perrone et al., 2006). Less research constieretetof work-
family enrichment in relationship satisfaction, although one study found a tiomela
between relationship satisfaction and work-family conflict and work-faemtichment.
More specifically, negative spillover from work and negative spillover from hoene w
related negatively to relationship satisfaction and positive spillover from wark a
positive spillover from home were related positively to relationship saisfiaSumer &
Knight, 2001).
Work Satisfaction

Work satisfaction was defined in this study as satisfaction with one’s joly Man
studies in the work-family interface literature have shown that worldyfaonflict can
affect satisfaction with work. Work-family conflict had been shown to beeclat
negatively to job satisfaction and predictive of dissatisfaction with work and work
malfunction (e.g., Allen et al. 2000; Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Frone et al., 1992b). And,
although some studies have found no relationship between work-family conflict and work
satisfaction (e.g., Bedian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988) or found that work satigfacti
correlated with work interfering with family but not family interferiwgh work (e.g.,
Adams, King, & King,1996), Kossek and Ozeki’s (1998) meta-analyses found a
consistent negative relationship between all forms of work-family confhiati(
interfering with family and family interfering with work) and work stidion. In
addition, work-family conflict was linked to decreased satisfaction at waosksample of

Malaysian married professionals (Ahmad, 1996). The negative outcome of wolk-fami
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conflict on work satisfaction highlighted the need for further understanding and further
need for interventions in assisting individuals in integrating these two domainst¢whi
& Cinamon, under review).

In addition, research often failed to examine the relationship of work-family
enrichment with work satisfaction with most studies focusing on the relationshipdret
work-family conflict and work satisfaction (e.g., Allen et al., 2000; Kossekz&kD
1998). However, work-family enrichment had been shown to be related to greater
organizational satisfaction and effort; specifically, work-to-fgr{flut not family-to-
work) facilitation was related to job satisfaction (Wayne et al., 2004).

Statement of the Problem

The work-family interface literature has been dominated by studies on work-
family conflict and few researchers have examined the positive aspéctgiog
multiple roles. Powell and Greenhaus (2006) asserted that theories were ndatbget
the gap between conflict and enrichment perspectives of the work-familyaoegthey
developed a theoretical model of work-family enrichment to guide studies obtke w
family interface, and their theory was the foundation for this research. @ sisth
counseling psychology’s focus on assets and strengths (Gelso & Fretz, 2@ hres
should examine how managing work and family roles can lead to fulfillment in dee’s |
and not just conflict. Many researchers stated that the simplistic beliefishass is
found at the intersection of work and family should be discarded, and current research
should focus on the conditions that distinguish when multiple roles leads to distress and
when they lead to fulfilment (Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Byron, 2005; Greenhaus &

Parasuraman, 1999). Thus, the current investigation examined the effieacy of
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theoretically derived model of the relationships among hypothesized predi&grs (
neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, coping, employer senality
outcomes (i.e., psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, workfaation)
associated with work-family enrichment and work-family conflict immngle of
employed mothers. Employer sensitivity was hypothesized to only ptediatork-
related variables, work satisfaction, work-family conflict and work#@enrichment
(not psychological functioning or satisfaction with life/love).

This study informed the work of counseling psychologists in their roles as
researchers, therapists, and advocates by broadening our understanding of the work-
family interface for employed mothers. According to Gilbert and Radar (2008),
counseling psychologists assist dual-earner families manage theiamdl@sd
government and workplace policies in becoming more family-friendly. Moreover,
expanding research on work-family conflict and work-family enrichmemiezzd
professionals who design and implement career interventions to reduce conflict and
facilitate positive work and family relations (Cinamon & Rich, 2008). Thus, the findings
from this study could inform counseling psychologists’ work in individual therapy,
couples therapy, and vocational counseling. Additionally, this study corresponded to
counseling psychologists’ roles as advocates of social justice by atlyaceentific
understanding of the work-family interface among working women, informiregecar
counseling interventions with women, and highlighting possible changes needed in the
workplace to advance women’s career development.

Since little is known about how work-family conflict and work-family enriemin

and associated predictors and outcomes relate to one another, we tested tadgi@ode
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an indirect effects model and a direct and indirect effects model), both of wiieh w
grounded in theoretical propositions (e.g., Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Specificlly, th
objective of the current study was to present and test conceptual models oamadyk-f
conflict and work-family enrichment. The current study had three purposesrsthe f
purpose was to examine the relationships among various predictors (neuroticism,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, coping, and employer sensitivity), variougsutcom
(psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfagtiand work-
family conflict and work-family enrichment to broaden our understanding of the
relationships among these constructs. The second purpose was to test an inglitect eff
model, the proposed model of predictors and outcomes of work-family conflict and work-
family enrichment (Figure 1). Finally, the third purpose was to test an gqelisible
theoretically derived model (Figure 2) to determine which of the two modelse@hdi
effects model or direct and indirect effects model) best fit the data.

The models extended the literature in many ways. First, simultaneousiyimngc
the negative effects of combining work and family roles (work-family coiféind
positive effects of work and family roles (work-family enrichmentpoegled to the need
for a more comprehensive framework for examining the work-familyfader(e.g.,
Frone, 2003; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Second, specifying important predictors of
work-family conflict and work-family enrichment (neuroticism, agtdeness,
conscientiousness, coping, and employer sensitivity) and focusing on specifimesitc
(psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfagiiwoadened
our understanding of these constructs as well as contributes to the studgrdidbieand

Powell’'s (2006) theory of work-family enrichment. Finally, the curramtgtused
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advanced statistical analyses (e.g., structural equation modeling) tctespeehensive
model of work-family interface, advancing the way researchers haeiead these

constructs (i.e., studying work-family conflict and work-familyiehment together).
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CHAPTER 2
Review of Literature

The review of the literature is organized into subsections. The first section
includes an overview of work-family conflict theory. The second section proaitles
overview of the theoretical advances of work-family enrichment theory, alsite
examining the relationship between work-family conflict and work-fammlycement.
The following sections review the research on work-family conflict and feoriky
enrichment and personality, coping, employer sensitivity, psychologiuvetidning
(perceived wellness and depression), satisfaction with life/love @lifefaction and
relationship satisfaction) and work satisfaction, respectively.

Overview of Work-Family Conflict Theory

Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) define work-family conflict as “a form efriwie
conflict in which the role pressures from the work and family domains are mutually
incompatible in some respect” (p. 77). The authors identified three forms offavoilly-
conflict: (1) time-based conflict, (2) strain-based conflict, and (3awen-based
conflict. The model proposed that any role that affects a person's time inealyem
strain, or behavior within a role can create conflict between that role and armd¢her
Time-based conflict can take two forms: time pressures in one role cantrphisically
impossible to comply with expectations in another role and pressures alsoneeatgea
preoccupation with one role even when one is physically attempting to meet tweddem
of another role (Bartolome & Evans, 1979). Work or family role charactertbiats
require large amounts of time can produce work-family conflict. Additionallyrieta

persons experienced more work-family conflict than non-married personadh&
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Gyllstrom, 1977) and Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) stated that parents wouldneeperie
more work-family conflict than non-parents because of the time requiremeuishin e
role. More specifically, conflict is experienced when these time pressane®ne role

are incompatible with the demands of the other role.

Strain-based conflict can occur when strain frmarticipation in one role makes it
difficult to fulfill requirements of another role. Greenhaus and Beuteld9§%) model
proposed that any work or family role characteristic that produces stiraitacase work-
family conflict. Behavior-based conflict, on the other hand, occurs when specific
behaviors required by one role make it difficult to fulfill the requiremengnother. An
example of behavior-based conflict is when a person at work is expected to lssiaggre
and self-reliant, but expected to be nurturing and warm at home (Greenhaus & Beutel
1985).

In their model of work-family conflict, Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) also
proposed that when work and family roles are salient and central to the perden’s sel
concept, work-family conflict is intensified. Cinamon and Rich (2002a) noted that
women experience more work-family conflict then men because they tyfheake
greater responsibilities in the home and attribute more importance to fatagy(e.g.,
women reported higher parenting values then men, 2002a). They explored between and
within group differences in women’s and men’s importance in life roles (work and
family) and their implications for work-family conflict. An earlieudy by the same
authors found that three distinct profiles of workers exists who differ in their iammer
to life and family roles: the dual profile (high importance to work and family)wibrk

profile (high importance to work roles and low importance to the family role), and the
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family profile (high importance to family roles and low importance to worksrole
Cinamon & Rich, 2002b). Participants in the more recent study were 126 married men
and 87 married women who worked at computer or law firms in the Tel Aviv area. Most
of the participants were parents (79.3%). The researchers used a clUgts &ma

identify distinct groups of participants’ assignment of importance to watkamily

roles. As expected, more women than men fit the family profile and more men than
women fit the work profile, with no differences within genders across the dudepiofi
addition, women’s parenting values were higher than men’s, women assigned more
importance than men to family-to-work conflict, and women reported higher lgvels
work interfering with family life.

Work-family conflict often is seen as consisting as two distinct conceptk, w
interference with family and family interference with work (Byron, 200%5}hkir meta-
analysis, Kossek and Ozeki (1998) found support for distinguishing between the two
concepts. In a meta-analytic review of work-family conflict, it icasnd that factors
related to an individual’s job are expected to be more related to work interfeting w
family than family interfering with work (Byron, 2005). On the other hand, factor
related to family are expected to relate more to family interferitiyg work than work
interfering with family. Byron also pointed out that individual and demographic
variables, such as income, might simultaneously influence both work and famikgdJnde
all work variables (job involvement, hours spent at work, work support, schedule
flexibility, and job stress) had a greater impact on work interferinig fainily than
family interfering with work. Contrary to what Byron expected, the corcgldietween

non-work variables (e.g., family involvement, family stress, number of childehaed
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family interfering with work did not have consistently stronger relationskipsthe
demographic and individual variables, only coping style and skills had a similar
relationship to both work interfering with family and family interferinghaitork.
Having a positive coping style or skills provided protection from work interferittg w
family and family interfering with work.

Also of note, the meta-analysis found that male employees tended to have more
work interfering with family and females tended to have more family grieg with
work (Byron, 2005). Overall, the results provided support for the differentiation between
work interfering with family and family interfering with work. Moreovegsearch
supported the idea that work interfering with family and family intergewith work are
two distinct constructs with sometimes differing antecedents and outcomestdliv&i
Cinamon, in press). Byron concluded her article by calling researchers to

discard the overly simplistic notion that distress must be found at the intensecti

of work and family, and instead focus on determining the conditions that

distinguish when multiple roles leads to distress and when multiple roles lead to

fulfillment. (p. 193).
Overview of Work-Family Enrichment Theory

Researchers have argued that the conflict perspective has dominatedkthe wo
family interface literature (Barnett, Marshall, Raudenbush, & Brennan, 1993; E
Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Although
various theories have attempted to explain the linkages between work and fanlily, unti
recently, there was little theoretical attention to ways in which work anilyfeoles are

seen as “allies” rather than “enemies” (Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000; Gre&haus
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Powell, 2006). Existing work-family theories and studies largely focus on wayisich
work and family detract from one another with much of the research emphasiessy str
conflict, and impaired well-being for dual-earner couples (Greenhaus & Paoeb).
Recently, researchers have called for a more balanced approach thaizexthe
positive effects of combining work and family roles (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006)hwhi
is consistent with emerging trends on psychology (Seligman, 2002).

Psychologists from various disciplines have examined the positive relagsnshi
between work and family roles by examining seemingly related constRactexample,
studies in this area have examined concepts like positive spillover (e.g.tBarnet
Marshall, Sayer, 1992; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Hanson,
Hammer, & Colton, 2006), facilitation (e.g., Boyar & Mosley, 2007; Hill, 2005; van
Steenbergen, Ellemers, & Mooiijaart, 2007; Voyandoff, 2005; Wayne et al., 2004),
enhancement (e.g., Gordon, Whelan-Berry, & Hamilton, 2007), or enrichment
(Kirchmeyer, 1992; Rothbard, 2001). It is challenging for researchers ¢patde
research on work-family enrichment because of the various constructs anittbdef
used across and within various disciplines (Whiston & Cinamon, under review).
Researchers should specify the directionality of the work-family iterfiacluding
work-to-family conflict, family-to-work conflict, work-to-fanmyl facilitation, and family-
to-work facilitation; Frone, 2003). Whiston and Cinimon (under review) note that it
seems that work and family provide individuals with different resources that paoven
role performance and quality of life in the other domain (e.g., Carlson, KacmgngWa
& Grzywacz, 2006; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000). Greenhaus and Powell (2006) argue that

there is an absence of a theoretical framework to examine the positots effe
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combining work and family roles. Next, | will briefly describe Greenhaus anePsw
theory of work-family enrichment, the theoretical basis of the proposed model.
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) start with examining three ways in which
participation in multiple roles can produce positive outcomes. The first is thiatwdr
family experiences have additive effects on well-being, a relatiprisat has been
consistently demonstrated (e.g., Barnett & Hyde, 2001; Perry-Jenkins et al., 26900). T
second is based on the premise that participation in work and family roles can “buffer
individuals from distress in one of the roles” (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73). The
third states that experiences in one role can produce positive experiences el posi
outcomes in the other role, much like a transfer of positive experiences from otte role
the other. Greenhaus and Powell argue that this third mechanism best captkres wor
family enrichment. The authors define work-family enrichment as “tteneto which
experiences in one role improve the quality of life in the other role” and consider the
construct to be bi-directional (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 73).
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) argue their model goes beyond prior research and
theory by
(1) identifying five types of work and family resources that have thectgiga
promote work-family-enrichment, (2) specifying two mechanisms or paths by
which these resources can promote work-family-enrichment, and (3) proposing
several moderator variables that determine the conditions under which essourc
in one role are most likely to enrich the quality of life in the other role (p. 79).
Additionally, the authors illustrate how experiences in one role (Role A) caovefie

quality of life in the other role (Role B). Greenhaus and Powell identify theyipes of
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resources that can be generated in one role to produce high performancer(theeiat
path) and positive affect (the affective path) in the other role. The authare defource
as “an asset that may be drawn on when needed to solve a problem or cope with a
challenging situation” (p. 80). The five types of resources specified bydtelnmclude:
skills and perspectives, psychological and physical resources, soctal-cegources,
flexibility, and material resources. The current study sought to exparicetbwy of
work-family enrichment by examining variables associated witrethesources. For
example, the model considers personality (specifically, neuroticiseeageness, and
conscientiousness) a psychological and physical resource, coping a skiltspetpee
resource, and employer sensitivity a social capital resource. Thelbetq@rgariables
(neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and coping) were used in the current
study, along with work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, to pregisychological
functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfaction among eyeglonothers.
The predictor variable, employer sensitivity, was used along with wankyfaonflict
and work-family enrichment to predict work satisfaction.

Greenhaus and Powell's (2006) theory proposed two pathways in which the
resources can promote work-family enrichment. The first path is the instalmatit,
where in this path different resources are directly transferred from enmrile other
role, improving performance in the latter role. The authors note that self-gsteethner
related constructs like self-efficacy and self-confidence, can be seeresource
(psychological resource) that enhance performance in another role becasise of it

stimulation of motivation, effort, persistence, and goal setting (e.g.uliRaCampbell,

32



2002; Erez & Judge, 2001; Judge & Bono, 2001; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 2000;
Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998; Wood & Bandura, 1989).

The second pathway is the affective pathway and is described as “when
individuals receive extensive resources from a role, their positive affdwtirole is
increased, which, in turn, facilitates their functioning in the other roledd@raus &

Powell, 2006, p. 82). The affective path has two components: the effect of resources on
positive affect in a role and the facilitating effect of positive afiecne role on the
performance in the other role. Greenhaus and Powell use some of our chosen predictor
variables to demonstrate the first component of the affective pathwaydmpke, they

state that self-esteem derived from one role can trigger a positive mood arreswath

that role (Isen & Baron, 1991). The authors also point out that financial rewardsssuch
income, are related to positive feelings about one’s career (Judge et al., 19%&) and t
total family income promotes marital stability (Haas, 1999).

In their theory, Greenhaus and Powell also describe several moderadbtegri
that determine the conditions under which resources in one role are most likelyho enric
the quality of life in the other role. However, for the purposes of the current sttiggrfur
explanation of the moderator variables were not needed. Next, we will examine the
relationship between work-family conflict and work-family enrichment.

The Relationship between Work-Family Conflict and Work-Family Enrichment

In their article, Powell and Greenhaus (2006) attempted to explain the complex
relationship between work-family conflict and work-family enrichmehieyrnoted how
previous research has found a small, non-significant relationship between the two

variables; some researchers had proposed that they think work-family candliatork-
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family enrichment were related negatively. However, the averagelaton of work

family conflict and work-family enrichment across 21 studies was -.02eftBiaus &

Powell, 2006). This finding suggests that conflict and enrichment are seemingly
dissimilar and independent constructs. More recently, an investigation by Cinamon and
Rich (2008) concluded that conflict and facilitation (another word for enrichmenrg) we
distinct constructs.

In their study, Cinamon and Rich (2008) examined 322 female teachers in Israel
aged 23 to 63, 266 of whom were married and 281 of whom had children. Cinamon and
Rich questioned whether conflict and facilitation were orthogonal or opposingumsstr
if they had unique antecedents, and if they were related differentially tcediffgork
and family outcomes. Generally, they found there were complex relations betwee
conflict and facilitation, with different patterns of association in the work andyfa
domain. More specifically, it was found that managerial support predicted botlciconfl
and facilitation relations while work-to-family and family-to-waronflict predicted
burn-out.

The extent to which individuals may experience work-family enrichnfenild
have no bearing on their level of work-family conflict (Powell & Greenhaus, 2006).
other words, just because an individual is experiencing conflict between their work and
family roles, it does not necessarily mean that same individual is with or without
enrichment in those same roles.

Powell and Greenhaus (2006) examined the relationship between work-family
conflict and enrichment along both the instrumental and affective pathways, agetigges

in their work-family enrichment theory. They considered when work-faemlychment

34



may not take place along the instrumental path for a particular resourck;cahic
happen when any of the following conditions are present: (1) the resource may not be
generated in the first role (Role A), (2) the resource may be generatetéiA Rut not
applied to the other role (Role B), and (3) the resource may be generated MRble
unsuccessfully applied to Role B. An example of the first condition is when exprienc
in the family role may not generate material resources that aralaedbr the work role,
such as a no-interest loan that could be used to launch a new business (Powell &
Greenhaus, 2006). An example of the second condition is when a relative’s advice about
how to make use of information technology at work is ignored. Basically, the resource
generated in one role may not be applied to the other role because the resoarcass se
irrelevant to the other role (Powell & Greenhaus, 2006). An example of the third
condition is when a skill learned at home, such as team-based problem-solvinges appl
inappropriately or unsuccessfully to one’s role at work, maybe because the drganiza
emphasizes individual responsibilities (Powell & Greenhaus, 2006).

When work-family enrichment does not occur because the first or second
condition is present, it does not necessarily mean that work-family cadtats
(Powell & Greenhaus, 2006). Furthermore, when the third condition is present, it could
be work-family conflict is likely to occur because the individual applied afsérh one
role to the other role, making matters worse, not better. Work-family coaficcwork-
family enrichment are related negatively in the third condition, but unrelatedwziash
the first and second conditions (Powell & Greenhaus, 2006).

Along the affective pathway, a resource in one role needs to be genacted a

then promote positive affect in that same role, which, in turn, promotes high performance

35



in the other role. Powell and Greenhaus (2006) suggested three conditions when work-
family enrichment may not occur along this path. The first condition is whensiberce
has no influence on the affect in Role A (the first role). In this condition, workyfam
conflict and work-family enrichment are unrelated because a low level &tfaamily
enrichment does not imply a high level of work-family conflict. The second conddi
defined when “the resource may promote negative affect in Role A, eithatydmec
indirectly, such that performance in Role B is reduced” (Powell & Greenhaus, 2006, p.
654). In other words, this condition is present when an experience in one role (Role A)
generates fatigue and stress, detracting from their performareesedond role (Role
B). The authors stated that in this condition a low level of work-family enrichdoest
imply a high level of work-family conflict. This statement suggested that-feonily
conflict and work-family enrichment were related negatively. The third,astd |
condition, is when the positive affect produced by a resource in one role (Role A) does
not influence performance in the other role (Role B). For example, positivt iaffene
role may energize an individual but the energy may not be applied to the other role if the
other role is not as salient to the individual's self-concept (Thoits, 1991). In this
condition, work-family conflict and work-family enrichment are seemingiselated
constructs because a low level of work-family enrichment does not imply a faejlofe
work-family conflict.

Powell and Greenhaus (2006) have demonstrated that work-family conflict and
work-family enrichment can be related negatively under some conditions atateohie
others. Additionally, results by Cinamon and Rich (2008) suggested that conflict and

enrichment are distinct constructs. Therefore, it is important to examinefavoilly
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conflict and work-family enrichment distinctly, observing how each contrsist¢he
outcome variables.
Personality

In the literature, personality has been shown to have a relationship with various
work-family interface variables. For example, several personalitgriBions have been
shown to have a direct relationship with work-family conflict (e.g., Noor, 2003), work-
family enrichment (e.g., Wayne et al., 2004), and other outcomes in the wolk-fami
interface literature (e.g., Noor, 2003; Rantanen et al., 2005; Wayne et al., 2004).
Additionally, personality dimensions have been found to moderate relationships between
several work and family interface variables (e.g., Noor, 2003; Rantanen et al., 2005).
Fewer studies have shown the relationship between work-family enrichment and
personality; however, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested that psychological
resources, such as personality, can be a resource that individuals use to prokiote wor
family enrichment.

Blanch and Aluja (2009) examined the interaction effects between work and
family situational variables with individual personality dimensions in predietiog-
family conflict with women (59%) and men (41%) employed in administration,
management, technical, and education services at public and private compaaiast(ra
reported). Participants were married or co-habiting. Work variables eadrnm the
study were job demand, job control, and work support. Family variables included the
number of children at home, mean age of the children living at home, and family support.

Blanch and Aluja (2009) used a variation of the Big Five personality dimensions

derived from several personality inventories (Aluja, Garcia, & Garcia, 2008).
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dimensions are impulsive sensation seeking, neuroticism-anxiety, aggrasestility,
activity, and sociability. Factor analysis examining the relationshipdszt the Big Five
dimensions and the alternative dimensions revealed that impulsive sensation seeking
loaded negatively in the conscientiousness factor, neuroticism-anxiety lpasiévely

on the neuroticism factor, and aggression-hostility loaded negatively on theldgmesa
factor (Zuckerman, Kuhlman, Joireman, Teta, & Kraft, 1993). Blanch and Aluja (2009)
found that work demand, work and family support, and neuroticism were the most
predictive variables of both work interfering with family and family interig with

work. Impulsive sensation seeking moderated the relationship of children ageeat hom
and family interfering with work. The researchers note that their findiregscasistent
with past research reporting significant relationships between neuroticism,
conscientiousness, and agreeableness with work-family conflict and wejl{déayne

et al., 2004). The authors suggested that the continued study of personalitgsaniabl
the work-family conflict literature in needed.

Noor (2003) tested an exploratory model of three sets of variables (dg@micgra
variables such as age, education, and marital status; personality, suglotisisi® and
extraversion; and work and family related variables such as work hours, nurngbarof
in present job, total number of years worked, job demands, job control, work support,
number of children, spouse support) in the prediction of well-being (distress and job
satisfaction) and also included a test of the indirect effect of thesdhlarion well-
being, via perceptions of work-family conflict with a sample of 147 British @romith
children (race not reported). The majority were married (83.0%) and the remagrag

separated, divorced or widowed (14.3%) or single (2.7%). Noor (2003) found that
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neuroticism had a direct positive effect on well-being and an indirect relaifporia
work-family conflict. Extraversion had a direct relationship with job &attgon but also
affected well-being indirectly through work-family conflict. Addmially, personality
variables accounted for a large proportion of the variance in the conflict measures
highlighting the importance of including personality variables when exagimodels of
work-family conflict.

In a longitudinal study, Rantanen et al. (2005) examined the role of the Big Five
personality dimensions in the relationship between work-family conflict and
psychological distress with 80 women and 75 men from the Jyvaskyla Longitudinal
Study of Personality and Social Development (JYLS). In the study, the &g Fi
personality dimensions were assessed at age 33 and work-family conflict and
psychological distress were assessed at age 36. At age 36, 90% of theapéstivere
married or cohabitating and 90% reported having at least one child living at haoge. R
of the participants was not reported. Both direct and moderating effezstobf the Big
Five personality dimensions in the link between work-family conflict andhmdggical
distress were examined simultaneously in the study. They found that neuretessm
positively related to work-family conflict and psychological distress1{&zen et al.,
2005). Neuroticism also moderated the relationship between work-family ¢@mitic
psychological distress for the women in the study. Agreeableness was riggalated
to psychological distress for both women and men. The authors proposed that
neuroticism had a role as a risk factor for work-family conflict and a vaihléy factor

as a moderating link between work-family conflict and psychologicakdstiRantanen
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et al., 2005). This study demonstrates the need to examine personality varidbles wit
work-family conflict variables, such as work-family conflict and psyobadal distress.

Studies have also shown a relationship between personality and work-family
enrichment. Although there are fewer studies in this area, two studies found that
personality dimensions related to work-family conflict were not the santiee
personality dimensions related to work-family enrichment, suggesting theonstructs
are not mere opposites of one another. Wayne et al. (2005) used a national, random
sample (N=2,130) to examine the relationship between the Big Five personality
dimensions with work-family conflict and work-family facilitation and kvjob and
family effort and satisfaction. About 52% of the participants were male inergat8%
female), 69% were married, and 80% were parents. Race of the participantst was
reported. Wayne et al. found that neuroticism and conscientiousness was oelatek t
family conflict; however, neuroticism was only weakly related to warkify
facilitation. Extraversion was related to work-family facilitation but wowork-family
conflict.

Several personality dimensions were related in only one direction (workaity-fa
or family-to-work) to work-family conflict and work-family enrichme(Wayne et al.,
2004). For example, agreeableness was related negatively only to work-oefandlict
but not family-to-work conflict. Both conscientiousness and agreeablenesslatee
positively to family-to-work facilitation, but not to work-to-family fétation. Openness
to experiences was related positively to work-to-family facibtatout not to family-to-
work facilitation. The authors suggest that because each of these dimensioredatesie

to one direction of facilitation but not the other may reflect a difference in theera
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the facilitation originating in each domain (Wayne et al, 2004). Several petgonali
dimensions were related to the satisfaction and effort and job and family variable
Neuroticism was the only personality dimension significantly relatealbteatisfaction
(individuals higher in neuroticism were less satisfied with their jobs). kdailly,
conscientiousness predicted job effort, which is similar to other researcmgtbwei
importance of conscientiousness to job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991).
Agreeableness was positively related to family satisfaction while neiarotwas
negatively related to family satisfaction.

More recently, Michel and Clark (2009) examined 187 U.S. residents (51.4%) and
non-U.S. residents (49.6%) with diverse occupations. Participants were féahs)
and male (43.9%) and mostly White (70.6%) with 11.2% identifying as Asian/Pacific
Islander, 2.1% Black, 1.1% Hispanic, and 15% other. Michal and Clark (2009) tested
models of work and family that included dispositional affect (the individual
differences/personality variable), work-family conflict, wodily enrichment, and job
and family satisfaction. The study found that individuals higher in negative htid
higher levels of work-family conflict and lower levels of family and jobssatition.
Additionally, they found that individuals higher in positive affect had higherdenfel
work-family enrichment and higher levels of family and job satisfactiaseB on these
results it seems that work-family conflict and work-family enrielntare influenced by
dispositional affect (Michel & Clark, 2009).

Combined, these studies elucidate the importance of examining the role of
personality in both work-family conflict and work-family enrichment. Therent study

is responding to the need to bridge the gap between the individual differences and work-
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family interface literature. Greenhaus and Powell (2006) theorized that peyicabl
resources developed or fostered in one role can increase performance andaftesitive
in that same role and in another role. And, since personality has been seen as a possible
resource, risk, vulnerability, or protective factor throughout the family irtetfeerature
it was included in this study. Specifically, neuroticism, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness were used as separate latent variables in the study thegassemed
to show up most consistently in the work-family literature.
Coping

Throughout the work-family interface literature, many studies havaierd the
importance of work-family-conflict and coping (e.g., Beutell & Greenh2883; Beutell
& Greenhaus, 1982; Lapierre & Allen, 2006; Perrone et al., 2006; Somach & Drach-
Zahavy, 2007). Coping has a direct relationship with work-family conflict lsotlzs
been examined as a mediator between various predictors and work-family cisiaflict
studies were found by the researcher that examined coping and work-¢annlyment.

Lapierre and Allen (2006) examined 230 employees from multiple organizations
and assessed how work-family conflict avoidance methods stemming froamtihe f
domain, the work domain, and the individual domain (use of problem-focused coping)
independently related to work-family conflict and to employees' afeeend physical
well-being. The sample comprised mostly of men (58%) who were married or
cohabitating (84%) and had at least one live-in dependent (69%). Race was not reported.
Lapierre and Allen found that problem-focused coping negatively related itelsased
family interfering with work. Problem-focused coping was not related to work

interference with family. The researchers speculated that coping wesdatet to work
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interference with family because problem-focused coping is moretigéien situations
that individuals perceive are under their control (Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999) and
individuals have more control at home then they do work. Those who use problem-
focused coping also reported better affective well-being.

Powell and Greenhaus (2006) argued that if a resource, such as coping, is
generated in one role but not applied to another role because it is irrelevant for the othe
role, then conflict or enrichment does not necessarily occur. For the Lamdridien
(2006) study, problem-focused coping may be a resource generated and used in the
family domain but not particularly useful or relevant in the work domain.

Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2007) conducted two studies related to the work-
family interface. The first study’s purpose was to develop a measuredmigcstrategies
of work interfering with family and family interfering with work. The sampbnsisted
of 137 employed mothers and 129 employed fathers from various organizations (race not
reported). The second study applied the measure created in the first stuginioesthe
effectiveness of coping strategies on decreasing work interferingamhy/fand family
interfering with work with respect to sex and gender role ideology (contintam f
traditional to nontraditional). Participants in the second study were 679 employed
mothers and fathers and were mostly female (59%) from various organizatisraein
Results from the first study found eight coping strategies: super at home, good @nhough
home, delegation at home, priorities at home, super at work, good enough at work,
delegation at work, and priorities at work.

The second study found sex and gender role ideology moderated the relationship

between coping strategy and work-family conflict (Somech & Draclaxda2007).
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Specifically, sex and gender role ideology moderated the relationshipsheto@ng
strategies (i.e., good enough at home, good enough at work, and delegation at work) and
work interference with family. The relationships between coping stest€ge., good
enough at home and good enough at work, delegation at home and delegation at work,
and priorities at home) and family interference with work also were medebs sex

and gender role ideology. This research provided support for the capacity of a certain
coping strategies to be related negatively with work-family conflidgesaacross

situations and people. These results highlight the importance of matching the pers
(attitudes, values) with the preferred coping strategy. Additionally, caprategies were
found to be negatively related to work-family conflict, demonstrating the inme taf
considering coping as a variable in this study.

Greenhaus and Powell (2006) identify coping as “skill” resource that could be an
asset that may be drawn on when needed, highlighting the importance of examining how
coping might contribute to work-family enrichment as well. Byron (2005), in a-meta
analysis examining work-family conflict and its antecedents, found thatdhaypositive
coping style seemed to provide some protection of both work interfering with famdily a
family interfering with work, further suggesting the need to examine copirgbeth
work-family conflict and work-family enrichment.

Perrone and Worthington (2001) proposed and tested a model of martial quality
among individuals in dual-earner marriages. The model included variables thdt woul
positively (i.e., perceived equity) and negatively (i.e., role strain)enftea martial
guality, as well as variables, like coping, that would mediate relationshipsdretw

negative variables and marital coping. The authors considered role strain aé form
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interrole conflict, in which the role pressures from work and family domainsaieally
incompatible (Kiecolt, 1994). Participants were 55 women and 52 men, most of which
had children (69%). Most of the participants were White (89%) with 8% identifging a
African American, 2% Asian American, and 1% Native American. Results stadyob-
family role strain was positively related to coping. The authors suggésieithé more

role strain individuals experienced, the more they exhibited coping behaviors.
Additionally, coping mediated the relationship between role strain and maritayqual
This study demonstrates the importance of studying coping and work-familictonfl
when examining individuals’ marital quality or relationship satisfaction.

To better understand the interrelationships between work and family commitment,
work-family conflict, coping, and satisfaction with work and family rolesrdte et al.
(2006) tested a path model of work-family interface against an alternative armodel
sample of 154 (114 women and 40 men) employed, married college graduates. In the
sample, most participants had children (77%). Race was not reported. The study found
that coping was related positively to work-family conflict and famityséaction. To
better understand the relationship between work-family conflict and fadilyfaction,
coping was examined as a potential mediator. Coping partially mediated tionstig
between work-family conflict and family satisfaction, where womkifg conflict was
related positively to coping and coping was related positively to famibfaetion. The
authors suggested that individuals who experience work-family conflict butyeercei
themselves as coping well may have higher family satisfaction than inds/idha

experience work-family conflict and do not perceive themselves as copiggedely .
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Voydanoff (2002) proposed a conceptual model that links the work-family
interface to work, family, and individual outcomes through several mediating
mechanisms (social categories and coping resources). She postulated that-the wor
family interface is related to a cognitive assessment of work-famoiilict, role balance,
or role enhancement and that the assessment of conflict, balance, or enhanaement c
result in either work-family role strain or work-family role ease. Theopaling to the
model, depending on the extent of strain or ease, individuals pursue various woyk-famil
adaptive strategies designed to facilitate adjustment to various aspineswvairk-family
interface. Voydanoff suggested that success of these strategiadiaated by the extent
of perceived work-family fit, which is directly related to work, faynénd individual
outcomes. In her model, the author conceptualized that coping strategies tediate
relationship between work-family interface and work satisfaction andyfgatisfaction.

Employer Sensitivity

Employer sensitivity was used to capture employer support, and was examined i
the current study. Specifically, the measure of employer sensitivitydedlitems related
to supervisor support of child care needs, employer support of child care needs, and job
flexibility. Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) model identified social supportasial
capital resource, thus employer support was important to examine in our maocketd!, O
managerial supports have been shown to relate to work-family conflict.tjmdaent
studies have shown a relationship between work-family enrichment and managerial
support (e.g., Cinamon & Rich, 2008).

Byron (2005), in a meta-analysis, reviewed 61 studies that examined work-family

conflict and its related antecedents. Byron examined specific relaipsrzetween work-
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family conflict and social support. Specifically, 17 studies explored theoresaip
between work-family conflict and work support, resulting in a total of 4,165 subjduts
results suggest a negative relationship between work-family caaflictvork support as
well as between family-work conflict and work support. These results suggested th
support from an individual’s work increases, their level of work-family coinfli
decreases.

Erdwins et al. (2001) examined the relationship between social support and role
strain with a sample of 129 employed, married women with at least one pre-sclibol age
child. Race was not reported. The researchers found that, along with job satfyeffic
spousal support, and supervisor support each accounted for unique variance in women'’s
work-family conflict. The authors suggested that “women’s level of carffébnveen
work and family responsibilities decreases as self-efficacy in tluek mwle increases
and with greater perceived support from husbands and work supervisors” (p. 234). Job
self-efficacy fully mediated the impact of organizational support on workhfasanflict
(Erdwins et al, 2001).

More recently, Cinamon and Rich (2008) examined the role of managerial support
in both work-family conflict and work-family facilitation with a sample of 322 meal
women. The sample was comprised of teachers and most had children (87%). Most of the
participants were born in Israel (80%), while the remaining participamsgrated from
other countries. They found that managerial support predicted both work-familigtconf
and work-family facilitation. Cinamon and Rich highlighted the importance of avin
social support when an individual is managing work and family roles. For exah®je, t

stated
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the results of the current study also emphasize the crucial role of managet suppor
in conflict and facilitation relations, suggesting that occupational health
interventions should target managers as key figures and assist them to

develop practical skills in providing support for their employees (p. 19).
Overall, it seems that managerial support is an important resource that indimdyals
use to help manage work and family responsibilities. Cinamon and Rich (2008)
advocated for counselors and employers to intervene and encourage family mewbers a
managers to provide social support. Examining a more comprehensive model of work-
family interface that includes components of employer support will further ledge
and understanding of the role of employer support in work-family conflict and work
family enrichment, thereby informing occupational health and counseling intems

Psychological Functioning

Many studies have considered the effect work-family conflict and fewnkly
enrichment have on psychological functioning. For example, work-family coh#is
been shown to be related negatively to well-being (e.g., Lenaghan et al., 2007).
Additionally, work-family conflict has been shown to affect psychologicalthewith
individuals experiencing work-family conflict being more likely to haveamddisorder,
anxiety disorder, and substance dependence disorder (Frone, 2000) and physical health,
such as obesity (Grzywacz, 2000). On the other hand, work-family enrichment tends to
have a positive effect on psychological functioning (e.g., Grzywacz & Bass, 2003;
Grzywacz & Marks, 2000).

Frone (2000) examined the relationship between work-family conflict and mood

disorder, anxiety disorder, substance dependence disorder, and substance abuse on a
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national sample of 2,700 (54% men and 79% White) employed adults. Most participants
were married (86%) or a parent (84%). Both work-to-family and famikyddk conflict
were related positively to having a mood, anxiety, and substance dependencesdisorde
When Frone examined the main effects for work-family conflict, fanaityebrk conflict
was more strongly related to the mood, anxiety, and substance dependence disorders tha
work-to-family conflict. The difference could be accounted for by individuaigating
work-to-family conflict to external factors (e.g., holding their emplsyesponsible) and
family-to-work conflict to internal factors (e.g., an individual’'s own apild manage
their family lives; Frone, 2000).

Frone and colleagues (1996) hypothesized that work interfering with family
conflict and family interfering with work conflict would be uniquely related to
depression, poor physical health, and heavy alcohol use. The study was longitudinal in
nature. All of the 496 (59% women) participants had at least one child living at home and
most were married (64%). More than half of the sample identified as Africandame
(58%), 37% identified as White, 4% identified as Hispanic, and 1% identified as “other.”
The results supported the hypothesis, with both work-to-family conflict andf&oni
work conflict positively relating to depression, poor physical health, and h&ahoha
use.

In a follow up study by Frone and colleagues (1997), they examined both
psychological and physical effects of work-family conflict in a longituldétady with
data collected in 1989 and 1993. Two-hundred and sixty-seven employed parents (52%
women and 67% married or cohabitating) participated. About half the sample identifie

as African American (51.7%), with 42.7% identifying as White, 4.8% identifying as
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Hispanic, and 0.8% identifying as “other.” Family-to-work conflict was itutnally
related to higher levels of depression, poor physical health, and the incidence of
hypertension. Work-to-family conflict was related to higher levelseaivy alcohol
consumption. The authors argue that both work-to-family conflict and famiotk-
conflict influence the health of employed parents and that a longitudinal studg wit
larger sample and more waves of data collection may reveal a robust impadtton hea

Burke and Greenglass (2001) examined the effect of work-to-familyictosfid
family-to-work conflict on psychological well-being. They measured psychcahl well-
being with a measure of psychosomatic symptoms. Participants were 686 hospés] nur
mostly women (97%) who were married or living with their partner (82%) and had
children (75%). Race was not reported. Generally, work-family conflistrelated
positively to psychological well-being. The nursing staff that reporteatgrevork-
family conflict also reported greater family-work conflict and morechegomatic
symptoms. Respondents reporting greater family-to-work conflict and eeldeds
family satisfaction also reported more psychosomatic symptoms.

Research also has shown a relationship between work-family enrichment and
psychological functioning. For example, Grzywacz (2000) examined a natioraksaim
1,547 individuals and assessed negative spillover from work to family, negative spillove
from family to work, positive spillover from work to family, and positive spilloverdr
family to work. He examined several outcomes of the above mentioned variables,
including: physical health, chronic conditions, obesity, mental health, negative
psychological well-being, and positive psychological well-being. Grzywaasigned

sampling weights correcting for selection probabilities and nonresponse, whighdll
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this sample to match the composition of the U.S. population on age, sex, and race. More
positive spillover from work to family was associated with better physiedirhand
mental health. Also, more positive spillover from family to work was assdorath
better mental health, less negative well-being, and less chronic conditionsoraltyi, a
higher level of negative spillover between work and family was associgtegaorer
physical and mental health. A higher level of negative spillover from work tdyfama
a lower level of positive spillover from family to work were associated wgteater
likelihood of reporting a high level of negative well-being.

Grzywacz and Bass (2003) examined several models of work family-conflict a
work-family facilitation on mental health to gain a better understanding of-taarky
fit. The sample was collected form a national survey of individuals who wiertodae
representative of the general population (in age, sex, and race) of non-instizggbnali
persons that have a telephone and was between the ages of 25 and 74. The total sample
included 1, 986 individuals (1,038 men and 948 women). The authors examined several
models of fit and the best fit indicated that more family to work facilitation wa
associated with a lower risk of depression and problem drinking. Specificalyyupic
increase in family to work facilitation was linked with a 15% decrease in theobdds
reporting depression and a 38% decrease of reporting problem drinking. This model
suggested that work-family fit is more than just the absence of confligtw@cz and
Bass argued that their study demonstrated that the most optimal combinatmnk-of w
family experiences, because it is associated with the most positive outt®ines

levels of work-family conflict and high levels of work-family facititan.
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Satisfaction with Life/Love
Life Satisfaction

The literature has shown a relationship between life satisfaction anefanoiti
conflict, work-family enrichment, and variables often used in the work-famgyface
literature. For example, Perrone (1999) found that a combination of roles, including
work, marital, and parental roles, leads to greater life satisfaction. |@felsatisfaction
is a subjective judgment of one’s life which relates positively to well-being and
negatively to psychopathology (Pavot, Diener, Colvin, & Sandvik, 1991). Pavot and
colleagues speculated that satisfaction with life is a relativelyestetal global
phenomenon and a component of subjective well-being. Self-esteem, social support, and
personality are just a few of the influences on reports of life satsfia@@iener, 2000).
Life satisfaction was related to income, and is considered very important inasb@erw
countries (Diener, 2000). In this section, | will review a meta-arsalysing work-
family conflict and life satisfaction (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998) and some astaderessing
how the additive affect of work and family contribute to an individual’s life feati®n,
happiness, and quality of life (Rice et al., 1992; Rice et al., 1985). Lastly, thetidasar
that examined the relationship between life satisfaction and work-fanmicherent will
be summarized.

In a meta-analysis, Kossek and Ozeki (1998) examined the relationship among
work-family conflict, policies, job satisfaction, and life satisiac. They found the
relationship between work-family conflict and life satisfaction to beaedlaegatively.
Also, the relationship between life satisfaction and work-family confiey be stronger

for women than men. When the researchers examined the bi-directionality of work-
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family conflict (work-to-family conflict and family-to-work condt) they found that
work-to-family conflict was more related to general life satbn than family-to-work
conflict. The authors speculated that these later findings may be partialtg the fact
that only a third of their studies measured family-to-work conflict.

Rice et al. (1992), with a sample of 823 US workers (73% male, 94% White; no
other race reported), examined the relationships among work-family cowwvibidt-
leisure conflict, job satisfaction, family satisfaction, leisure fatigon, and life
satisfaction. They found that no direct relationship existed among work-familyctonfl
and life satisfaction, but work-family conflict was a predictor of job andlfami
satisfaction and that job, leisure, and family satisfaction all predicteddtisfaction. The
indirect paths between work-family conflict and life satisfaction wesdiated by job,
family, and leisure satisfaction.

Other studies have shown negative relationships between work-family conflict
and life satisfaction and positive relationships between work-familglenent and life
satisfaction. For example, Sumer and Knight (2001) explored different attaichtyles
and models of work-family relationships in a sample of 291 women and 190 men. Most
participants identified as White (92%) while in 1% of the sample did not reportdheir r
and the remaining 7% belonged to other ethnic groups. Most of the sample was either
married or in a serious relationship (85.4%). In studying attachment and wahk{iam
the authors examined variables such as, negative spillover from work, negative spillover
from home, positive spillover from work, positive spillover from home, and life
satisfaction. Sumer and Knight used two measures of life satisfaction, oserimga

global life satisfaction and the other measuring the evaluative/affecthaponent of
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general life satisfaction. Both measures of life satisfaction edecthegatively with
negative spillover from work and negative spillover from family, and positive
correlations were found between both measures of life satisfaction and psysiliveer
from work and positive spillover from family.

Another study also demonstrated the relationship between life satisfaati
work-family enrichment. Graves, Ohlott, and Ruderman (2007) tested the ideantiigt f
role commitment had both positive and negative effects on life satisfactioer care
satisfaction, and performance through family-to-work interference and esvhantwith
a group of 346 (233 men and 113 women) managers. The sample was mostly White
(83%; no other race was reported), married/in committed relationship (91%), aad had
least one child (64%). Family-to-work enrichment had a direct positive effeigeon |
satisfaction and interference, another word for work-family conflict, biadl ¢ffects on
life satisfaction, although no direct relationship existed.

Relationship Satisfaction

When examining work-family conflict and work-family enrichment, it is
important to consider how both affect work and family functioning (Greenhaus & Rowell
2006). In this section | will review the literature on work-family confieork-family
enrichment and relationship and family satisfaction. Work-family cdnfliftuences
family functioning (e.g., Carlson & Kacmar, 2000; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Ford et
al., 2007; Perrone et al., 2006). Carlson and Kacmar asserted that decreased family
satisfaction results when an individual struggles to meet the demands from ome doma
because of interference from the other domain, such as work and familyr Istilalgi of

314 (194 men and 116 women) state government employees who were mostly married
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(85%) and had children living at home (75%), negative correlations were found between
family satisfaction and both work interference with family and familyrfatence with
work. Another study found a similar relationship, with family satisfaction and-work
family-conflict being related negatively with a sample of 154 (114 women and 40 men)
employed, married college graduates (Perrone et al., 2006). Most of the patiaipa
this study had at least one child (77%). Additionally, Perrone et al. exarhmed t
interrelationships between work-family conflict, coping, and work and famtilyfaetion
and found that coping mediated the relationship between work-family conflict ardg fami
satisfaction, with work-family conflict relating positively to copiagd coping relating
positively to family satisfaction.

Frone and colleagues (1992b) developed and tested a model of the work-family
interface, extending prior research by distinguishing between work imterteith
family and family interfering with work. The sample included 631 (56% women) blue
and white collar workers, most of who were married (73%) and had at least one child
living at home (78%). About half the sample was white (42%) while the authors
described the other half as non-White. The sample was almost equally divided into blue-
collar workers (49%) and white-collar workers (51%). The researckansieed the
relationship between work interfering with family conflict and familerfgring with
work conflict with a measure of family distress. Family distresssasskthe strength of
negative emotional reactions to daily experiences as a spouse or parerstiriglgre
Frone et al. found that for the overall sample work-family conflict did noterébafamily
distress, however, work-family conflict positively related to famiktraiss for blue-

collar workers. The difference between blue-collar workers and white-ealikers
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might be explained by research that has shown a link between income and outcomes such
as marital satisfaction and well-being (Rogers & DeBoer, 2001), arnitahstability
(Haas, 1999).
Bakker, Demerouti, and Burke (2009) examined relationship satisfaction and
work-family conflict and their relationship to workaholism. More specifyjc&8akker
and colleagues hypothesized that workaholism would be related positively to work—
family conflict. In addition, they predicted that workaholism was relateddoaed
support provided to the partner, through work—family conflict, and that individuals who
receive considerable support from their partners would be more satighettheir
relationship. All of their hypotheses were supported with a sample of 168 dual-earne
couples from the Netherlands. All of the couples had a least one child under the age of
three living at home. The results supported the spillover hypothesis by showing tha
workaholism was positively related to work-family conflict. Speaifig, the authors
stated:
Thus, those employees with compulsive tendencies to spend an extremely high
percentage of their time on work showed more interference of work with private
life. They were more inclined to think and worry about their work when at home,
gave priority to their work, and neglected their domestic obligations and the
relationship with their partner. As a consequence, their partners were less
supported, resulting in reduced relationship satisfaction. This supports our indirect
crossover hypothesis stating that work-related behaviors and strain resgvan

to the partner and intrude into family life (p. 29-30).
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This study shows how work and work-family conflict can affect the relationshigeba
dual-earner couples. The very definition of work-family conflict, which is whendle
pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible, makes the
participation in either of the roles more difficult (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985)

Generally, sparse research exists when examining relationshfpctatrsand
work-family enrichment. In a study examining whether different nsodeivork-family
relationships were possible for individuals with different attachmergsst@umer and
Knight (2001) found a correlation between relationship satisfaction and both wotk-fami
conflict and work-family enrichment. More specifically, negative spiltdvem work
and negative spillover from home were related negatively to relationstsfasatin, and
positive spillover from work and positive spillover from home were related positively
relationship satisfaction.

Work Satisfaction

Many studies in the work-family interface literature have shown th@oeship
between work-family conflict and job satisfaction. In this section]linighlight studies
that describe the relationships among these variables.

Generally, work-family conflict has been found to relate negatively to job
satisfaction and predicts dissatisfaction with work (e.g., Allen et al. 200306 &
Kacmar, 2000; Frone et al., 1992; Lenaghan, Buda, & Eisner, 2007; Sumer & Knight,
2001). For example, Carlson and Kacmar, in a study of 314 state government employees,
found that job satisfaction related negatively to both work interference wittyfami
conflict and family interference with work conflict, although their model irtdita

relationship only between family interference with work and job satisfaction and not
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work interfering with family and job satisfaction. Similarly, Fron@alet{1992b) tested a
model on 631 blue and white collar workers that examined the relationship between
work-family conflict and family-work conflict and expected that only ifgravork

conflict would relate to job distress. However, consistent with Carlson and Kacmar
findings, job distress related positively to both work-family conflict and famdyk
conflict. These findings were consistent with Kossek and Ozeki's melgsasd1998)
that found regardless of the type of measure used (bidirectional work+faonilict,
work-to-family, family-to-work), a consistent negative relationshigtd among all
forms of work-family conflict and job satisfaction.

Ahmad (1996) investigated the relationship between work-family conflict and job
satisfaction with a sample of 82 married women from Malaysia. Ahmad stréssed t
importance of examining work-family conflict in non-Western societiésnad found
similar results as Kossek and Ozeki (1998); work-family conflict wase@lnegatively
to job satisfaction.

Some studies also have shown a link between job satisfaction and measures of
work-family enrichment. For example, Sumer and Knight (2001) examined whethe
different models of work-family relationship were possible for 481 empfoyt
different attachment styles. Sumer and Knight reported that positive spiffom work
and positive spillover from family were both related positively to job satiefacthe
authors also reported a negative relationship between negative spillover frormadiork a
negative spillover from home with job satisfaction, which is consistent with other

findings (e.g., Kossek & Ozeki, 1998).
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Wayne and colleagues (2004) investigated the relationship between daeh of t
Big Five personality traits and work-family conflict and faciliteti Additionally, they
examined work-family conflict and facilitation with work—family outcontesy., job
satisfaction) with a random sample of 2,130 (52% were male, 69% were married, and
80% were parents). The authors noted that their sample was a diverse samplle from a
regions of the country with varying racial-ethnic groups and socio-econorels.le
Work-to-family facilitation was related positively to job satisiactand job effort;
however family-to-work facilitation was only related to job effort. Samyl, work-to-
family conflict was related negatively to job satisfaction, but famitywtwk conflict was
not.

Together, these studies demonstrated a need to continue studying ibiestafat
between job satisfaction and both work-family conflict and work-family enrméttm
Although most studies have shown a consistent relationship between job satisfaction and
all forms of work-family conflict, the relationship was still unclear. Aadhally, there
was a lack of research examining the relationship between job satisfactioor&nrd w

family enrichment.
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CHAPTER 3
Method

Procedure

The primary researcher recruited participants using a variety of onlithedse
and participants were invited to complete the measures using Survey Monkey.
Specifically, the primary researcher contacted various organizatiomsdyte ask if the
study could be sent to individuals on listserves, including company listserves and
listserves used by employed mothers. Organizations contacted included law groups
recognized for employing women (Arnold and Porter, LLP and Covington and Burling
LLP), Bristol-Meyers Squibb (a global biopharmaceutical company rezed for
employing women), Accenture (global management consulting, technologyeseavid
outsourcing company recognized for employing women), women entrepreneugithrou
the Entrepreneurial Mother Associations, Corporate Counsel Women of Color, Sister
Mentors (an organization for women of color), Graduate Center Women of Color
Network, and Marriott Hotels. Additionally, support groups for mothers also were
contacted via email messages. Those support groups included Working Moms Against
Guilt, MommyTracked, The National Association of Mompreneurs, The Mommies
Network, Mocha Moms, MotherWomen Inc., Moms Club of Wilmington-South, Mothers
and More, Mother Support Group, Urban Mommies, SCI Woburn, Working Mothers
Support Group of USC, Working Moms Support Group-George Mason, Breastfeeding
India.org, Mothers Clubs Red Triangle, and Meetup Groups such as Urban Muslim

Moms of DC, SuperFunMoms, TYMOMS, Columbia Moms, Real Moms of DMV, Baby
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Talk, LoCo Mamas, Desi-Indian Moms, Indian/Desi Girls in their 20s and 30s, NW DC
New Moms, NOVA Working Mom Network, and DC-MD-NoVa Working Moms.

Email invitations to participate also were sent to teachers, principalespoos,
department contacts, and administrative personnel in Prince George’s County Publi
Schools, Montgomery College, University of Maryland College Park, Univerkity
Maryland Baltimore County, and University of Maryland University Colldde
primary researcher provided these individuals and organizations with a desaviptine
present research, and asked for their collaboration in advertising the Bhodg
individuals who agreed to participate in the study were given a brief destbthe
study along with a link to the website where the survey was accesseditiorad
participants were recruited via email invitations to participate throegdopal contacts
of the researcher, advisor, and peers on a research team. All participants had the
opportunity to enter a lottery to win one $100 American Express gift card.

Participants who accessed the survey online first were asked to agree to th
consent form if they wished to participate (see Appendix A). By clicking olinthéhat
led the participants to the survey, the researcher assumed consent to paificgate.
participants were asked five questions to verify that they fit the erfi@riparticipation
(see Appendix O). Then, the participants accessed the instruments including a
demographic questionnaire, the Work-Family Conflict Scale (Gutek, SeaKkps,

1991), the Work-Family Enrichment Scale (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywac
2006), The Big Five Inventory (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991), the Problem-Focused
Style of Coping Scale (Heppner, Cook, Wright, & Johnson, 1995), Employer Sensitivity

Scale (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997), The Perceived Wellness Survey (Harrj 2005),
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The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (Radloff, 1977), ibiaGan
with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larson, & Griffin, 1985), The Relationship
Satisfaction Scale (Hendrick, 1988), the Index of Job Satisfaction Scalei¢Rrayf
Rothe, 1951), and the Spousal Support Scale (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997). Once the
measures were completed, the participants were thanked for their paadicagrad
received a description of the study. The lottery winner was selected riyraften data
collection concluded and was sent the gift card.
Participants

All the participants in the final sample (n=305) reported they were female,
married, had a child under the age of 16 years old who lived at home, and worked full-
time outside of the home. Participants ranged in age from 26 to 56 years old with a mean
age of 37.6 (SD=6.5). They reported 9 different racial backgrounds, including White-non
Hispanic (76.7%), Black/African American (12.8%), Hispanic/Latina (3.9%),
Biracial/Multiracial (3.0%), Asian/Asian-American (2.0%), Nativawhiian or Other
Pacific Islander (0.7%), American Indian/Alaska Native (0.3%), BladiBean decent
(0.3%), and 0.7% of participants reported “other” and did not specify their race.

Various degrees of education were attained; 34.8% bachelor’s degree, 31.5%
master’s degree, 17.7% doctoral degree, 8.2% some college, 3.6% associate’s degr
0.7% high school/GED, 0.3% trade/vocational training, and 3.6% “other.” Over 290
occupations were represented with the top five being teacher (13.8%), lawyer (5.9%),
professor (4.9%), counselor (4.9%), and marketing careers (3.3%). Some of the
occupations provided by participants were not specific, such as “project maaader”

“professional.” The top 25 occupations are listed in Table 1.
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Data were collected nationally, with the highest percentages of participants
reporting living in the Mideast (55.4%; DC, DE, MD, NJ, NY, PA), Southeast (19.0%;
AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, SC, TN, VA, WV), and New England (8.2%; CT,
MA, ME, NH, RI, VT).

Most women reported having one child living at home (43%), 39.3% had two
children living at home, 11.5% had three, 2% had four, and 0.3% had five. The majority
of mothers did not have children with special needs (87.2%). With regard to childcare
arrangements, daycare only was used by 28.9% of the sample, with day-caieoahd sc
(24.6%), school only (17.7%), help from relatives/friends (8.2%), and other (19.3%)
comprising the rest of the childcare arrangements. Most of the motheredejhery
were extremely satisfied with their childcare arrangements (6(B8%% were
moderately satisfied, 6.2% neutral, 1% moderately satisfied, and 0.3% dytreme
unsatisfied). A majority of the mothers had a partner who also worked full-tirsigl®ut
of the home (85.9%), while 4.9% of the partners worked full-time from home, 2%
worked part-time outside the home, 2.3% worked part-time from home, and 4.3% were
unemployed. The total household income varied from under $10,000 (0.3%) to more than
$300,000 (5.6%). The highest frequencies were $150,000-199,999 (17.7%) and
$100,000-109,999 (10.5%). See Table 1.

Measures

Work-Family ConflictThe Work-Family Conflict Scale is an eight item scale
developed by Gutek et al. (1991) to assess work-family conflict on the followielgle
Work interfering with family and family interfering with work (Gutekadt, 1991; see

Appendix B). Four items were developed by Kopelman, Greenhaus, and Connoly (1983)
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to assess work interfering with family, while the four additional item®weweloped by
Burley (1989) to assess family interfering with work. Participants respidiodéems on a
5-point Likert scale ranging from $tfongly agregto 5 trongly disagrek Iltems were
reverse coded, then summed with a high score indicating a high degree damdyk-
conflict. Some sample items are “After work, | come home too tired to do some of the
things I'd like to do” and “I'm often too tired at work because of the things | have to do at
home.” Two scales were hypothesized to comprise the scale: the Workringevigh

Family subscale (4 items) and the Family Interfering with Work subétalems).

The Family Interfering with Work subscale relates to hours spent withrtiily fa
while the Work Interfering with Family subscale relates to hours spentdrwoak. The
Work-Family Conflict Scale also relates to coping and family satisia (Perrone et al.,
2006). Internal consistency ranged from .79 to .83 (Gutek et al., 1991). The cwagnt st
used a modified version of the scale that added six items (three itench tsubacale)
developed to enhance the likelihood of maintaining adequate reliability becahse of
small number of items (Cinamon & Rich, 2002). The additional six items were developed
in Hebrew and were translated to English by the original author of the itehvgeaie
then back translated for the purposes of this study. The Work Interfering witty Fami
subscale (Gutek et. al., 1991) and the additional three items developed by Cinamon and
Rich (2002) were correlated with work values, work commitment, and parenthood
commitment. The Family Interfering with Work subscale (Gutek et al., 1991) and the
additional 3 items developed by Cinamon and Rich were correlated with measures of
spousal values and work interfering with family. Cronbach’s alpha was .78 féfdHe

interfering with Family subscale and .81 for the Family Interferirty Work subscale
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(Cinamon & Rich, 2002). In the current study, the Cronbach alpha was .83 for the Work

interfering with Family subscale and .85 for the Family Interferirty wiork subscale.
Work-Family EnrichmeniThe Work-Family Enrichment Scale is an 18-item

scale developed to measure multiple dimensions of work-family enrici{@arison, et

al., 2006; see Appendix C). The Work-Family Enrichment Scale has two subscales:

work-to-family and family-to-work. Under each subscale there aee thimilar

dimensions. Under the work-to-family scale the dimensions are developmectt, aifi

capital; while under the family-to-work scale the dimensions are devetdpaftect, and

efficiency. The items on each of the subscales are scored on a 5 poinst#tentanging

from 1 (strongly disagregto 5 Gtrongly agreg High scores on the measure indicate

more work-to-family and family-to-work enrichment. Iltems were s1@d across scales

to obtain a total scale score (Carlson et al., 2006). Items also can be sunuasdhecr

subscales to obtain subscale scores. A coefficient alpha for the totalfs@&levas

found and has been related to other measures of positive spillover (Carlson et al., 2006).
The work-to-family subscale examines how work can provide resources that

result in enhanced individual functioning in the family domain (Carlson et al., 2006). All

statements for this scale start with “My involvement in my work...” Exanglas

included “Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better family memdber” a

“Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better family member.” Thenssal

correlated in the expected direction with measures of job satisfaction, fatigfaction,

well-being, and job salience. A coefficient alpha of .92 was found (Carlsbn20@6).

A coefficient alpha of .91 was found in the current study.
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The family-to-work subscale examines how family can provide resotiraes
lead to enhanced individual functioning in the work domain (Carlson et al., 2006). All
statements for this scale start with “My involvement in my family..."r&pke items
included “Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better worker” atedrfié in a
good mood and this helps me be a better worker.” The scale was correlated in the
expected direction with measures of family satisfaction, job saimfiastell-being, and
job salience. A coefficient alpha of .86 was found (Carlson et al., 2006). Acoemtff
alpha of .85 was calculated for this study.

Personality.The Big Five Inventory (John et al., 1991; BFI) is a 44 item scale that
assesses personality using the Big Five dimensions (see Appendix D) on Biint
scale ranging from Id(sagree stronglyto 5 @gree strongly. Participants were
instructed to read the characteristics described and decide whethappiheto them.

The BFl is divided into five subscales, including: Extraversion (8 items), Apleeess

(9 items), Conscientiousness (9 items), Neuroticism (8 items), and Openness§)0 ite
Scores were summed after reverse coding. The total scale isl telatther measures of
personality, such as the NEO Five Factor Inventory and the Trait Dessatjectives
(John & Srivastava, 2001). Coefficient alphas for the subscales range from8&9 to
(John & Srivastava, 2001).

The Extraversion scale measured the Big Five dimension, extraversion (John et
al., 1991). Example items included “Is talkative” and “Has an assertive petgGridie
scale was correlated with measures of extraversion (i.e., the NEe@G-&ctor Inventory
and the Trait Descriptive Adjectives) and an internal consistency of .8&wad John

& Srivastava, 2001). A coefficient alpha of .85 was found in the current study.
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The Agreeableness scale measured the Big Five dimension, agreesaflehas
et al., 1991). Example items included “Is helpful and unselfish with others” and “Likes to
cooperate with others.” The scale was correlated with measures of agrezafilendghe
NEO Five Factor Inventory and the Trait Descriptive Adjectives) and amait
consistency of .79 was found (John & Srivastava, 2001). In the current study, a
coefficient alpha of .77 was found.

The Conscientious scale measured the Big Five dimension, conscientiousness
(John et al., 1991). Example items included “Does a thorough job” and “Perseveres until
the task is finished.” The scale was correlated with measures of curmgsaess (i.e.,
the NEO Five Factor Inventory and the Trait Descriptive Adjectivespandternal
consistency of .82 was found (John & Srivastava, 2001). An internal consistency of .84
was found in the current study.

The Neuroticism scale measured the Big Five dimension, neuroticism (Jahn et
1991). Example items included “Is depressed, blue” and “Worries a lot.” The sx=le w
correlated with measures of neuroticism (i.e., the NEO Five Factor Inyemtdrthe
Trait Descriptive Adjectives) and an internal consistency of .84 was rdgddbn &
Srivastava, 2001). A coefficient alpha of .79 was found in this study.

The Openness scale measured the Big Five dimension, openness (John et al.,
1991). Example items included “Is original, comes up with new ideas” and “Is curious
about many different things.” The scale was correlated with measuresoiesg€i.e.,
the NEO Five Factor Inventory and the Trait Descriptive Adjectives) amctarnal
consistency of .81 was found (John & Srivastava, 2001). In the current study, a

coefficient alpha of .75 was found.
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Coping.The Problem-Focused Style of Coping Scale assessed individuals’
general style of coping with stressful events and the extent to which tleeyvee
themselves as coping well (Heppner, et al., 1995; see Appendix E). The ProblemdFocus
Style of Coping Scale (PF-SOC) is an 18 item scale divided into three subscales,
including: Reflective (7 items), Suppressive (6 items), and Reactive (5.t€hesitems
on each of the scales were scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging fatmost never
to 5 @most all the timge Scores were summed after reverse coding to yield a general
index of coping. High scores indicated the use of problem-focused coping. The taal scal
was related to other measures of coping (Heppner et al., 1985). A coeffipieafal the
total scale of .76 was reported (Perrone et al., 2006).

The Reflective Style scale is defined as the tendency to examira caus
relationships, plan, and be systematic in one’s coping (Heppner et al., 1995). &xampl
items included “I consider the short-term and long-term consequences of esibhepos
solution to my problems” and “I think my problems through in a systematic way.” The
scale was correlated with a measure of task-orientation and an intamasstency of .80
was found (Heppner et al., 1995). The coefficient alpha for this measure ituthisvas
.84.

The Suppressive Style scale is defined as a tendency to deny problesmsidnd
coping activities (Heppner et al., 1995). Example items included “l am not sead
what | think or believe about my problems” and “I don't sustain my actions long enough
to really solve my problems.” The scale was correlated with measires

conscientiousness, emotional stability, and task and emotion orientation and an internal
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consistency of .77 (Heppner et al., 1995). An internal reliability estimate of.83 was
calculated for this scale in this study.

The Reactive Style scale is defined as a tendency to have cognitiematidnal
responses that deplete the individual or distort coping activities (Heppner et al., 1995).
Example items included “I continue to feel uneasy about my problems, which ¢ells m
need to do some more work” and “My old feelings get in the way of solving current
problems.” The scale was correlated with a measure of emotional stabdiign internal
consistency of .67 (Heppner et al., 1995). A coefficient alpha of .79 was found in this
investigation.

Employer Sensitivitfemployer sensitivity was assessed with a measure of
employer sensitivity. The Employer Sensitivity Scale (Buffardi &vidns, 1997; see
Appendix F) has 7 items and assesses employer sensitivity to famigdrelsties in
general and child-care issues in particular (i.e., flexible work hoursin@gatems
included “Your supervisor’s willingness to let you leave early from or alaitesto work
due to child care needs” and “The degree of flexibility in your hours at work.eScor
all the items were summed with high scores indicating strong levels dastdis with
their employer’s sensitivity to family issues. The Employer Sensitsaale was
correlated with measures of job satisfaction, interrole conflict, and chiédsedisfaction
(Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997). A coefficient alpha of .90 was found (Buffardi & Erdwins
1997). A coefficient alpha of .86 was calculated in the current study.

Psychological Functioning?sychological health was assessed using measures of
perceived wellness and depression. The Perceived Wellness Survey is a Stleethat

measured perceived wellness (Harari et28l05; see Appendix G). The scale used a 6-
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point Likert scale ranging from Yi€ry strongly disagrgdo 6 {(very strongly agree
Example items included “In general, | feel confident about my alsiliaed “I will
always seek out activities that challenge me to think and reason.”Werageverse
scored, and scores on all the items were summed with high scores indicaiteg \gesl-
being. The Perceived Wellness Survey was correlated in the expected dirdtttion w
several standardized measures of mental health (e.g., the Beck eph@gsntory-
Second Edition) and an internal consistency of .91 was found (Harari et al., 2005). A
coefficient alpha of .90 was found in the current study.

The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D Scal@)i
item scale that measured depressive symptomatology (Radloff, 1977; see Apendi
The scale used a 4-point Likert scale ranging fromately or none of the time[less than
1 day]) to 4 (nost or all of the time [5-7 days]Example items included “I did not feel
like eating; my appetite was poor” and “| felt sad.” Items were redessored, and
scores on all items were summed with high scores indicating many symgftoms
depression. The CES-D Scale was correlated with other self-report ssasdrclinical
measures of depression and poor physical health (Frone et al., 1997; Radloff, 1977). The
internal consistency estimates ranged from .88 to .89 (Frone, 2000; Frone et al.InL997)
the current study, a coefficient alpha of .89 was found.

Life SatisfactionThe Satisfaction with Life Scale is a 5 item scale that measures
global life satisfaction (Diener, Emmons, Larson, & Griffin, 1985; see Appdhdsing
a 7-point Likert scale ranging from &t{ongly disagregto 7 trongly agre@ Example
items included “In most ways my life is close to my ideal” and “I am sadisfith my

life.” Scores on all the items were summed with higher scores indicaghdeviels of
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life satisfaction. The Satisfaction with Life Scale was corrdlatgh other measures of
life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985). A coefficient alpha of was .8/fauand (Diener et
al., 1985). A coefficient alpha of .82 was found in this study.
Relationship Satisfactioff.he Relationship Assessment Scale is a 7 item scale
that assessed global relationship satisfaction (Hendrick, 1988; see Appendix@diot 7
Likert scale ranging from 1 (may indicaieorly, unsatisfied, poor, never, hardly at all,
not much, very fewepending on the item) to 5 (may indicaigremely well, extremely
satisfied, excellent, very often, completely, very much, very dego@nding on the item).
Example items included “How well does your partner meet your needs” awd gdod
is your relationship compared to most.” After reverse coding two items ssoor&l the
items were summed with high scores indicating high relationship sabsfathe
Relationship Assessment Scale was correlated with measures of lawad, atétudes,
commitment, and investment in a relationship and a Cronbach’s alpha of .86 was found
(Hendrick, 1988). In the current investigation, a coefficient alpha of .93 was found.
Work SatisfactionThe Index of Job Satisfaction is a 5 item scale that measures
satisfaction at work (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951; see Appendix K). The scale had a 7 point
Likert scale ranging from Is{rongly disagregto 7 Strongly agreg Example items
included “I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job” and “I find Ireajoyment in
my work.” After reverse scoring two items, scores on all the items svenened with
high scores indicating job satisfaction. The Index of Job Satisfaction watatedrwith
observer ratings of job satisfaction and life satisfaction and the coeffatgha ranged

from .88 to .95 (llies & Judge, 2003; Judge & llies, 2004; Judge, Locke, Durham, &
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Kluger, 1998). A coefficient alpha of .87 was calculated for this scale in thenturr
study.

Spousal SupporiThe Spousal Support Scale (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997; see
Appendix L) has 4 items and assessed an individual's degree of satisfattidheivi
partner’'s emotional supportiveness and instrumental supportiveness (chifihezics,
and housekeeping tasks) using a 5-point Likert scale ranging frertrérqely
dissatisfiedl to 5 Eextremely satisfigd Example items included “The degree of support
from your spouse with regard to child care” and “The degree of help from your spouse
with regard to housekeeping tasks.” Scores on all the items were summed with high
scores indicating strong levels of satisfaction with spousal support. The SpopisaitS
Scale was correlated with measures of work-family conflict, suersigport,
organizational support, parental self-efficacy, job-self-efficacy, andrnstseparation
anxiety (Erdwins et al., 2001). The coefficient alpha ranged from .82 to .86 ioysevi
investigations (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997; Erdwins et al., 2001). Spousal support was not
examined in the proposed models but was used for exploratory purposes because the
reliability coefficient was low in the current study (alpha=.70).

Demographic Questionnairdhe demographic questionnaire was developed by
the researcher and asked participants to indicate their age, racsr, geladionship
status, occupation, income, number of work hours per week, number of housework hours
per week, income, child care arrangements, as well as the number of chilueémerw
any children have special needs, and ages of children living with the respondent (see

Appendix M).
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Hypotheses

Prior to testing the hypotheses in this study, descriptive statisticsmeadured
variables were calculated.
Purpose 1

The first purpose of the study was to examine the relationships among the
predictor variables (neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, copimgplaye e
sensitivity), the outcome variables (psychological functioning, satisfawith life, and
work satisfaction), and work-family conflict and work-family enricmh The
relationships among the variables were assessed using Peeosmlations, where a p
value of .01 was chosen to determine significant relationships. A correlation masrix
computed and can be found in Table 2.

Purpose 2

The second purpose of this study was to test an indirect effects model of the
predictors and outcomes hypothesized to relate to work-family conflict arkafararly
enrichment with a sample of employed mothers. See Figure 1.

Hypothesis 1.The first hypothesis indicated that the proposed model would
evidence adequate fit as assessed by multiple fit indices (i.e., Sa¢émttar scales chi-
square, SB?; standardized root-mean-square residual, SRMR; comparative fit index,
CFI; and root mean squared error of approximation, RMSEA). A p value of .05 was
chosen to determine significant relationships. Structural equation modeling using

LISREL 8.54 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1996) was employed to test the above hypothesis.
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Purpose 3

The third purpose of this study was to test the fit of an equally plausible
theoretically derived model (described in Figure 2 and titled the “caretindirect
effects model”) to determine which of the two proposed models evidenced the best fit
with this sample.

Hypothesis 2The second model would provide adequate fit to the data (i.e.,
Satorra-Bentler scales chi-square,@Bstandardized root-mean-square residual, SRMR,;
comparative fit index, CFl; and root mean squared error of approximation, RMSEA), bu
the first model would be found to be superior to this model. The scaled chi-square
difference test (Satorra & Bentler, 2001) was used to compare the iredfesxts model
and direct and indirect effects model. A p value of .05 was chosen to determine

significant relationships.

74



CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

Prior to testing the hypotheses in this study, missing data were analyzgd usi
SPSS 18.0. Upon examination of the data, 102 of the 407 women who started the survey
were deleted because 15% or more data were missing from their survey. Thiag| the f
sample included 305 employed mothers. The expectation maximization (EM) method
was used to account for the remaining missing data (used when less than 15% of the data
was missing). Of the final sample, 119 employed mothers had missing dathdtess t
15% missing), while 186 of the final sample had no missing data. Descriptigdcsain
all measured variables were calculated.

On average, participants reported moderate amounts of work-to-familictonfl
(mean scores were in the middle of item endorsements of no conflict versus higtt)confl
and high family-to-work conflict (participants reported “agree” nafttn on family-to-
work conflict). Participants indicated moderate amounts of work-to-faenitichment
(scoring mostly in the middle of “agree” and “disagree”) and high levelsnoiy-to-
work enrichment (reporting generally “agree”). Moreover, participgisally scored in
the low range on neuroticism (mean scores were in the low to middle of item
endorsements of neuroticism), high on agreeableness and conscientiousnessqrasan s
were on higher item endorsements for both agreeableness and conscientiousness), and
moderate on extraversion and openness (mean scores were in the middle range for
extraversion and openness). Participants reported moderately engagingrieeadtyles
of coping: reflective, reactive, and suppressive (mean scores were on middiglle mi

high of item endorsements for all three styles of coping). Generallyipartts reported
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they were moderately satisfied with their employers’ degree of setysio family-
related issues (endorsing “moderately satisfied” most often on the.ifearskipants
considered themselves happy (mean scores were high on perceived wellnessand |
depression) and were moderately satisfied with life, work, and romalationships
(mean scores were on middle item endorsements). Additionally, participaets we
moderately satisfied with the amount of spousal support provided to them (generally
endorsing “moderately satisfied” on the items). See Table 2 for meansaaddrst
deviations.
Purpose 1

The first purpose of the study was to examine the relationships among the
predictor variables (neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousness, copimgplayere
sensitivity), the outcome variables (psychological functioning, satisfawith life, and
work satisfaction), and work-family conflict and work-family enricgmh The
relationships among the variables were assessed using Peeosmlations, where a p
value of .01 was chosen to determine significant relationships. A correlation masrix
computed and can be found in Table 2. Significant correlations are described below.

Work-to-family conflict demonstrated a robust positive relationship vaiiily-
to-work conflict and a moderate negative relationship with life satisfadtVork-to-
family conflict had a small positive relationship with neuroticism and smgétne
relationships with work-to-family enrichment, agreeableness, congrisness,
suppressive coping, employer sensitivity, perceived wellness, depressibonseia

satisfaction, and work satisfaction.
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Family-to-work conflict had a moderate negative correlation wighdétisfaction
and a moderate positive correlation with neuroticism. In addition, familysté-aonflict
had small negative relationships with agreeableness, conscientiousnes® ceaahg,
suppressive coping, employer sensitivity, perceived wellness, and relationship
satisfaction. Family-to-work conflict had a small positive associatitindepression.

Work-to-family enrichment demonstrated a robust positive relationship weitk w
satisfaction and moderate positive relationships with family-to-work lemeat and life
satisfaction. Also, work-to-family enrichment had small positive taticss with
agreeableness, suppressive coping, reflective coping, employer sengiéixegiyed
wellness, and relationship satisfaction. Work-to-family enrichment had segative
relationships with neuroticism and depression.

Family-to-work enrichment demonstrated a moderate positive relationghip w
perceived wellness. Family-to-work enrichment had small positiveaeddtips with
agreeableness, conscientiousness, reactive coping, suppressive copiniyeretipang,
life satisfaction, and relationship satisfaction. Additionally, familmark enrichment
had small negative correlations with neuroticism and depression.

Neuroticism demonstrated robust negative relationships with reactive coping and
perceived wellness. Neuroticism had moderate negative relationships veablgness,
conscientiousness, suppressive coping, and life satisfaction. In addition, neurb&dis
a moderate positive association with depression. Neuroticism had small negative
association with reflective coping, relationship satisfaction, and workesaicst.

Agreeableness demonstrated moderate positive correlations with reagting

and perceived wellness. Agreeableness also had small positive correlations wit
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conscientiousness, suppressive coping, reflective coping, life satisfactaionship
satisfaction, and work satisfaction and a small negative association witlssiepre
Conscientiousness demonstrated moderate positive relationships with reactive
coping, suppressive coping, reflective coping and perceived wellness, and smiak posit
relationships with life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, and woisfaetion.
Conscientiousness also had a small negative association with depression.
Reactive coping had a robust positive correlation with suppressive coping,
moderate positive correlations with perceived wellness and life saibsfaand a
moderate negative relationship with depression. In addition, reactive coping had small
positive correlations with reflective coping, relationship satisfactiod veork
satisfaction.
Suppressive coping had a robust positive relationship with perceived wellness.
Suppressive coping also had moderate positive associations with refleqting and
life satisfaction. In addition, suppressive coping had a moderate negativens#iati
with depression and small positive correlations with relationship saiisfaotd work
satisfaction.
Reflective coping had a moderate positive relationship with perceived weellnes
and a small positive association with life satisfaction and relationsispastibn.
Reflective coping also had a small negative relationship with depression.
Employer sensitivity had a small negative relationship with depression afid sma
positive relationships with perceived wellness, life satisfaction, and waskasaion.
Perceived wellness had a robust negative correlation with depression and a robust

positive relationship with life satisfaction. In addition, perceived wellnassahmoderate
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positive correlation with relationship satisfaction and a small positiséorship with
work satisfaction.

Depression has moderate negative relationships with life satisfaction and
relationship satisfaction and a small negative relationship with work satisfa

Life satisfaction has a robust positive correlation with relationshigfaetion and
a moderate positive correlation with work satisfaction.

Although spousal support was not used in the model, correlations with this
variable were assessed for exploratory purposes. Spousal support dentbroticege
positive correlations with relationship satisfaction and life satisfacAlso, spousal
support had a moderate positive relationship with perceived wellness and a emoderat
negative relationship with depression. In addition, spousal support had small negative
associations with family-to-work conflict, work-to-family confli@and neuroticism.
Spousal support also had small positive relationships with family-to-work eranthm
work-to-family enrichment, reactive coping, suppressive coping, refecbping, and
agreeableness.

Purpose 2

The second purpose of this study was to test an indirect effects model of the
predictors and outcomes hypothesized to relate to work-family conflict arkafaraily
enrichment with a sample of employed mothers. See Figure 1.

Hypothesis 1.The first hypothesis indicated that the proposed model would
evidence adequate fit as assessed by multiple fit indices (i.e., Sa¢émttar scales chi-
square, SB?; standardized root-mean-square residual, SRMR; comparative fit index,

CFI; and root mean squared error of approximation, RMSEA).
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Structural equation modeling using LISREL 8.54 (J6reskog & Sorbom, 1996) was
employed to test the above hypothesis. First, as noted previously, the propostd m
was developed based on a review of the literature and careful reading efitdador
propositions related to the work-family interface. Second, factor analgsesused to
develop item parcels for some of scales representing latent variadlest{cism,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, employer sensitivity, work-to-tamflict, family-
to-work conflict, work-to-family enrichment, family-to-work enniment, perceived
wellness, depression, life satisfaction, and relationship satisfactionelRls$in,

Spoth, and Altmaier (1998) reported that common practice in SEM analyses weest¢o cr
item parcels for latent variables. The authors suggested using fact@isaaly then

rank ordering the items on the basis of their loadings to assign them to groupdise tha
average loadings of each group of items equate. Russell et al. (1998) atsthstiate
when this method was used, the resulting item parcels should reflect the uigderlyin
construct of the latent variable to an equal degree. In this study, we followed the
recommended procedures for creating item parcels outlined by Russe(ll898). For
work satisfaction, individual items were used instead of item parcels becahsdaf/t
number of items on the scale. Third, a series of equation and parametegshtic
described the measurement and path models were generated.

The sample size was consistent with Bollen’s (1989) recommendation of having
at least 300 participants when using structural equation modeling. Witk teghae fit
indices used in this study, the chi-square fit index is an absolute measure otétimui
the extent to which the model fit the actual data and a significant chi-sqaigsgcst

indicates a lack of fit. The chi-square is influenced by model complexity amglesaize
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(Cudeck & Henly, 1991; Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). The current study used the Santorra-
Bentler scales chi-square (Satorra & Bentler, 1994) to adjust for thexpeesienon-
normal data. The standardized root-mean-square residual (SRMR) is thedstaada
difference between the observed covariance and predicted covarian&eBghtler,
1999) where a value of zero indicates perfect fit. This SRMR tends to bersasall
parameters in the model and sample size increases. A value less than .08 isecbaside
good fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)
adjusts for the models complexity and will equal zero when there is a ddrfed¢he
data. RMSEA values less than .05 indicate a close fit, values between .05 and .88 indica
a good fit, values between .08 and .10 indicate a mediocre fit, and values over .10
indicate a poor fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996).
The comparative fit index (CFl; values of .95 or greater are desirable) aveids t
underestimation of fit and was also used as an indicator of fit in this studydiBentl
1990).

The results of our structural equation modeling indicated that the proposed
indirect effects model (as noted in Figure 1) exhibited a poor fit to theQBj&,(714, N
= 305) = 2839.549, p < .001, RMSEA = .099 (90% CI [.095, .10]), SRMR = .124, CFl =
.868 (see Table 3 for summary of fit indices for all models). Therefore, natdific
indices in LISREL (cf. Byrne, 1998) were reviewed to identify areas of mode
misspecification. Modification indices revealed five correlated unicgsetegms whose
inclusion would improve model fit (i.e., a reduction in chi-square; see Table 4). The
modified (correlated uniqueness terms) indirect effects model exhibitedl i to the

data, SBz (709, N = 305) = 1722.648, p < .001, RMSEA = .069 (CI [.065, .073]),
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SRMR =.120, CFIl = .934; the RMSEA and CFI suggested adequate to good fit whereas
the SRMR suggested model misspecification.
Purpose 3

The third purpose of this study was to test the fit of an equally plausible
theoretically derived model (described in Figure 2 and titled the “caretindirect
effects model”) to determine which of the two proposed models evidenced the best fit
with this sample.

Hypothesis 2The second model would provide adequate fit to the data, but the
first model would be found to be superior to this model.

Structural equation modeling using LISREL8.54 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996) was
employed to test the above hypothesis. The direct and indirect effects nsodel al
exhibited poor fit to the data, SB (701, N = 305) = 2622.215, p < .001, RMSEA = .095
(CI[.091, .099]), SRMR =.097, CFI = .879. Again, modification indices in LISREL (cf.
Byrne, 1998) were reviewed to identify areas of model misspecificatiodifivation
indices revealed five correlated uniqueness terms whose inclusion would improve model
fit (i.e., a reduction in chi-square; see Table 4).

The modified (correlated uniqueness terms) direct and indirect effect$ mode
exhibited adequate to good model fit, 8696, N = 305) = 1528.727, p < .001,

RMSEA = .063 (CI [.059, .067]), SRMR = .090, CFl = .944.

To determine which model best fit the data, parameter estimates and &sindic
were examined. Specifically, the scaled chi-square difference téstréS& Bentler,
2001) was used to compare the indirect effects model and direct and indeets eff

model. Likelihood ratio testing using the scaled chi-square differencénteged that the
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direct and indirect effects model exhibited a statistically signifisaptovement in
model fit when compared to the indirect effects model, Td (13) 215.3557, p = .00.
Therefore, the second model, the direct and indirect effects model, wasdeta

For the final direct and indirect effects model, all the factor loadings and
uniqueness terms were significant (see Table 5 for factor loadings)e @9 structural
parameters, eleven were significant (see Table 6, Figure 3 and &jgdmong the
exogenous latent factors, 8 out of 10 were significant (see Table 7). The variance
accounted for in latent factors was approximately 23% for work-familylicorif0% for
work-family enrichment, 63% for psychological functioning, 25% for satisfaatith
life/love, and 48% for work satisfaction. The variance accounted for in observed
indicators was 53% for work-family conflict, 52% for work-family enrichm&®% for
psychological functioning, 63% for satisfaction with life/love, 60% for work feeti®n,
57% for neuroticism, 48% for agreeableness, 67% for conscientiousness, 45% for coping,

and 65% for employer sensitivity.
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CHAPTER 5
Discussion

The current study sought to extend knowledge regarding the predictors and
outcomes associated with work-family conflict and work-family dnment with a
sample of employed mothers. Specifically, grounded in the work of Greenhaus and
Powell (2006), this study examined the extent to which employed mothers' paysonali
(neuroticism, agreeableness, and conscientiousness), styles of coping, anegempl
sensitivity were predictive of work-family conflict (work-to-falpnand family-to-work),
and work-family enrichment (work-to-family and family-to-work), andvihese
constructs related to psychological functioning (i.e., well-being and deprgss
satisfaction with life/love (i.e., life and relationship satisfaction), andkwatisfaction.
Through testing two models of work-family conflict and work-family emment and
examining the predictors and outcomes associated with these variables, di¢ohope
advance understanding of employed mother’s experience of the work-fatarkace.

Overall, the results of this study provide some support for Greenhaus and
Powell’'s (2006) theory of work-family enrichment which explains how ressisuch as
personality (a psychological and physical resource), and employendagnéatisocial
capital resource), relate to work-family conflict and work-familyi@gment which then
were hypothesized to be associated with outcome variables (psychologitainiumgg
satisfaction with life/love, and satisfaction with work), although alteéreahodels need
to be tested. Specifically, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) argued that their meslel g
beyond prior research and theory by identifying types of work and family resounat

have may enhance work-family-enrichment.
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In this study, we tested the hypothesis that the indirect effects model waald be
better fit to the data than the direct and indirect effects model, which was nottedppor
The direct and indirect effects model, after modifications (i.e., cordelatgjueness
terms), was a better fit to the data. The modifications to the models \adeeafier
running the analyses and finding that both models exhibited poor fit. After noticing that
several item parcels had greater than the recommended amount of error, the racdels w
modified so that five sets of item parcels with the greatest amount of shaesttedthe
error terms) were allowed to correlate.

One way to describe error correlation would be to say that the item paerels w
sharing something other than what we were measuring, or that they weng shari
something unknown. Having a common method of measurement, at times, can result in
this problem. In the current study, we used only self-report measures to coritrithee
latent factors which could mean that the item parcels shared variance due tthibe me
we chose to collect the data. Thus, a decision was made to allow five erroraterms t
correlate. Although six error terms in our model had greater amounts oftemo
recommended, researchers have cautioned that allowing error terms toeornielat
nearly always improve model fit (e.g., Gerbing & Anderson, 1984). Allowing the sixth
error term to correlate did not improve model fit, so we allowed only five errostr
correlate.

The final model, the modified direct and indirect effects model, demonstrated
adequate to good fit and accounted for substantial variance in psychological fugctioni
(63%) with the other endogenous factors not accounting for much of the variahee in t

latent factors. The indicators accounted for a substantial amount of varianaekin w
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family conflict, work-family enrichment, psychological functioning, satt$ifon with
life/love, work satisfaction, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and employensgndihe
indicators accounted for a moderate amount of variance for agreeableness agd copin
Additionally, among the exogenous latent factors, effects emerged beteemticism
with agreeableness, conscientiousness, coping, and employer sensitiwiggrbet
agreeableness with conscientiousness, coping, and employer support; and between
conscientiousness with coping. These findings also provided support for the final direct
and indirect effects model.

There were several important findings in the model that extended our knowledge
of the work-family interface, in particular. For example, neuroticism hadderate
positive direct effect on work-family conflict (explaining about 12% of theawnae),
such that neurotic characteristics were associated with work/feomflict. Another
important finding was that work-family enrichment had a robust positive difect eh
work satisfaction (explaining about 35% of the variance), suggesting that asanohk-f
enrichment increases, satisfaction at work is enhanced for this sampléndinig
supports Greenhaus and Powell's (2006) theory that work-family enrichment cangorodu
positive effects. Other important findings included coping having robust poditect
effects on both psychological functioning (explaining about 48% of the variance) and
satisfaction with life/love (explaining about 26% of the variance). Lasteabteness
had a moderate positive direct effect on psychological functioning (explaining H)$but
of the variance) for this sample of employed mothers. It should be noted that these

relationships were based on the modified direct and indirect effects modehdaut ot
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models should be tested to rule out potentially better fitting models. The relgt®nshi
will be explored more fully below.

In the modified direct and indirect effects model, it is important to notetiat
small direct effects emerged for employer sensitivity and the wonkyfaariables
(explaining about 5% of the variance in work-family conflict and about 2% of the
variance in work-family enrichment). Although employer sensitivity anted for little
variance in the work-family variables there are times when it might pertant to
consider this variable because it related to work satisfaction indifaattydirectly)
though work-family enrichment, further elucidating importance of examimmgayer
sensitivity with work-family enrichment and work satisfaction. Morepeenployer
sensitivity had a small positive direct effect on work-family enriamna@d work-family
enrichment had a robust positive relationship with work satisfaction. Mallinckrodt,
Abraham, Wei, and Russell (2006) stated that through the Test of Joint Significance only
the path from the predictor to the mediator and from the mediator to the outcome must be
statistically significant to assume an overall indirect effect. Thetdiedationship
between employer sensitivity and work satisfaction was small and ppsiiveork-
family enrichment seemed to add to our understanding of the relationship between
employer sensitivity and work satisfaction.

Additionally, employer sensitivity was related to satisfaction withltfe
indirectly through work-family conflict and work-family enrichmerithaugh all the
relationships were small (variance explained between the variablesiriiom 2%-5%).
Again, this indirect effect should be interpreted with caution because of thHe smal

relationship but should be considered in future research and for possible interventions
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with employed mothers as employer sensitivity may be a resouramthidtused to

promote work-family enrichment, as suggested by Greenhaus and Powell (2006). Als
the findings for this model should be interpreted with caution because other models (tha
have yet to be explored) could provide similar or better fit indices.

In addition, neuroticism was related to satisfaction with life/love intlirec
through work-family conflict, highlighting the importance of examining peasity in
the work-family interface. The direct effect of neuroticism on workHfagonflict was
moderate and positive while the direct effect of work-family conflict orsfsation with
life/love was small and negative (accounting for about 2% of the variancenditect
effect is assumed based on the Test of Joint Significance (see Mallinakabd®806).
Again, the indirect effects should be interpreted with caution because somelioéthe
effects were small (direct effects will be discussed below), buabhgpotentially
important to consider for this sample of women. It could be that a relativdtiiyhaad
happy sample, with low scores on neuroticism, affected the strength of these
relationships. The direct effects will be discussed further below.

Taken together, the overall model fit, individual parameter fit, and variance
accounted for by the endogenous variables provided some support for Greenhaus and
Powell’'s (2006) theory of work-family enrichment to explain how the use of resourc
can affect work-family variables and psychological functioning, satisfaetith
life/love, and work satisfaction. Future research should examine additional esitiadil
would account for variance in work-family conflict and work-family enmemt as well
as psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfacBome

variables of interest that might account for additional variance in the model could be
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other resources suggested by Greenhaus and Powell (2006), such as spousal support,
social support, self-esteem/self-confidence, and total household income. Below, ea
endogenous variable, along with their predictors, will be discussed.
Work-Family Conflict

Neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, coping, and employerntyensit
were expected to predict work-family conflict. The structural pammesuggested that
neuroticism was the only personality factor that had a direct effect onfeuork-
conflict, and as would be expected, it had a moderate positive relation. Reseaftere
have found a relationship between work-family conflict and neuroticism (eagtafen
et al., 2005) and previous studies have reported a direct relationship between pgrsonali
and work-family conflict (e.g., Noor, 2003). The current study indicated thabtesm
has a direct effect on work-family conflict further elucidating thpantance of
examining personality factors when studying work-family conflict wittaaaple of
employed mothers. This finding makes sense because women who are worried and
anxious, for example, might have more difficulty managing time at work todatibe
family responsibilities, thus contributing to increased work-family confli

The next personality factor expected to have a direct effect on work-family
conflict was agreeableness. Agreeableness did not have a direct effect oanwbyk-f
conflict. Some researchers suggested that when it comes to personalitgrragasts
between the more negative personality traits (i.e., neuroticism, negatiot} aita
work-family conflict; the more positive personality traits (i.e., agldeness,

extraversion, positive affect) have been hypothesized to relate to wolk-&amchment
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(David et al., 1997; Michel & Clark, 2009). This might explain why agreeableness did
not have a direct relationship with work-family conflict in this study.

Similarly, conscientiousness did not have an effect on work-family coaflict
expected. Conscientiousness had been shown to protect individuals from family-to-work
conflict (Bruck & Allen, 2003) and was found to be related to work-family cdr(tic
negative relationship; e.g., Blanch & Aluja, 2009; Bruck & Allen, 2003). One possible
reason why conscientiousness did not have a direct effect on work-familicicoodild
be because people who tend to be conscientious (i.e., achievement oriented, efficient,
dependable, and likes to plan and be organized) might plan more regarding how to
combine work and family roles. Some of the items on the work-family conthd¢ s
addressed personal responsibilities, like children, that take time from natkea effort
needed to complete work tasks, making it difficult to fulfill family responsiédi
Someone who is conscientious may be more inclined to organize their day to make time
for family and work tasks and/or are efficient at both home and work.

Examining personality factors was relatively recent in the worklyditerature
however, coping has been examined frequently. It is less clear is why coping daleot
a direct relationship with work-family conflict as we hypothesized.rAdte Greenhaus
and Powell (2006) cited coping as a skills and perspectives resource that canrberdr
when needed to solve a problem or deal with a challenge and research haly certai
focused on the role of coping in work-family conflict (e.g., Byron, 2005; Somach &
Drach-Zahavy, 2007). Researchers speculated that problem-focused capinmpre
effective in situations that individuals perceive are under their control (Aeyed,

1999; Lapierre & Allen, 2006) and perhaps this sample of employed mothers who have
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moderate work-family conflict did not feel like their work or home was iir gantrol,
and thus did not engage in problem-focused coping. Additionally, the sample reported
moderate use of problem-focused coping and moderate levels of work-familgtconf
which might make it hard to have enough variance to detect a relationship in this.sampl
Other studies have examined the role of coping as a mediator between mvibyk-fa
conflict and family satisfaction (e.g., Perrone et al., 2006), which might bi¢ea fitefor
the role of coping in work-family conflict.

Employer sensitivity had a small negative direct effect on workHaronflict.
The measure of employer sensitivity included items related to supervisor sofpgaftl
care needs, employer support of child care needs, and job flexibility, whicrsted)ge
that these types of support could be important for women. If employed mothers have a
flexible work environment and support from both supervisors and employers, the
experience of work-family conflict could be diminished. Byron’s (2005) saisly found
that support from an individual's work increases relates to low levels of wanikyfa
conflict. Next, I will examine the effect of work-family conflict on the @uwne variables.

In our study, work-family conflict did not have a direct effect on psychaodbgic
functioning. The research shows that work-family conflict relatesytohadogical health,
with individuals experiencing work-family conflict being more likely to havecaod
disorder, anxiety disorder, and substance dependence disorder (Frone, 2000). Work-
family conflict also has been found to affect physical health, such as ofi&sayyvacz,
2000). It is possible that because our sample had moderate levels of wogkefamflict
and appeared to be psychologically healthy, there was not enough variancesroscore

the measures to detect a relationship. Alternatively, perhaps the relatiorsleprbe
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these variables occurred when individuals experienced high levels of confinental
health difficulties.

In examining the structural parameters of the final direct and indiredt&ff
model, work-family conflict had a small negative direct effect onfsation with
life/love, such that as work-family conflict increases, satisfactiah kife/love decreases.
This finding was consistent with other research that found that work-faomfliat was
related negatively to life satisfaction and marital discord (e.g., Alleh 2000; Chui,
1998; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Norell & Norell, 1996). For this sample of employed
mothers, the presence of work-family conflict (i.e., work interferes \aithlfy and
family interferes with work), could cause women to be less satisfied nréhaionships
and with their lives. Not having enough time for each of these roles or feelingplike
are sacrificing one role for the other could lead to dissatisfactioreianidl in your
relationship. Alternatively, low levels of work-family conflict gt lead to more
satisfaction in life and in relationships because of having adequate ba&nwesn work
and family roles. In other words, women may not feel negative affect leetteysare
able to manage both roles, thus leading to more satisfaction with life/love.

Work-family conflict did not have a direct effect on work satisfaction as
predicted. Research had shown inconsistent findings regarding the relatiortgieiprbe
job satisfaction and work-to-family conflict. Some researchers found thattaxdamily
conflict and family-to-work conflict consistently had a relationship with jdlsfsetion
(e.g., Ahmad, 1996; Allen et al., 2000; Kossek & Ozeki’s; 1998), some suggested only
work-to-family conflict (not family-to-work conflict) was reked to work satisfaction

(e.g., Wayne et al., 2004), and others proposed that there was no relationshgm betwe
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work-family conflict and job satisfaction (e.g., Bedian et al.,1988; Liju@h&nmaio,
2009; Perrone et al., 2006). The current results mirrored Bedian et al.’s (1988) and
Perrone et al.” (2006) studies showing no relationship between work-family tanitic
work satisfaction with a sample of women in professional careers. In the @anepie,
almost half of the women had master’s degree or doctoral degree, with morehren a
having a bachelor’s degree. Our sample may find more enjoyment and fulfilmteeiri
work because they have continued education, thus affecting the relationship between
work-family conflict and satisfaction at work. Also, in a study with all pssfonals, one
might argue, as suggested by Perrone et al., that there was gppateunity for the
implementation of the self-concept, which Super’s (1982) theory links with higher work
satisfaction. Furthermore, this sample reported they were moderdisiygdat work
and with their employers (e.qg., providing a flexible schedule and child-cads)yevhich
may have contributed to the lack of a direct relationship between work-faoniilyct
and work satisfaction. Next, we will examine the predictors and outcomes ofavoill-
enrichment.
Work-Family Enrichment

Neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, coping, and employesityensit
were expected to predict work-family enrichment, just as we expdatadtb predict
work-family conflict. In the current study, none of the personality factqreaed to
have a direct effect on work-family enrichment did have an effect, which is worth
exploring further. One study, found that extroversion was related to both work-tg-fam
facilitation and family-to-work facilitation (Wayne et al., 2004), so esdraion might

have been a better choice as a predictor or work-family enrichment. In thet@iudy,
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extraversion was correlated with work-family enrichment, as previouarokse
suggested, but not to work-family conflwehich is consistent with previous research and
why extraversion was not included in the study. The finding that neuroticism higgtia di
effect on work-family conflict but not on work-family enrichment is importastause it
supported Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) theory that work-family conflict and work
family enrichment are distinct constructs that are not merely the oppbsiéeh other.
Moreover, neuroticism may not have had a direct effect on work-family ereithm
because some speculate that it is the more positive personality traits than ledfeet on
work-family enrichment (e.g., David et al., 1997; Michel & Clark, 2009). Addélly,
participants reported moderate levels of work-family enrichment ane lower on
neuroticism and high on agreeableness and conscientiousness. It is possiblestinete wa
enough variance to detect a relationship between each personality factaridmily
enrichment.

Coping, another predictor in the current study, did not have a direct effect on
work-family enrichment as expected. Few studies focused on the role of aopingk-
family enrichment. In the current study, the more one engaged in reactive (agfingd
as a tendency to have cognitive and emotional responses that deplete the inalividua
distort coping activities; Heppner et al., 1995), the less family-to-worklengnt.
Similarly, the more one engages in suppressive coping, defined as a teindéemy t
problems and avoid coping activities (Heppner et al., 1995), the less work-to-family
enrichment and family-to-work enrichment one experiences. The reflstyieevas
defined as the tendency to examine causal relationships, plan, and be systeonafis i

coping (Heppner et al., 1995), and therefore the more individuals engaged in the
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reflective style, the more work-to-family enrichment and fanohwiork enrichment. The
current sample moderately engaged in all three styles of coping, leadmwasder if
women who were more extreme in their use of these coping styles might Hded yie
different results in the effect on work-family enrichment. Based on tagaeships
between the styles of coping and work-family enrichment stated aboveigheaxpect
that lower reactive and suppressive coping styles and higher reflempivey styles
might contribute to higher levels of work-family enrichment.

Employer sensitivity had a small positive direct effect on work-famil
enrichment, which was consistent with the literature (e.g., Byron, 2005).tJn fac
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) suggested that resources, such as employetysémsitivi
social capital resource) can explain work-family enrichment. The autkplasreed that a
resource is “an asset that may be drawn on when needed to solve a problem orhcope wit
a challenging situation” (p. 80). One might argue that employer sensitiatsesource
that contributes to more work-family enrichment because having the suppottrof
employer around family might enable you to feel happier and more productieekat w
contributing to being a better family member at home, as some of the items on the
instrument used to examine work-family enrichment measure. Moreover, when
employers send the message to women that they care about their family needs, wome
might feel more accepted and empowered in their dual roles as career women and
mothers, thus increasing the likelihood that work enriches family andyfanmiiches
work. Next, | will examine the direct relationships between work-fasmigchment and

the outcome variables.
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Work-family enrichment did not have a direct effect on psychological
functioning, as predicted by the direct and indirect effects model, desp#ecteeat
has shown that family-to-work facilitation was associated with a lowlepfidepression
and problem drinking (Grzywacz & Bass, 2003). In this sample, the combination of
moderate work-family conflict and work-family enrichment could hatecééd how
work-family enrichment was related to depression. Grzywacz and B233)(argued
that the most optimal combination of work-family experiences, becauses#asiated
with the most positive outcomes, is low levels of work-family conflict and lagél$ of
work-family facilitation; however, in our study participants were moaeoatboth work-
family conflict and work-family enrichment. Also, our sample was gelyenahlthy,
thus possibly limiting our ability to detect relationships that exist betweek-family
enrichment and psychological functioning among less healthy samples.

On the other hand, work-family enrichment had a small positive direct efiec
satisfaction with life/love, such that higher levels of work-family enriehthwere
associated with satisfaction with life/love. Thus, women who were enrichégipyviork
or their family felt satisfied with their lives and their partners. Ald¢ively, women who
were pleased with their lives and relationships may have brought positigs émevork
and to their families. Finding that one area of your life enriches anottei@nversa
should increase your level of satisfaction with life/love because you wouwaldl®¢o
transfer your feelings of happiness, sense of success, and skills leaheskiareas to
other areas of your life; thus, improving the quality of those other areadiniing

added to the literature because work-family enrichment had not been studfeshass
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work-family conflict, especially the direct effect of work-faynénrichment on
satisfaction with life/love.

Work-family enrichment also had a direct effect on work satisfactionrend t
relationship was robust and positive. Consistent with previous research, the more
enrichment in your family or work roles, the more satisfied you will veczk (e.qg.,
Wayne et al., 2004). This finding was important as researchers have proptsed tha
combining work and family roles have both positive and negative effects (e.g., Byron,
2005; Ford et al., 2007; Hammer et al., 1997; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; Perry-Jenkins et al.,
2000). This finding, along with the finding previously mentioned, supported Greenhaus
and Powell’'s (2006) theory that multiple roles can be beneficial and produce positive
outcomes, a useful finding in providing a broader picture of the work-familsfantefor
research and clinical purposes. Moreover, work-family enrichment’s difect en
work satisfaction might occur because women may be able to transfer ydiveposi
feelings and experiences in one role (e.g., family role) to the workthole enhancing
satisfaction.

One notable finding of the structural equation modeling analyses was that the
work-to-family item parcels accounted for a substantial amount of var{@feée for
parcel 1, 78% for parcel 2, and 89% for parcel 3) with the observed indicator, work-
family enrichment, however, the family-to-work enrichment item parcels dicetaie as
well to the latent construct (16% for parcel 1, 17% for parcel 2, and 20% for parcel 3)
These findings could explain some of the lack of relationships between theamuhk-f
enrichment and the predictor and outcome variables as well as the avefalé

model.
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Future research might select alternate measures of family-toemochment.
Interestingly, the measure we used for work-family enrichment hag itgams that
mirrored each other in assessing work-to-family enrichment and farilpitio
enrichment. For example, an item on the work-to-family enrichment sealénmg/
involvement in my work puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better family
member,” while a family-to-work enrichment item reads “my involvememy family
puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better worker.” The participants
completed the work-to-family items first, followed by the familyork items, which
may have attributed to the family-to-work items parcels not attribtirag much
variance in work-family enrichment because they might have felt likeaihegdy
answered those questions before (i.e., the questions felt familiar, thus natiegpla
anything additional). Additionally, the items on family-to-work enrichnanot seem
to capture how family enriches work generally but more how family enrichmiggit
contribute to being a “better worker,” which does not necessarily have to lreider
as enriching ones’ work.

Diverse items that focus on the different ways work enriches family antyfam
enriches work might have better captured the family-to-work enrichmaenéexample,
one item that was different and did not have a mirror item was “my involvement in my
family encourages me to use my work time in a focused manner and helps metee a bet
worker.” Additionally, fewer items that focus on being a “better workeghhcapture
the broader construct of family-to-work enrichment. In the next section, tbenoeit
variables, psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and workfaation

will be discussed.
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Psychological Functioning

Psychological functioning was thought to be an outcome of work-family conflict
work-family enrichment, neuroticism, agreeableness, conscientiousnds@ng. The
relationships between psychological functioning with work-family condlied work-
family enrichment were discussed previously so the focus will be on thetpredic
variables. In the direct and indirect effects model, neuroticism wastexpechave a
direct effect on psychological functioning as suggested by previous resegrcK¢eov,
et al., 2010; Steunenberg, et al., 2009); surprisingly, it did not. In the studies ekxamine
(e.g., Kotov, et al., 2010; Steunenberg, et al., 2009), samples with diagnosable mental
disorders were used (i.e., reoccurrence of depression; diagnostic ghoagpslatively
healthy sample of employed mothers, like the current one, neuroticism did not have a
direct effect on psychological functioning.

On the other hand, agreeableness had a moderate positive direct effect on
psychological functioning as expected. Blanch and Aluja (2009) found that agresablene
was one of the Big Five factors that was related to work-family icoafhd well-being.

The current study provided support for agreeableness relating to psychological
functioning such that the more agreeable type personalities experiertbéeheal
psychological functioning. Those who see themselves as having a tenoémgyve
others, are warm and friendly, or like to be helpful and cooperative seem teergper
fewer symptoms of depression and were psychologically and physicaliyyh@es
measured on the perceived wellness instrument).

Conscientiousness did not have a direct effect on psychological functioning. The

current sample was relatively high in their degree of conscientiousnesghttbe that
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lower levels of conscientiousness have more of an effect on psychologicabiumgti
For example, Booth-Kewley and Vickers (1990) found that persons low in
conscientiousness tended to have poorer personal health habits.

Another possible reason for the lack of relationship between neuroticism,
conscientiousness, and psychological wellness could relate to the sthte examine
psychological wellness (the Perceived Wellness Scale; Hairj 2005). The Perceived
Wellness Scale asked participants to evaluate their own wellness, as oppbsed to t
depression scale used that evaluates symptoms occurring over a period of tinedf- The s
evaluative nature of this measure might not represent the accuracy otthair a
wellness. Reports from family members and friends might have added to thenasse
of psychological functioning, thus providing a more accurate picture of psychological
functioning.

On the other hand, coping, specifically problem-focused coping, had a robust
positive effect on psychological functioning, as noted in previous reseagchHeining
& Gan, 2008; Heppner et al., 1995). One might expect that the more women engage in
problem-focused coping, the healthier they will be because they are notssumpgpe
reacting when problems are encountered. The current study extendeeréteréton the
relationship between coping and psychological functioning because the latenleyaria
psychological functioning, included a measure of psychological strendthitignally,
the current study further supported the effect of problem-focused coping, sBgibn
psychological functioning. In the next section, satisfaction with life/loNeoe

discussed.
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Satisfaction with Life/Love

Generally, the effects of personality on relationship and life saifelcave been
well established (Dyrenforth et al., 2010). In a meta-analytic review @ithEive
personality factors, emotional stability, agreeableness, and consessi@ss were the
personality traits with the most robust associations with relationshifastibe (where
individuals who are higher in each of these attributes report higher levelatainghip
satisfaction; Heller et al., 2004). In the current study, agreeablenassbe only
personality latent factor that had a direct effect (small positive) offiesditos with
life/love (neuroticism or conscientiousness did not have direct effects oas@isfwith
lovel/life). Overall, research had shown that agreeableness was relatecatalli
relationship satisfaction (e.g., Heller et al., 2004; Steel et al., 2008). Wohtehave a
“forgiving nature” and “[are] helpful and unselfish with others” (exampleaajpleness
items on the Big Five Inventory; John et al., 1991) likely would be more satisfie€liin t
lives and in relationships. Thus, the current study provides further support for and
importance of examining the relationship between agreeableness andtsatistiah
life/love with a population of employed mothers.

It is less clear why neuroticism and conscientiousness did not have an effect on
satisfaction with life/love. Conceptualizing satisfaction with life/lageone construct
may have limited the ability to find a direct effect because of differdationships
between personality and satisfaction with life and satisfaction inarsips. For
example, Heller et al. (2004) found that agreeableness, conscientiousness, amtbémoti
stability had the most robust effects on relationship satisfaction anceSte(2008)

found that emotional stability and extraversion were the most related tatlgtastion,
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with conscientiousness and agreeableness having a small to medium correlaten. The
meta-analyses suggested that the factors have differing relationslssatigtaction

with life and with satisfaction with love; thus leading to a possible lack of a diffect
between conscientiousness and satisfaction with life/love.

Recent personality researchers have examined variables that might add to o
understanding of how personality affects relationship and life satisfaptiesibly
adding to our understanding of the lack of a direct relationship for neuroticism and
conscientiousnesBor examplePyrenforth et al. (2010) suggested that personality
attributes, spouse’s attributes, and the similarity between the couplesgltyscombine
to predict life and relationship satisfaction. The current study only exdrtiiee
participant’s personality and the possible direct effect on satisfactibrifeitove.
Reports of the couples’ personalities and the similarity of the couple’s plnsonald
have had a direct effect on satisfaction with life/love.

It seems clear, based on the particular personality factors chosen forrémd cur
study, that we would have expected the relationship between all of the peydactdits
and relationship with life/love to be significant. As previously mentioned, coltpdiata
on partner and similarity effects may have been helpful in assessindatienship
between personality and satisfaction with life/love. Alternatively, paiggriactors
could be examined as a moderator in studies examining work-family confliet, as
previous studies (e.g., Chunmaio and Xingchang, 2009; Lijun and Chunmaio, 2009).

Although the direct effect between neuroticism and satisfaction witlolitelvas
not found, the current study found that neuroticism was related to satisfaction wit

life/love indirectly through work-family conflict. The direct eftdmetween work-family
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conflict and satisfaction with life/love was small, but the direct etfesdt neuroticism has
on work-family conflict was moderate, suggesting it might be useful to iaraims
relationship in future research.

Coping had a large positive direct effect on satisfaction with life/love. ibheas
who are engaged in problem solving instead of denying problems may be ablave re
negative issues and thus, feel more satisfied with their lives. Alternatikese who
have meaningful lives and relationships may feel efficacious withde¢garoping with
problems. Additionally, previous research noted the relationship between coping and
satisfaction with life and relationship (e.g., Heppner et al., 1995; Rantatan?ét4 ).

Although the current study did not predict that employer sensitivity would have a
direct effect on satisfaction with life/love, employer sensitivity did reseall
relationship with satisfaction with life/love through work-family conflindavork-
family enrichment. Work-family variables seem to contribute a samaiunt to our
understanding of how employer support around child-care needs might dfiffecsan
with life/love. Again, the parameter estimates were small and accountedrfaila
amount of variance (between 2% and 5%), but might be worth examining further in
future studies with a sample of employed mothers. In the next section, thenstlgn
between the predictor variables and work satisfaction will be discussed.

Work Satisfaction

Neuroticism, agreeableness, nor conscientiousness had a direct effect on work
satisfaction, to our surprise based on previous research. For example, Cohrs et al. (2006)
explored the predictive power of depositional characteristics (Big 5 Fastatgoational

self-efficacy, work centrality, mastery goals) on work satigfacand found the
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dispositional characteristics uniquely explained 8-12% of the variance, withticesm,
in particular, an important determinant of work satisfaction (Cohrs et al., 2006).

Many studies examining personality and work satisfaction find a consistent
relationship between neuroticism and work satisfaction (e.g., Cohrs et al., 20G6é;ei
al., 2002), so the lack of a direct effect in the current study is challengingtoreit
Again, the professional and educated nature of the sample could have contributed to the
lack of effect between neuroticism and work satisfaction.

As previously mentioned, agreeableness and conscientiousness also did not have a
direct effect as expected. In Cohrs et al.’s (2006) study, agreeableaseagvedictor of
job satisfaction only in one of the three samples, which is inconsistent witlysevi
meta-analyses (e.g., Judge et al., 2002). Also, inconsistent with the metegnaly
conscientiousness had no impact on job satisfaction in any of the three samplss, just a
the current study found. However, Cohrs et al. (2006), suggested that “the metasanalys
revealed a large confidence interval for this relationship, suggestimayibe worthwhile
to look for moderators in future research” (p. 384).

Another suggestion when examining the relationship between personality and
work satisfaction might be to integrate similar facets across theatitfeqpologies of
personality (e.g., negative affectivity, neuroticism, and core self ei@lgas one
cluster), as suggested by Judge et al. (2008). In other words, it could be that a broader
conceptualization of personality or dispositional characteristics might kaeel #0 the
current study.

Coping did not have a direct effect on work satisfaction as predicted by the direct

and indirect effects model. Previous research examined coping as a mediatenktéey
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work family variables and outcomes like work satisfaction (e.g., Perrone et al., 2006;
Voydanoff, 2002) suggesting that coping mediated the relationship betweenanohk-f
conflict and work-family satisfaction such that healthy coping relatepl@ater work and
family satisfaction. However, Perrone et al. found that work-family marfid have an

effect on coping, but that coping did not have a direct effect on work satisfactiors In thi
study, it could be harder to detect a direct effect because the employedsmatheer
moderate on all coping styles and were moderately satisfied with woditidxdlly, the
problem might be that coping as related to managing work and family spégifves

not measured. Perhaps the coping measure should have been tied more closely to work-
life management.

Employer sensitivity was the only predictor variable that had a direct effec
work satisfaction (small positive effect); such that support at wortecklzositively to
satisfaction at work. As an employed mother, in an employment environment that is
sensitive to childcare needs, satisfaction with work could be enhanced by sappuoet f
challenges associated with being a career person and a mother. Adsdynditi
employers are not sensitive to childcare needs, women might be lesedatisfieven
feel guilty when work interferes with family. Additionally, the liters¢ supports the
finding employer support would relate to work-related variables (e.g., Byrof).200

Interestingly, employer sensitivity also related to work satigfaéndirectly
through work-family enrichment, suggesting work-family enrichmentptay a role in
the relationship between employer sensitivity and work satisfaction. Valorkyf
enrichment had a robust positive relationship on work satisfaction, suggestinghie mi

continue to examine employer sensitivity to child-care needs with worltyfa
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enrichment. Overall, the current study advanced knowledge regarding ttte effthe
predictor variables on work-family conflict and work-family enrichment and these
variables relate to the outcome variables for a sample of educated, mosbsionudl
women. This study further elucidated that work-family conflict and workiiyam
enrichment were distinct constructs that were not merely the oppositehobtber.
However, the results should be interpreted cautiously as additional plansithéts
should be tested in future research.

Limitations

There are several limitations to this study. As previously mentioned, mibst of
sample surveyed were White, married women, therefore, generalizédhsamples
other than predominantly White married women is problematic.

Moreover, most women had completed higher education (bachelor's degree and
above), so the models may not be generalized to women who did not acquire higher
education. Perrone et al. (2006) suggested that people with professional oanebes/e
more opportunities for the implementation of the self-concept, noting Super’s (1982)
theory. Women with higher education may have a more developed self-concept which
could affect some of the variables in the current study, such as coping, theamagk-f
variables, work satisfaction, satisfaction with life/love, and psycholofyioationing.

With a more developed self-concept, employed mothers may be more confident in their
ability to “manage” work and family roles. Additionally, because a largegomoof the
women in the sample were educated, they may have chosen career paths wtiich coul

differ from occupations selected by women who did not have as many choiceseBducat
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women who have selected their careers may have more autonomy and flekility t
women who are less educated and have jobs (as opposed to careers/professions).
Most women reported that they were “extremely satisfied” with theldacdnie
arrangements, which could affect the results because it could be that women wio are
as satisfied may experience more work-family conflict, as found intdratlire (e.qg.,
Poms, Botsford, Kaplan, Buffardi, & O’Brien, 2009).
Overall, the sample reported they were moderately satisfied in tieewlth
work, in their relationships, and with their job’s degree of employer sensitivity. dike
reported they are generally happy and healthy. This limits the djeabiity to less
healthy employed mothers. One might argue that the populations of employed mothers
we need to consider most are mothers who are not psychologically healthy. And,
although there is value to studying healthier populations as many counseling
psychologists would posit, there is a need to examine less healthy populations as wel
In examining the limitations of the sample, it is important to note that theésresul
emerged with a sample of educated, well-adjusted women, who were datisfi¢heir
childcare, and may not be applicable to women who are less educated andsless sat
with their lives. Alternatively, the participants may have presenta@ positively than
they actually felt, thus skewing their responses on the measures.
There also were several methodological limitations, including that tbg stas
an online study. There are many limitations to online studies, including not knowing the
environment the participant was taking the study in, not knowing exactly who is taking
the survey, self-selection, and not knowing the return rate, to name a few. Not knowing

the environment the sample was taking the survey in leads to less control of the study.
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Women could have been taking the survey at work, taking the survey at home Wy hersel
with her partner next to her, or with her children, all of which could have affected the
results of the study. For example, answering questions about work satisfaction a
employer sensitivity while at work might have affected how the particigegecto
answer the questions.

Another problem with online studies is that the researcher does not know exactly
who is taking the survey. Part of our advertising included a lottery fdt eagd.
Although participants answered inclusion questions to be sure they fit the pasaafet
the study, people could have falsified their responses to obtain the information about how
to obtain the gift card. The entire sample was assumed to be employed nmthdrs
may not be factual.

Yet another limitation to this investigation was self-selection. Employethers
who cared about their work and family roles, or women who experienced work-family
conflict may have been more interested in participating in the study thaanweho
were not as concerned about combining work and family roles. Also, part of the data
gathering process involved contacting mother’s groups, again selecting temaia
group of women. Convenience sampling also was used, making the study less
generalizable to a broader group of women. One limitation of convenience sampling is
obtaining a sample within a certain network of people, without reaching a more
representative group of women.

Lack of a true return rate also is a limitation of online studies. Althougheve a
able to see how many people tried to take the survey, we do not know how many women

might have glanced at the online advertisement and just deleted it, for example. S
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are unable to know the return rate of the study. Although an online study was presumed
to be the most convenient way to reach this busy population, future research should try
other data collection methods.

Another limitation of the study has to do with structural equation modeling. There
were parcels in the model whose unique variance was shared, and we chose to allow
some error terms to correlate with each other. There are many reasons unaneeva
occurs. When unique variance is shared, the unique variances of the observed indicators
overlap, or measure something in common other than the latent constructs presented
(Joreskog, 1993). This is a limitation because we did not predict what could be shared
among the variables. In other words, the modifications to the correlated emswiere
done post hoc, which some SEM theorist advise against when not predicted a priori
(because they improve model fit. e.g., Martens, 2005). Three variables that shared unique
variance in this study and thus, should continue to be examined are work-family
enrichment, depression, and satisfaction with life.

Last, the instruments used to measure the constructs were limited and likely
impacted negatively the results of the study. For example, after mxgntine variance
accounted for in the latent constructs, family-to-work enrichment did not adoount
much variance in the work-family enrichment latent construct (i.e., 16 to 208). T
family-to-work enrichment items did not capture family-to-work enrichinaes well as
they reflected work-to-family enrichment. Specifically, items likly involvement in
my family makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better worker” and “My
involvement in my family makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better"worker

may not have captured the intended construct. Perhaps being happy with your family

109



related to feeling happy at work, however being happy does not necessaiiyrre
increased productivity at work.
Future Research and Possible Interventions

Clearly, the results of this study need to be replicated. To address some of the
limitations mentioned previously, future studies should examine the models with other
populations. Specifically, future research could examine the final direchdinelat
effects model with employed mothers in other countries, with different socioe@nom
status, and varying levels of education. Also, the construct of work-famitherent
may not apply to other populations or at the very least, may look different or mean
something different for other populations. For example, many of the studiesdited i
literature that examine work-family enrichment are comprised of md#tiye samples
or did not report ethnicity in their article. Future research must exaottiee plausible
models to rule out better fitting models.

Additionally, although many studies on work-family enrichment have been
studied internationally, the construct “work-family enrichment” is neddy new, with
past studies examining work-family facilitation or positive spillover, fameple. In fact,
Whiston and Cinamon (under review) commented on how difficult it was to examine the
ways in which work and family roles facilitate one another because rhseatse
various labels and definitions across disciplines (e.g., facilitation, ennthme
enhancement, and positive spillover). Work-family enrichment seemed to be an
appropriate umbrella term to encompass other constructs that seem sinvibak-t
family enrichment however, the theory of work-family enrichment has not bediedt

in other countries and with diverse populations. It would be interesting to examine the
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theory of work-family enrichment, and the model presented in the currentistather
countries and with diverse populations to learn more about women’s career devglopme
for people of color and international employed mothers.

Additionally, with the national unemployment rate on the rise (8.9%; Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 2011), the model should be studied over time to understand how the
model might change in different economic times. For example, with companigs goin
through a period of lay-offs and individuals in fear of losing their jobs, total household
income could serve as a predictor of work-family conflict and work-familiclement.

Also, job security might be a predictor of work-family conflict and wonkifg

enrichment. Mothers who feel their job is secure might be more able to takerkff w
when their child is sick, or leave work on-time to make a family dinner. Those whio ar
fear of losing their jobs might feel less inclined to take off work or be miaely lio work
late to get their work done or make a good impression. In fact, Greenhaus and Powell
(2006) hypothesized that material resources earned at work, such as inuiche, e
family functioning and contributed to work-family enrichment.

Spousal support also may play a role in affecting the work-family variabkks
psychological functioning and satisfaction with life/love and satisfactitimwork.
Although we collected data on spousal support, it was eliminated from the study so we
could examine more dispositional variables in the model, such as personalityoralditi
participants would have been needed to examine an additional predictor. Also, in the
current study, spousal support had the lowest reliability among all of the eariabl
(alpha=.70). In Greenhaus and Powell’'s (2006) model, they identified squiial ca

resources as “interpersonal relationships in work and family roles thatssial a
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individuals in achieving their goals” (p. 80) and spousal support seemed to fit this
definition well. Future research might examine spousal support as a predictokef wor
family-conflict and work-family enrichment. Along similar lines, lgimarried might be
a protective factor for these women, possibly explaining the healthy santpéecurrent
study. Future research might examine how being in a committed relationship might
protect individuals from work-family conflict and contribute to healthier psiaygical
functioning and satisfaction with life/love.

A possible area of future research also is examining the model with employed
mothers who differ on their level of work-family conflict and work-familyielmment. It
would be interesting to examine the direct effects of the predictors and oatadtme
differing levels of work-family conflict and work-family enrichmestd., high level of
work-family conflict and low level of work-family enrichment, low leelwork-family
conflict and high level of family-to-work enrichment). This would give reseascand
clinicians a better understanding of the work-family interface and atalftycus on
when multiple roles lead to distress and when they lead to fulfillment.

Thus, several main findings extend our knowledge about the work-family
interface for employed mothers (although the results should be interpreteaisky).
Specifically, work-family enrichment had a robust positive direct efiacvork
satisfaction. This finding provided support for women who feel that work and family
mutually enhance one another, and may lead to satisfaction and happiness with one’s
work. Future research might examine mediators and moderators of the relptisashi
as the effect of managerial support or job self-efficacy. Clinicians méglesa levels of

work-family enrichment and satisfaction with work among mothers who fesstdied
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at work, as a lack of enrichment could relate to lack of productivity, motivations
problems or turnover. In other words, clinicians should assess whether employeds mothe
feel positively toward the degree to which work and family are mutually enlgaidirs
finding has possible implications for college counseling centers as well. €iogns

centers might have workshops for mothers in college and graduate school that aim at
providing information about the relationship between work-family enrichment and
satisfaction at work but also help women explore ways to obtain more enrichment from
their work-family roles. A workshop like this could be beneficial for women witidoe

in the job market soon or women who are in the process of changing jobs.

A second important finding was that coping had a robust positive direct effect on
both psychological functioning and satisfaction with life/love for this sample of
employed mothers, with coping explaining 48% of the variance in psychological
functioning and coping explaining 26% of the variance in satisfaction with life/love
other words, these findings suggest how important problem-focused coping is fimeposit
psychological functioning and satisfaction in life and love for employed mothgisre
research might attempt to replicate these findings, considering tleatcstudy examined
psychological functioning as a latent variable representing perceivetesshnd
depression. Additionally, coping related to the latent construct, satisfactiohifedove,
expanding our knowledge of the effect of coping on a broader domain of satisfaction.
Future research also might consider what variables might mediate thensHagi
between coping and psychological functioning and satisfaction with life4oxd as
engaging in therapy that establishes healthy ways to cope, or engaginghio siolbs

workshops. Additionally, it might be interesting to examine how partner copiles sty
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moderate the relationship between coping and satisfaction with life/loves fiheésgs

have clinical implications as well. For example, clinicians mightsasgeblem-focused
coping, in general, with employed mothers since this specific way of copirey rohadst

direct effect on psychological functioning and satisfaction with life/love. Evane 8D,
clinicians might teach employed mothers how to engage in more problem-focusegl copin
to improve psychological functioning and satisfaction with life/love.

A third finding was that neuroticism had a moderate positive direct effect on
work-family conflict, suggesting the more neurotic features one has the radee w
family conflict they might experience. Future research is needegltcate this finding
and to extend the literature by examining other measures of anxiety on wolk-fa
conflict. Additionally, it might be interesting to examine coping as modecétor
neuroticism and work-family conflict in future studies examining employethenst
Counselors should assess personality factors when working with employeersn
especially when the women show characteristics of neuroticism. Perngoffigiit is seen
as a stable characteristic that cannot be changed, so therapists should @ieiod m
eliminating work-family conflict. Additionally, an area further resdamight be to
continue to examine the possible indirect effect neuroticism has on saiisfaith
life/love indirectly though work-family conflict. In the current study, ra¢icism related
to satisfaction with life/love indirectly through work-family conflicttheough the
relationship between work-family conflict and satisfaction with life/lexgs small (and
negative; accounting for about 2% of the variance). Clinicians might consideriegplor
satisfaction with life/love when clients who tend to have “anxious personalitids” a

report having a hard time maintaining balance in their work and family roles.
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Last, agreeableness had a moderate positive direct effect on psychological
functioning, suggesting that people who tend to be cooperative, likable, sympathetic, and
kind have healthier psychological functioning. Future research might continuemmexa
this relationship for employed mothers. This finding also might suggest that maitiers
agreeable-type personalities may have no need for clinical interventigrassp@son’s
agreeable nature might be used in therapy as a source of resilienceagith sirhis
finding, and the one mentioned previously, reflects the importance of examining
dispositional factors for samples with employed mothers.

If the results of this study were replicated, counselors could have a more xomple
picture of employed mothers. Counselors would learn not to focus only on the conflict
that is found between work and family roles, but the enrichment that is assoatated w
combining these roles. For example, in the current study, we found that walk-fam
conflict and work-family enrichment had small direct effects on satisfawith
life/love. Although variance accounted for the effect is small (about 2% for kioth), i
might still be important to consider what implications these findings mightfbave
therapy interventions for this sample. In therapy, when employed motipeesgx
dissatisfaction in their life and/or with their partners, we might asselsiswald their
level of work-family enrichment and explore areas of work-family conflict.

Additionally, although having small direct effects and only accounting for
between 2-5% of variance (see Figure 4), the relationship between emplosigivisy
and the work-family variables was important to consider and may stilldgg®ame
room for interventions. The current study also found that employer sensitiatieveded

to satisfaction with life/love indirectly through work-family conflictcawork-family
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enrichment, suggesting that it might be important to gather information ahceiné
arrangements when working with employed mothers who report dissatisfadth life

and in their relationships. Additionally, employer sensitivity was reladevork

satisfaction both directly and indirectly through work-family enrichment, esstgrg

again, that employer sensitivity is important for this population of women. Of course
these findings should be interpreted cautiously, but the role of employer support and its
relationship to the outcomes might be useful for clinicians in understanding the work
family interface but also might be used for psychoeducational purposes andsstree
impetus for future research.

Additionally, clinicians might consider asking the degree of employer suppor
around child-care issues and for those that do not have employer support, find ways to
obtain assistance. For example, role-playing with clients about how tigéy ask a
supervisor for flex-time. Moreover, the results of the current study suggkatesark-
family enrichment plays a role in the relationship between employatiggynand both
satisfaction with life/love and work satisfaction. Clinicians might consideonly
assessing work-family enrichment with your clients who are eregdlayothers but also
attending to exploring ways in which the client experiences enrichment in tréianwd
family roles. After all, a focus on strengths is consistent with the fieldwiseling
psychology and this study demonstrated that work-family enrichment basist r
positive direct effect on work satisfaction and a significant, although sfiraltt effect
on satisfaction with life/love. Future research might try to replicate thedings but also

examine how other employer supports, such as income, supervisor support, and/or
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supervisor relationship might contribute to satisfaction with life/love and work
satisfaction indirectly through the work-family variables.

Furthermore, the current study has possible implications for public polioy if t
results are replicated. For example, work-family enrichment had a robitstepdsect
effect on work satisfaction, highlighting the benefits of enhancing emplogéuens
enrichment. Organizations might be required to provide workshops for mothers educating
them about how important work-family enrichment is for work satisfaction. The
workshops might even challenge employed mothers to think about how their families
enrich their work and their work enriches their family to provide support for mothers i
the workforce. Additionally, although small effects, employer support had 4 difect
on work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, and satisfaction witbrkv
Satisfaction with work and managerial support related to greater levaisdafctivity
(e.q., Freed, 2004; Sawang, 2010). Family-friendly policies, hours worked per week, and
supervisor support was predictive of work-family conflict and supervisor suppsrt wa
related to family-work conflict in one study (Frye & Breaugh, 2004), sugggettat
employer sensitivity can impact organizations in a positive way (e.g.,nfgaea10).

Also, employer sensitivity can benefit employed mothers in a positiveagagvidenced
by the small positive direct effect on work-family enrichment and workfaation and
negative direct effect on work-family conflict in this study. Orgamzest might provide
support for employed mothers including flexible schedules, providing policies around
childcare concerns (such as leave for caring for your child who is sick)dpowenefit
options for children, and providing access to day-care through the organization or

information about day-care facilities in the surrounding area becauseuttyshsis
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shown that employer sensitivity around child-care concerns is relatedstacain with
work and in life/love both directly (to work satisfaction) and indirectly throughwibrd-
family variables. If the study was replicated, standard policies aroesd tbsues should
not be implemented at just the organizational level but nationally.

Moreover, workshops on the direct effect of employer sensitivity on work-family
conflict, work-family enrichment, and satisfaction at work could be desigmd a
presented to employed mothers and organizations, benefiting the company and the
employees. Workshops on the importance of employer support for this population might
also benefit new mothers already in the workforce or new mothers about to enter the
workforce. Future research might focus on what other variables mighttetarige
relationship between employer sensitivity and the work-family variablesh as
managerial support, and how implementing policies around flexible schedules, for
example, affect work-family conflict, work-family enrichment, aatisfaction with
work. Another idea for future research would be to examine how work-family @onfli
and work-family enrichment relates to turnover in organizations.

Conclusion

In conclusion, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) called for researchers to examine the
positive effects of combining work and family roles and developed a theoretidal to
stimulate such research. Counseling psychologists historically haliedsthe career
development of women with a focus on strength-based models. This study addressed the
need to examine both the conflict and enrichment perspectives in the work-famil
interface, highlighting the importance of work-family conflict and wiznkly

enrichment as distinct concepts. In addition, the findings of this investigation advanc
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our knowledge of how personality, coping, and employer sensitivity retatesrk-

family conflict and work-family enrichment, and how those variablesisseciated with
psychological functioning, satisfaction with life/love, and work satisfactiore strength
of the current sample was the myriad careers reported by the worgeholBgists,

social workers, and policy makers can use this research to develop interséntassist
women in managing their work and family roles. Future research should exatiméne
models and investigate the complexity of the work-family interfacle diterse and
international women to ensure that all people have equal access to professional and
personal success and fulfillment.

To conclude, several important direct effects were found that extended our
knowledge of the experience of employed mothers. Neuroticism had a moderate positive
direct effect on work-family conflict, highlighting the continued impoc&nf examining
the effect of personality, in particular neuroticism, on work-family confiVork-family
enrichment had a robust positive direct effect on work satisfaction. In other, fards
sample of employed mothers, when work-family enrichment increased so did work
satisfaction. Coping was directly related to both psychological functi@mdg
satisfaction with life/love, enhancing our knowledge of the impact of coping on
happiness and satisfaction for a sample of employed mothers. Last, agresafideha
moderate positive direct effect on psychological functioning for this samptiioéted
and healthy employed mothers. No other study, to our knowledge, has examined the
paths that were examined in this study. Additionally, much of the work-fantdyface
literature is composed of samples comprising of men and women, therefore nahgapt

the different experience of mothers.
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These findings elucidate our understanding of the work-family interface for
sample of employed mothers, and provide the impetus for future research and possible
interventions for this population of women who face multiple challenges (and rewards)

from managing both family and work.
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Table 1

Demographic Information for Total Final Sample

N %
Total Sample 305
Gender (Total) 305
Female 305 100
Marital Status (Total) 305
Married 305 100
Children Under 16 Years Old at Home 305 100
Work Full-Time Outside of Home 305 100
Age 271 M=37.6

(SD=6.5)

Race (Total) 305
White 234 76.7
Black/African-American 39 12.8
Hispanic/Latina 12 3.9
Biracial/Multiracial 8 2.6
Asian/Asian-American 6 2.0
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 0.3
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 0.7
Black/Caribbean decent 1 0.3
“Other” 2 0.7
Degree of Education (Total) 303
Bachelor's Degree 103 33.8
Master’s Degree 96 31.5
Doctoral Degree 54 17.7
Some College 25 8.2
Associate’s Degree 11 3.6
High School/GED 2 0.7
Trade/Vocational Training 1 0.3
‘Other” 11 3.6
Occupations (Top 25) 293
Teacher 42 13.8
Lawyer 18 5.9
Professor 15 4.9
Counselor 15 4.9
Marketing 10 3.3
Administrator Support 9 3.0
Non-Profit Workers 7 2.3
Human Resources 6 2.0
Social Worker 6 2.0
Researcher 6 2.0
Consultant 6 2.0
Insurance Workers 6 2.0
Editor 6 2.0
University Administrator 6 2.0
Analyst 5 1.6
Nurse 5 1.6
Manager 5 1.6
Physical Therapist 4 1.3
Artist 4 1.3
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Office Administrator 4 1.3
Clerical Workers 3 1.0
Physician 3 1.0
Engineer 3 1.0
Accountant 3 1.0
Project Manager 3 1.0
Demographic Region (Total) 304

Mideast 169 55.4
Southeast 58 19.0
New England 25 8.2
Southwest 9 3.0
Great Lakes 19 6.2
Plains 5 1.6
Rocky Mountain 2 0.7
Far West 14 4.6
“Other” 3 1.0
How Many Children Living at Home (Total) 293

One 131 43.0
Two 120 39.3
Three 35 115
Four 6 2.0
Five 1 0.3
Children with Special Needs (Total) 304

Yes 38 12.5
No 266 87.2
Child Care Arrangements (Total) 301

Day-Care Only 88 28.9
Help from Relative/Friends 25 8.2
School Only 54 17.7
Day-Care and School 75 24.6
“Other” 59 19.3
Satisfaction with Childcare (Total) 299

Extremely Satisfied 184 60.3
Moderately Satisfied 92 30.2
Neutral 19 6.2
Moderately Unsatisfied 3 1.0
Extremely Unsatisfied 1 0.3
Partner's Employment Status (Total) 303

Full-Time Outside the Home 262 85.9
Full-Time From Home 15 4.9
Part-Time Outside of Home 6 2.0
Part-Time From Home 7 2.3
Unemployed 13 4.3
Income ($; Total) 301

Under 10,000 1 0.3
10,000-19,999 0 0
20,000-29,999 0 0
30,000-39,999 6 2.0
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40,000-49,999 7 2.3
50,000-59,999 9 3.0
60,000-69,999 7 2.3
70,000-79,999 17 5.6
80,000-89,999 21 6.9
90,000-99,999 18 5.9
100,000-109,999 32 10.5
110,000-119,999 14 4.6
120,000-129,999 13 4.3
130,000-139,999 20 6.6
140,000-149,999 25 8.2
150,000-199,999 54 17.7
200,000-249,999 25 8.2
250-000-299,999 15 4.9
More than 300,000 17 5.6
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Table 2
Bivariate Correlations among Scales and Internah€istency Estimates, Means, Standard DeviatiornsiahRanges, and Possible Ranges of
Measured Variables (* p < .01).

Measures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
1. Neuroticism 1

2. Agreeableness -46* 1

3. Conscientiousness -33* .30 1

4. Reactive Coping -58* 38 .34* 1

5. Suppressive Coping -42%  24% 49 60 1

6. Reflective Coping -28* 15* .33* .21* 41* 1

7. Employer Sensitivity -12 12 .09 .08 .04 A1 1

8. WIF Conflict 30 -19%  -22%  -17* -29% -12 24 1

9. FIW Conflict 31 -25% -22* -20* -20* -05 .13* .62* 1

10. WIF Enrichment -21* 16* .14 .13 .20 .16* .18* -.18* -08 1

11. FIW Enrichment -17* .21 .26* .15+ 21 27 -05 -00 -09 .39* 1

12.Percieved Wellness -50* .45 37 47 b1* 40 .15 -23* -28* .27 .36* 1

13. Depression A4x - 24* - 27  -45% -48* -25* -17* 30* .30* -21* -16* -.56* 1

14. Life Satisfaction -.33* .20 .22 .32 .38 .29* .15* -39* -35* .39* .28*  B3*  -48* 1

15. Relationship Satisfaction -.25* .21* .16* .24* 27* 25* .04 -22* -18* .23* .27 37 -38* .61* 1

16. Work Satisfaction -.24% 20 .18* .24* 26* .15 .28* -20* -04 .60* A2 29 -28* 36* 31 1
Mean 2239 3564 3576 17.08 23.34 2555 2690 23.43 3719.32.70 35.32 169.51 30.39 23.137.18 27.22
Standard Deviation 5.64 5.00 591 4.21 4.67 5.02 5.96 5.34 5.38 6.045.54 2093 8.18 5.33 326. 587
Actual Range 8-38 17-45 13-45 6-25 9-30 10-35  8-37 9-36 7-34 4%2- 18-45 116-214 20-73 6-33  7-36-35
Possible Range 8-40 9-45 9-45 1522@ 6-30 7-35 7-35 7-35 7-35 9-45 9-45  36-216 20-80 5-35 7-35-35

Alpha .79 a7 .84 .79 .83 .84 .86 .83 .85 91 .85 .90 .89 .82 .93.87




Table 3

Goodness of Fit Indices for the Models

SB 2 (df) P CFl | RMSEA| SRMR
Proposed Indirect Effects Model 2839.549 (714) %.00868| .099 124
Proposed Direct and Indirect Effects Model 2622.¢4%)| <.001] .879 .095 .097
Modified Indirect Effects Model 1722.648 (709) <100.934| .069 120
Modified Direct and Indirect Effects ModTI 1528.76B6) | <.001] .944 .063 .090

Note: SBy2= Santorra-Bentler scales chi-square, CFI= comparative fit index, RMSEA=
root mean square error of approximation, SRMR=standardized root-mean-squhral resi
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Table 4

Error Terms Values Allowed to Correlate

Modification Indices

(Theta-EPS)

Family-to-Work Enrichment Parcel L  Family-to-Workiichment Parcel 2 219.462

Family-to-Work Enrichment Parcel L Family-to-Workiithment Parcel 3 213.013

Family-to-Work Enrichment Parcel 2 Family-to-Workiithment Parcel 3 212.714

Depression Parcel 1 Depression Parcel 2 168.317

Satisfaction with Life Parcel 1 Satisfaction witlid_Parcel 2 130.218
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Table 5

Completely Standardized Factor Loadings for theaFModified Direct and Indirect Effects Model

Construct and observed indicators | Completely Standaized Factor Loadings

Work-to-Family Conflict Parcel 1 .859*
Work-to-Family Conflict Parcel 2 .676*
Work-to-Family Conflict Parcel 3 .835*
Family-to-Work Conflict Parcel 1 713
Family-to-Work Conflict Parcel 2 .673*
Family-to-Work Conflict Parcel 3 .596*

Work-to-Family Enrichment Parcel 1l .951*

Work-to-Family Enrichment Parcelp .882*

Work-to-Family Enrichment Parcel 3 .944*

Family-to-Work Enrichment Parcel L .397*

Family-to-Work Enrichment Parcel 2 .408*

Family-to-Work Enrichment Parcel 3 .452*

Perceived Wellness Parcel 1 .954*
Perceived Wellness Parcel 2 .900*
Depression Parcel 1 -.641*
Depression Parcel 2 -.495*
Relationship Satisfaction Parcel 1 .937*
Relationship Satisfaction Parcel 2 .954*
Satisfaction with Life Parcel 1 .563*
Satisfaction with Life Parcel 2 .635*
Work Satisfaction Item 1 791*
Work Satisfaction Item 2 .900*
Work Satisfaction Item 3 .466*
Work Satisfaction Item 4 .894*
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Work Satisfaction Item 5 733*
Neuroticism Parcel 1 751*
Neuroticism Parcel 2 7T
Neuroticism Parcel 3 .744*
Agreeableness Parcel 1 .760*
Agreeableness Parcel 2 .556*
Agreeableness Parcel 3 .744*
Conscientiousness Parcel 1 .806*
Conscientiousness Parcel 2 .832*
Conscientiousness Parcel 3 .809*
Reflective Coping A76*
Suppressive Coping .780*
Reactive Coping .710*
Employer Sensitivity Parcel 1 .892*
Employer Sensitivity Parcel 2 .812*
Employer Sensitivity Parcel 3 .693*

*n <.05
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Table 6

Structural Parameters for Final Modified Direct amadirect Effects Model (Beta and Gamma)

WFC | WFE N A C Coping ES
WFC - -- 436* .035 -.132 -.002 -173*
WFE -- -- -.110 144 .035 .027 .101*
Psych -.005 .076 .040 416* -.131 A72* -
Functioning
Satisfaction| -.178* .219* .276 .348* -.300 .195* --
with
Life/Love
Work .105 1.085*| -.123 -.008 -.053 .069 .232%
Satisfaction
*p<.05

Note: WFC= Work-Family Conflict, WFE=Work-Family Eiohment, Psych Functioning=Psychological
Functioning, N=Neuroticism, A=Agreeableness, C=Cmgiousness, ES=Employer Sensitivity
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Table 7

Exogenous Factor Variances and Covariances Direct lndirect Effects Model (Predictor variables-Phi)

Neuroticism| Agreeablenegs Conscientiousness Capiamployer
Sensitivity

Neuroticism .320* -- - - -
Agreeableness -.135* .208* - -- -
Conscientiousness -.134* .098* 347 -- -
Coping -.989* A24* .898* 5.710% --
Employer Sensitivity] -.069* .060* .054 215 .759*
p <.05
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Figure 1. Proposed Indirect Effects Model

Predictors outcomes
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Parcels, Cope=Coping, RF=Reflective Style Scale, S=SuppressieeSsajk,
R=Reactive Style Scale, Employer Sensitive=Employer Sensjt@&{Par
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Figure 2. Direct and Indirect Effects Model.

Predictors Outcomes
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Figure 3. Final Direct and Indirect Effects Model.
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Wellness Parcels, DPar (1,2)= The Center for Epidemiologic Studies DeprBsscels,
LSPar (1,2)= Satisfaction with Life Parcels, RSPar (1,2)=Relationstigf&:tion
Parcels, Work Satisfaction=Index of Job Satisfaction Scale (Items)
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Figure 4. Final Direct and Indirect Model with Only Significant Striedtiwoadings
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Sensitivity, WFC=Work-Family Conflict, WFE=Work-Family EnrichnteAll of the
reported parameter estimates were statistically significant.
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Appendix A

Consent Form

Page 1 of 2
Initials Date
CONSENT FORM
Project Title Work-family experiences among employed mothers.

Why is this research
being done?

This is a research project being conducted by Heather Ganginis an
Karen O'Brien from the University of Maryland, College Park. We g

inviting you to participate in this research project because you are at

least 18 years old, you are employed, and you are a mother of at least

one child who is less than 18 years old. The purpose of this research
project is to advance knowledge about work-family experiences. Thi

study is important because it will advance knowledge regarding the
lives of employed mothers and inform counseling interventions for
those working with employed mothers.

What will | be asked
to do?

Your participation will involve completing a survey. The survey take
most people approximately 35 minutes to complete. The survey wi
guestions about your experiences and attitudes relating to career,
family, and yourself. You are free to end your patrticipation in this s
at any time.

What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information confidential.
help protect your confidentialityl) your name will not be included of
the surveys and other collected data; (2) a code will be placed on t
survey and other collected data; (3) through the use of an identifica
key, the researcher will be able to link your survey to your identity;
(4) only the researcher will have access to the identificationlfkeng.
write a report or article about this research project, your igemtit be
protected to the maximum extent possible.

S

DS
| ask

udy

To
1
he

ition
and

What are the risks of
this research?

There are no known risks associated with participating in this resed
project. However, feelings may come up for you while filling out so
of the measures. If you have any questions or concerns, you can fi
therapist in your area atww.psychologytoday.conAlso, if you would

like to talk to someone staffing a crisis line, you can call 1-800-273¢

TALK (8255).

arch
me
nd a

What are the benefits
of this research?

This research is not designed to help you personally, but the result
help the investigators learn more about women'’s career developmé
We hope that, in the future, other people might benefit from this sty
through improved understanding of employed mothers’ experience

S may
2nt.
dy

S.
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Initials Date

Appendix A cont.
Consent Form

Project Title

Work-family experiences among employed mothers.

Do | have to be in
this research?
May | stop
participating at any
time?

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary. You ma
choose not to take part at all. If you decide to participate in this

research, you may stop participating at any time. If you decide not
participate in this study or if you stop participating at any time, you
not be penalized or lose any benefits to which you otherwise qualif

to
will
y.

What if | have
guestions?

This research is being conducted by Heather Ganginis and Dr. Kar
O’Brien, Department of Psychologst the University of Maryland,

en

College Park. If you have any questions about the research study itself,

please contact Heather Ganginishatanginis@psyc.umd.echr Dr.
O’Brien atkobrien@psyc.umd.edu

If you have questions about your rights as a research subject or wi
report a research-related injury, please contastitutional Review
Board Office, University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland,
20742; (e-mail)irb@deans.umd.edy (telephone) 301-405-0678
This research has been reviewed according to the University of
Maryland, College Park IRB procedures for research involving hunm
subjects.

sh to

an

Statement of Age of
Subject and Consent

Clicking on the link below indicates that:
You are at least 18 years of age;
The research has been explained to you;
Your questions have been fully answered; and
You freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this research

project.

Website link inserted here
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Appendix B

Work-Family Conflict Scale (Guteck et al., 1991)

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree or
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

1. After work, | come home too tired |
do some of the things | need to do at
home.

(0]

L]

L]

L]

L]

2. My personal responsibilities take
time that | could have invested in
work.

3. I am so busy at work that | do not
have time for my personal
responsibilities.

4. My family and personal

responsibilities interfere with my work.

5. I'm concerned about my work ever
when I'm at home.

=}

6. I'm usually too tired when | arrive 3
work because of my responsibilities &
home.

At

7. My work takes time that | would
prefer to spend with my family.

8. I'm concerned about my family life
when I'm at work.

9. The time | invest in my work
makes it difficult to fulfill my family
obligations.

10. The time I invest in my family
makes it difficult to fulfill my work
obligations.

11. My work interferes with my family
life.

12. The effort needed to fulfill my
family responsibilities makes it
difficult for me to complete my work
tasks.

Oo4d o oo gogdodg o o

Oo4d o oo gogogogog oo oo

Oo4d o oo gogdodg o o

Oo4d o oo gogdodg o o

Oo4d o oo gogdodg o o

13. The effort needed to complete m
work tasks makes it difficult for me tg
fulfill my family responsibilities.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

14. My family life interferes with my
work.
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Appendix C

Work-Family Enrichment Scale (Carlson et al., 2006)

Instructions:

To respond to the items that follow, mentally insert each item into the sentermee whe
indicated. Then indicate your agreement with the entire statemegttbsiscale

provided below.

Please note that in order for you to strongly agree (4 or 5) with an item yoagnest
with the full statement. Take for example the first statement:

My involvement in my work helps me to understand different viewpoints and this helps

me be a better family member.

To strongly agree, you would need to agree that (1) your work involvement helps you to

understand different viewpoints AND (2) that these different viewpoints tratosf®me

making you a better family member.

1) @@ @ )
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

MY INVOLVEMENT IN MY WORK... [] 1L []

1. Helps me to understand different viewpoints and [_| 1L []
this helps me be a better family member.

2. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be [] HEEEERE ]
a better family member.

3. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me bea [ ] 1L []
better family member.

4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me bela [ | L1 L []
better family member

5. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a [] 1L []
better family member.

6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better [ ] 1L []
family member.

7. Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps [ ] 1L []
me be a better family member.

8. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and [| HEERREN []
this helps me be a better family member.

9. Provides me with a sense of success and this [] 1L []
helps me be a better family member.
MY INVOLVEMENT IN MY FAMILY ... [] L1 L []

10. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me [ ] L1 L []
be a better worker.

11. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me bela [ | 1L []
better worker.

12. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things [ | HEEEREE L]

and this helps me be a better worker.
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Strongly | (2) | (3) | (4)| Strongly
Disagree Agree
(1) ®)
13. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a [ ] HEERREN []
better worker.
14. Makes me feel happy and this helps me bea [ | 1L []
better worker.
15. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better[ ] 1L []
worker.
16. Requires me to avoid wasting time at work and [_| 1L []
this helps me be a better worker.
17. Encourages me to use my work time in a [] 1L []
focused manner and this helps me be a better worker.
18. Causes me to be more focused at work and this [_] HEERRER []
helps me be a better worker.
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Appendix D
The Big Five Inventory (BFI; John et al., 1991)

Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to yaexdfople, do

you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Please check a
number next to each statement to indicate the extent to which you agree oredigtygre
that statement.

Disagree| Disagree a Neither Agree a Little| Agree
Strongly Little Agree not (4) Strongly
D (2) Disagree (5)
3)

1. Is talkative [] [] [ ] [] [ ]
2. Tends to find fault L] [] []
with others
3. Does a thorough job [] [] [] [ []
4. 1s depressed, blue ] (] [] [] []
5. Is original, comes up [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
with new ideas
6. Is reserved [ ] [ | [ ] [ ] [ |
7. Is helpful and [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
unselfish with others
8. Can be somewhat ] ] L] L] L]
careless
9. Is relaxed, handles ] ] ] L] L]
stress well
10. Is curious about [] ] ] [] L]
many different things
11. Is full of energy [] [] L] [l L]
12. Starts quarrels with ] ] ] ] ]
others
13. Is a reliable worker ] ] ] L] L]
14. Can be tense ] [] [ ] [] []
15. Is ingenious, a deep| [ ] [] L] L] L]
thinker
16. Generates a lot of ] ] ] L] L]
enthusiasm
17. Has a forgiving ] ] [] L] L]
nature
18. Tends to be [] [] [] [] L]
disorganized
19. Worries a lot [] [] [ ] [] []
20. Has an active [] [] [] [] L]
imagination

141



Disagree
Strongly
1)

Disagree a
Little

(2)

Neither
Agree not
Disagree

(©)

Agree a Little
(4)

Agree
Strongly
(5)

21. Tends to be quiet

22. Is generally trusting

23. Tends to be lazy

24. Is emotionally stable

25. Is inventive

26. Has an assertive
personality

27. Can be cold and
aloof

28. Perseveres until the
task is finished

29. Can be moody

30. Values artistic,
aesthetic experiences

31. Is sometimes shy,
inhibited

32. Is considerate and
kind to almost everyone

33. Does things
efficiently

34. Remains calm in
tense situations

35. Prefers work that is
routine

36. Is outgoing, sociable

37. Is sometimes rude t
others

38. Makes plans and
follows through with
them

39. Gets nervous easily

40. Likes to reflect, play
with others

O 0O 00 O 00 d Qg do o d ododdsd

O 0O 00 O 00 d Qg do o d ododdsd

O 0O 00 O 00 d Qg do o d ododdsd

O 0O 00 O 00 d Qg do o d ododdsd

O O Ufd O 0O o 4d g ol o d dooodd
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Disagree| Disagree a Neither Agree a Little|  Agree
Strongly Little Agree not 4) Strongly
D) (2) Disagree (5)
3)
41. Has few artistic ] ] [] [] []
interests
42. Likes to cooperate ] [] ] ] ]
with others
43, |s easily distracted ] [] [] [ ] [ ]
44. |s sophisticated in ] ] [] [] []
art, music, or literature
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Appendix E
Problem-Focused Style of Coping Scale (PF-SOC; Heppner et al., 1995)

This measure contains statements about how people think, feel, or behave asrtiygy att
to solve personal difficulties ...like feeling depressed, getting along withdije

choosing a vocation.. . . In considering how you deal with such problems, think about
successful and unsuccessful outcomes, and what hinders or helps you in solving these
problems.

Respond in a way that most accurately reflects how you actually think, feel, lendbe
when solving personal problems rather than how you think you should respond.
Indicate how frequently you do what is described in each item.

Almost 2) 3) (4) Almost
Never All the
D Time
5)
1. I am not really sure what |l [] [] [] [] []
think or believe about my
problems.
2. 1 don't sustain my actions [] [] [] [] L[]
long enough to really solve
my problems.
3. | think about ways that | [] [] [] [] L[]
solved similar problems in
the past.
4. lidentify the causes of my [ ] [] [] [] ]
emotions, which helps me
identify and solve my
problems.
5. | feel so frustrated that | [] [] [] [] ]

just give up doing any work
on my problems at all.

6. | consider the short-term [] [] [] [] ]
and long-term consequences
of each possible solution to
my problems.

7. 1 get preoccupied thinking ] L] L] [] []
about my problems and

overemphasize some parts |of
them.

8. | continue to feel uneasy [] [] [] [] ]
about my problems, which
tells me | need to do some
more work.

Almost (2) (3) (4) Almost
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Never

(1)

All the
Time

()

9. My old feelings get in the
way of solving current
problems.

L]

10. I spend my time doing
unrelated chores and
activities instead of acting o
my problems.

>

11. | think ahead, which
enables me to anticipate an
prepare for problems before
they rise.

12. I think my problems

through in a systematic way.

13. I misread another
person's motives and feelin
without checking with the
person to see if my
conclusions are correct.

JS

14. 1 get in touch with my
feelings to identify and work
on problems.

15. I act too quickly, which
makes my problems worse.

16. I have a difficult time
concentrating on my
problems (i.e., my mind
wanders).

17. I have alternate plans fq

solving my problems in case

my first attempt does not
work.

=

174

18. I avoid even thinking

about my problems.
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Appendix F
The Employer Sensitivity Scale (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997)
How satisfied do you feel with each of the aspects described below?

1=Extremely dissatisfied
2=Moderately dissatisfied
3=Can’t decide
4=Moderately satisfied
5=Extremely satisfied

1. 1. Your supervisor’s willingness to let you
leave early from or arrive late to work due to
child care needs.

2. Your organization’s benefits and formal
policies with regard to child care.

3. Your supervisor’s attitude toward your
missing work due to your child’s iliness.

4. Your organization’s overall attitude toward
your child care needs.

5. The degree of flexibility in your hours at
work.

6. Your organization’s child care benefits.

O O O O o 4de
O O O O o Os
O O O 0O 0O .
O O O 0O 0 Os

7. Your supervisor's attitude toward phone
calls relating specifically to child care needs.
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The Perceived Wellness Survey (Harari et al., 2005)

Appendix G

Instructions: The following statements are designed to provide informdionr gour
wellness perceptions. Please carefully and thoughtfully consider eachestgtéhen

selectoneresponse option with which you most agree.

@
Very Strongly
Disagree

~~
N
~

—~
w
N

—~
D
~

(5)

(6)
Very
Strongly
Agree

1. I am always optimistic
about my future.

]

L]

2. There have been times
when | felt inferior to most|
of the people | knew.

3. Members of my family
come to me for support.

4. My physical health has
restricted me in the past.

5. | believe there is a real
purpose in life.

6. | will always seek out
activities that challenge m
to think and reason.

D

7. I rarely count on good
things happening to me.

8. In general, | feel
confident about my
abilities.

9. Sometimes | wonder if
my family will really be
there for me when | am in
need.

O O oo oOoodg O

O oo oogog 0o

O oo oogog 0o

O oo oogog 0o

O oo oogog 0o

O OO oOd4dgog o

10. My body seems to
resist physical iliness very

well.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

]
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Very
Strongly
Disagree (1)

(4)

(5)

Very
Strongly
Agree (6)

11. Life does not
hold much future
promise for me.

12. I avoid activities
which require me to
concentrate.

13. | always look on
the bright side of
things.

14. | sometimes
think  am a
worthless individual.

15. My friends know
they can always
confide in me and
ask for advice.

O o o0 O

O o o 0o o

O o o 0o o

O o o 0o o

O o o 0o o

O o 0o O

16. My physical
health is excellent.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

]

17. Sometimes |
don’t understand
what life is all about.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

]

18. Generally, | feel
pleased with the
amount of
intellectual
stimulation | receive
in my daily life.

19. In the past, |
have expected the
best.

20. I am uncertain
about my ability to
do things well in the

future.

(1)
Very
Strongly
Disagree

(2)

®3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
Very
Strongly
Agree

21. My family has

Ll

L]
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been available to

support me in the past.

22. Compared to
people | know, my
past physical health
has been excellent.

23. | feel a sense of
mission about my
future.

24. The amount of
information that |
process in a typical
day is just about right
for me (i.e., not [too
much, not too little]).

25. In the past, | hardl
ever expected things {
go my way.

[ S

26. | will always be
secure with who | am.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

]

27. In the past, | have
not always had friends
with whom | can share
my joy and sorrows.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

]

28. | expect always to
be physically healthy.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

[

29. | felt in the past
that my life was
meaningless.

[]

[]

[]

[]

[]

]

30. In the past, | have
generally found
intellectual challenges
to be vital to my

overall well-being.
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1)
Very
Strongly
Disagree

(2)

®3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
Very
Strongly
Agree

31. Things will not
work out the way |
want them to in the
future.

]

L]

32. In the past, | have
felt sure of myself
among strangers.

33. My friends will be
there for me when |
need help.

34. | expect my
physical health to get
Worse.

35. It seems that my
life has always had
purpose.

36. My life has often
seemed devoid of
positive mental
stimulation.

o o o o o

o o o o o

o o o o o

o o o o o

o o o o o

O o o o0 O

150




Appendix H

The Center for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D ScdleffRE977)

Instructions for Questions: Below is a list of the ways you might haverfbilaved.
Please tell me how often you have felt this way during the past week.

During the past week:

Rarely or
None of the
Time (Less
than 1 day)

Some or a

Little of the

Time (1-2
days)

Occasionally or a
Moderate Amount of]
Time (3-4 days)

Most or
All of the
Time (5-7

days)

1. I was bothered by things
that usually don’t bother
me.

]

2. 1 did not feel like eating
my appetite was poor

]

]

]

]

3. I felt that | could not
shake off the blues even
with the help from my
family or friends.

L]

L]

[]

L]

4. | felt that | was just as
good as other people.

5. I had trouble keeping
my mind on what | was
doing.

6. | felt depressed.

7. | felt that everything |
did was an effort.

8. | felt hopeful about the
future.

9. | thought my life had
been a failure.

10. | felt fearful.

11. My sleep was restless.

12. 1 was happy.

13. | talked less than usual.

14. | felt lonely.

15. People were
unfriendly.

OOOOOod O O o O o

OOOOOod O O o O o

OOOOOod O O o O o

OOOOOod O O o O o

16. | enjoyed life.

17. | had crying spells.

18. | felt sad.

19. | felt that people
dislike me.

20. | could not get
“going.”

[ O

[ O

[ O

[ O
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Appendix |

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985)

Below are 5 statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using thedate 7 s
below, indicate your agreement with each item.

Strongly | Disagree| Slightly Neither | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree 2) Disagree| Agreeor | Agree (6) | Agree (7)
(2) 3) Disagree (5)
4)
1. In most ways [ ] ] ] ] ] L] L]
my life is close
to my ideal.
2. The [] [] [] [] [ [ []
conditions of
my life are
excellent.
3. 1am satisfied [ ] ] ] ] L] L] L]
with my life.
4.So far lhave] [ ] ] [] [] [] L]
gotten the
important
things | want in
life.
5. If I could [] [] [] [] [] [] []
live my life
over, | would

change almost

nothing.
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Appendix J

The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS; Hendrick, 1988)

Please mark in the box for each item which best answers that item for yoheldsale
above the item for the rating.

Poorly 2) Average (4) Extremely
() 3) Well
®)
1. How well does [] [] [] [] []
your partner meet
your needs?
Unsatisfied (2) Average (4) Extremely
(2) 3) Satisfied
(5)
2. In general, how [] [] [] [] []
satisfied are you
with your
relationship?
Poor 2) Average (4) Excellent
(1) (3) (5)
3. How good is your [] [] [] [] []
relationship
compared to most?
Never 2) Average (4) Very Often (5)
(1) (3)
4. How often do you [] [] [] [] []
wish you hadn’t
gotten into this
relationship?
Hardly at All (2) Average (4) Completely
€9) 3) ©)
5. To what extent [] [] [] [] []

has your relationshif
met your original
expectations?

)]
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Not Much 2) Average (4) Very Much (5)
1) 3
6. How much do yo ] L] [] L] L]
love your partner?
Very Few 2) Average (4) Very Many (5)
1) 3
7. How many [] [] L] L] L]

problems are there i
your relationship?
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Appendix K
Index of Job Satisfaction (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951)

Index of Job Satisfaction
Please check one answer to each of the following statements based on this scale

Strongly | Disagree| Slightly Unsure | Slightly | Agree (6)| Strongly
Disagree (2) Disagree (4) Agree (5) Agree (7)
@) 3)

1.1 feel [] [] [] [] [] [] []
fairly well
satisfied
with my
present job.

2. Most L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
days | am
enthusiastig
about my
work.

3.Eachday [] [] L] L] L] L] L]

of work
seems like
it will
never end.

4.1 find ] [] [] [] [] [] L]

real
enjoyment
in my
work.

5. 1 ] [] [] [] [] [] L]

consider
my job
rather
unpleasant.
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Appendix L
The Spousal Support Scale (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997)
How satisfied do you feel with each of the aspects described below?

1=Extremely dissatisfied
2=Moderately dissatisfied
3=Can’t decide
4=Moderately satisfied
5=Extremely satisfied

1
1. The degree of emotional support from [_]
your spouse with regard to your role as
mother/employee.

2. The degree of financial support from [_]
your child’s father.

3. The degree of support from your L]
spouse with regard to child care.

I O I N [
O O 0O Ow
O O 0O Os

4. The degree of help from your spouse [ ]
in with regard to housekeeping tasks.
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Appendix M
Demographic Questionnaire
Demographics
1) Age ___

2) Race/ Ethnicity (check all that apply)

Black or African-American

White

Hispanic/ Latina/Latino

American Indian or Alaska Native

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Asian

Biracial/Multiracial

Other

I

3) Please select the box that corresponds to your total (before tax) household income
(*you and your partner combined*).
Below 10,000
10,000-19,999
20,000-29,999
30,000-39,999
40,000-49,999
50,000-59,999
60,000-69,999
70,000-79,999
80,000-89,999
90,000-99,999
100,000-109,999
110,000-119,999
120,000-129,999
130,000-139,999
140,000-149,999
150,000-199,999
200,000-249,999
250,000-299,999
More than 300,000

N

4) Highest level of education that you completed
Middle School

Some High School

High School/ GED

Trade/ Vocational

NN
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N

Some College
Associates
Bachelors

Masters

Doctorate

Other (if applicable)

5) In which geographic region do you live?

I I I I | [ [

Far West ((AK, CA, HI, NV, OR, WA)
Rocky Mountain (CO, ID, MT, UT, WY)
Plains (IA, KS, MN, MO, ND, NE, SD)
Great Lakes (IL, IN, Ml, OH, WI)
Southwest (AZ, NM, OR, TX)

Southeast (AL, AR, FL, GA, KY, LA, MS,
C, SC, TN, VA, WV)

Mideast (DC, DE, MD, NJ, NY, PA)

New England (CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT)

If you live outside the U.S., which country?

6) Number of children living in household

7) How many children do you have?

Please fill in the table below:

Gender (M/F)

Age

Special Needs

Please Specify

(Check if Special Needs
applies) if Applicable
Child 1
Child 2
Child 3
Child 4

8) What is your current occupation?

9) Partner’s current employment status

NN

Part-time (working from home)
Part-time (working outside home)
Full-time (working from home)
Full-time (working from outside home)
Currently unemployed
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10) What are your child care arrangements?

[ ] Day-care only

[ ] Help from relatives/friends

[ ] School only

[ ] Day care and School

[ ] Other

If other, what are your childcare arrangements?

11) What is the level of satisfaction with your childcare?

[_] Extremely Satisfied

[ ] Moderately Satisfied

[ ] Neutral

[ ] Moderately Unsatisfied
[] Extremely Unsatisfied
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Appendix N

Email Advertisement

WORKING MOTHERS,
WE WANT TO HEAR YOUR VOICE!

Are you a married, working mother with at least one
child under the age of 16 living at home?

Would you be willing to complete a survey about work, family,
parenting, and well being?

If yes, click on the link below to take a survey
(conducted by researchers at the University of
Maryland). There will be a raffle to win an American
Express Gift Card.

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=3RRYoYH
DKnODfBJ4u3nvBQ_3d_3d

*Please forward this email to other working moms you know!*

THANK YOU!

Questions?

Heather Ganginis, M.S. University of Maryland, College Park
Biology-Psychology Building, College Park, Maryland 20742
301-537-5346hganginis@psyc.umd.edu
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Dr. Karen O’'Brien, University of Maryland, College Park

Biology-Psychology Building, Department of Psychology, College Park, Maryland
20742

301-405-5812kobrien@psyc.umd.edu

Institutional Review Board Office, University of Maryland, College Park
Department of Psychology, College Park, Maryland 20742
301-405-0678irb@deans.umd.edu
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Appendix O
Inclusion Questions

1). Gender
[] Female
[] Male

2). What is your relationship status?

Single (never-married)
Single (divorced)
Single (widowed)
Living with partner
Married

Married (separated)

I

3). I have at least one child under the age of 16 years old living at home.

[1yes
[ ]no

4). What is your current employment status?

[ ] Full-time (working from outside home more
than 32 hours/week)

Full-time (working from home more than
32 hours/week)

Part-time (working outside home less than
32 hours/week)

Part-time (working from home less than 32
hours/week)

Currently unemployed

OO 0o o
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