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ABSTRACT

As increasing numbers of women continue to join and 

remain a part of America's workforce, America's employers

need to re-evaluate the ways in which they do business.

Not only is it difficult for women to balance the

responsibilities that come with being a working mother, but 

men are beginning to take on more responsibilities at home

thus increasing the balancing act required of them as

working fathers. It can no longer be assumed with

certainty that women are the primary caregivers of their

child(ren). It is time that America's employers begin to

adapt to meet the changing needs of this new diverse

workforce.

The goal of this study was to provide a link between

the family-supportive benefits offered by an employer, and

the work-family conflict experienced by that organization's

employees. In order for employee outcomes such as job

satisfaction to remain high, the work-family conflict

experienced by the employee needs to remain low. One way

to possibly lower the amount of work-family conflict

experienced is to offer family-supportive benefits.

Participants for this study consisted of 74 male and

182 female working parents. Structural equation modeling
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was used to analyze the estimated model. Significant

relationships were found between family-supportive benefits

and work-family conflict, and between work-family conflict

and job satisfaction. Also, for primary caregivers, a

relationship was found between family-supportive benefits

and intention to leave. A variety of implications arising

from these findings are discussed from both an

organizational and individual perspective.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT............... . . . .....................iii

LIST OF TABLES....................................... vii

CHAPTER ONE: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction ........................ ..... 1

Childcare .................... ......... 4

Flexible Scheduling and Work Locations . . . . 9

Work-Family Conflict .......................... 19

Work-Family Conflict as Predicted by 
Family-Supportive Policies
and Procedures................................. 24

Job Satisfaction ............................... 27

Intention to Leave .......   29

Gender as a Variable—An Issue of Primary
Care Giving Responsibility? .................... 31

Hypotheses ...................................... 35

CHAPTER TWO: METHODS

Participants ..... ...................... . 37

Procedure.........’.............................. 38

Measures...........................................38

CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS

Assumptions..................................... 44

Hypothesis 1.................................... 45

Hypothesis 2.............   48

v



CHAPTER FOUR: DISCUSSION

Summary.......................................... 54

Limitations..................................... 60

Future Research . . ......................  62

Implications ... .................  ..... 63

APPENDIX A: PROPOSED STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL ... 67

APPENDIX B: INFORMED CONSENT ....................... 69

APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRE......................  71

APPENDIX D: DEBRIEFING STATEMENT .... ......... . 79

APPENDIX E: CORRELATION COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR
ENTIRE SAMPLE........... ............... 81

APPENDIX F: FINAL MODEL FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE ......... 83

APPENDIX G: CORRELATION COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR
PRIMARY CAREGIVERS .... ............. 85

APPENDIX H: CORRELATION COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR
SECONDARY CAREGIVERS ........... .... 87

APPENDIX I: BASELINE MODEL FOR PRIMARY CAREGIVERS . 89

APPENDIX J: BASELINE MODEL FOR SECONDARY
CAREGIVERS.................  91

APPENDIX K: FINAL MULTIPLE GROUPS MODEL .......... 93

REFERENCES................... ........................ 95

vi



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Skewness, Standard Error of Skewness,
and Z-Scores...............................45

Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations............. 4 6

Table 3. Comparison of Multiple Groups Models . . .52

vii



CHAPTER ONE

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

The demographics of America's paid workforce are ■ 

changing, bringing with it a number of new challenges to be 

addressed by organizations. One of the most noticeable 

changes in the workforce is an increase in female

participation. This increase in the number of women in the 

workforce means that there is an increase of working married 

mothers, working single mothers, and dual-income families in 

today's workforce. These new female entrants are quickly 

coming to the realization that corporate life is not

tailored to their needs as women nor as mothers. Men with

working wives are beginning to realize that organizations 

are not set up to meet their needs either. Working parents 

are expected to conform to the norms of corporate life and 

to be satisfied with the benefits that corporate life has to

offer.

Friedman (1990), however, proposes that corporate life 

should actually be adapting to meet the needs of the 

changing workforce. According to Thomas and Ganster (1995), 

the benefits offered by corporations are not keeping up with 

the changing structure of the American family. The benefit 

packages that organizations continue to offer are not
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addressing the needs of mothers, single parents, or dual

income couples. Friedman agrees, and states that corporate 

culture must change and adjust to become more family- 

supportive. She points out that three-fourths of the women 

entering the workforce today will become pregnant at some 

point in their career. Half of those women will return to 

work before their child’s first birthday. Balancing the 

role of employee and mother will be difficult under the 

circumstances currently present in the majority of

organizations,

Galinsky, Bond, and Friedman (1996) believe that the 

goal of employers should be to find ways to alter 

organizational policies, benefit packages, and 

characteristics of the jobs and the workplace itself to 

create more satisfying lives for their employees. There

needs to be a shift in corporate America towards more 

family-friendly organizations offering family-supportive 

benefits. This may seem to be an idealistic goal, but 

employers and organizations could benefit from such a change 

as much as their employees.

Family-supportive policies and practices have been 

identified as those services offered by an organization that 

make the everyday management of family responsibilities 

easier (Fallon, 1996). However, there is no single benefit
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that an organization could offer to employees that would 

solve all of the problems faced by single mothers and 

fathers, and dual-income couples (Friedman, 1990). The 

family-supportive policies and procedures studied by Zedeck 

and Mosier in their 1990 review of the work and family

literature were childcare (broken down into three levels: 

corporate-sponsored daycare programs, payment for childcare, 

and provision of information), alternative work schedules 

(broken down into three categories: flextime, part-time, 

and job sharing), and alternative work stations

(specifically telecommuting). These are the most often 

studied family-supportive policies and procedures. But, 

research as to the outcomes of these types of benefits has

been flawed.

What has been determined to date is that organizations 

offering family-supportive benefits do so as a means of 

attracting and retaining employees and that success in these

areas has been found (Auerbach, 1990). What needs to be

considered next is the affect that these family-supportive 

benefits can have on reducing the family to work conflict 

that is experienced by today's working parents. This, in 

turn, could be shown to lead to positive organizational 

outcomes such as increased job satisfaction and decreased 

intention to leave the organization. Also, working parents
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need to be studied in terms of their degree of primary care 

giving responsibility. This responsibility has historically 

been classified by gender, but that is no longer an accurate 

link. This study investigates the connection between 

family-supportive policies and procedures and work-family 

conflict, paying close attention to the role that primary 

care giving responsibility plays in this process.

Childcare

Finding reliable and acceptable childcare has been 

deemed the most worrisome problem for working parents 

(Zedeck & Mosier, 1990). Traditionally, most of this burden 

has fallen on mothers. Employer-supported childcare 

programs have the potential to enhance women's careers by 

allowing them to work more consistently, invest more of 

themselves into their work, and worry less about their 

childcare systems (Auerbach, 1990). Many of these benefits 

also apply to working fathers. Satisfaction with the 

benefits offered-by an organization (including childcare) 

has been shown to contribute to the overall job satisfaction 

of employees (Buffardi & Erdwins, 1997). Still, definitive 

outcomes of employer-supported childcare cannot be asserted. 

According to the review written by Friedman (1990), there

have been seventeen evaluations of on-site childcare

programs. Of these seventeen, only six have been empirical

4



studies; and most suffer from methodological flaws and poor 

(if any) statistical analysis. Few companies have conducted

formal evaluations of the success of their childcare

programs on increasing productivity and decreasing

absenteeism, turnover, and tardiness. Still, those

companies who have evaluated their programs have found 

significant positive results (Auerbach, 1990).

Management continues to believe that employer-supported 

childcare is a "special interest" benefit serving women 

only. But, according to Mize and Freeman (1989), women and 

men alike are equally likely to be late, leave early, or

miss work in order to care for children when their childcare

arrangements fail. Parents of young children have also been 

deemed the most likely group of employees.to spend 

unproductive time at work. Still, 54.7% of companies 

believe that the childcare needs of their employees (men and 

women alike) are minimal to non-existent (Mize & Freeman, 

1989). With this mindset, most organizations are resistant 

to implementing childcare programs. Businesses do not 

appear interested in offering childcare programs solely out 

of a feeling of social responsibility, so we must find a way 

to show management that childcare related problems affect 

their bottom-line and affect their ability to compete 

economically (Goldberg, Greenberger, Koch-Jones, O'Neil, &
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Hamill, 1989). While managers are probably accurate in 

estimating that, at any given time, childcare benefits would 

affect only about 20% of their workforce directly, they need

to realize that the absence of one of these 20% due to a

childcare conflict would indirectly cause many employees'

work to suffer (Mize & Freeman, 1989).

The time that working parents are forced to spend on

searching for acceptable childcare and dealing with the 

complications of childcare cost organizations money 

(Friedman, 1990). Zedeck and Mosier (1990) reported results 

of a study done on the Los Angeles Department of Water and 

Power. Their study revealed that 7,318 work days had been 

lost in one year due to employee problems with their outside 

childcare. These lost work days cost the Department 

approximately one million dollars. In general, it has been 

found that problems with childcare cost each individual an 

average of eight days absence from the job and eight hours 

of tardiness/early departure each year (Zedeck & Mosier,

1990).

Corporate-Sponsored Childcare

Corporate-sponsored childcare can take the shape of

either an on-site or an off-site daycare center. Benefits 

of this type of organizational response to the childcare 

needs of working parents include allowing parents to drop in
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to check up on children throughout the day (possibly leading 

to reduced stress while at work due to worrying about 

children in daycare) and a decreased hassle for parents 

having to locate and maintain quality childcare (this way it 

is monitored by the organization). Goldberg et al.'s 1989 

study of various corporate-supported benefits found that 65% 

of married women with children, 70% of single women with 

children, and 45% of all men could be recruited away from 

their current job to an organization that offered either an 

on-site or off-site childcare facility as part of its 

benefits package. The difference between men and women here 

seems to represent that women may still be seen as being the 

person primarily responsible for the childcare needs of the 

family, even if she is, employed outside of the home 

(Goldberg et al., 1989).

Organizational benefits also include increased 

commitment to and satisfaction with the job from employees, 

decreased turnover, and a benefit when recruiting (Zedeck & 

Mosier, 1990). Mize and Freeman's 1989 survey of 350 

employees of a large state university calculated that, in 

one year, of the 415 cases of work disruption that could be 

attributed to some sort of child care problem, 241 cases 

(58%) could have been prevented by an employer sponsored 

childcare facility.
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Problems with corporate-sponsored childcare include 

monetary cost to the organization and the question of 

fairness (which could be addressed by offering a "cafeteria 

style" benefits package to alleviate the fairness issues for 

employees who would not use the childcare center) (Zedeck & 

Mosier, 1990). Limited space on-site and increased 

liability concerns could be seen as other obstacles for on

site childcare facilities. However,‘off-site locations have 

been shown to yield the same positive outcomes as on-site 

(Goldberg et al., 1989). Friedman (1990) has found that 

most organizations offering this type of a childcare program 

have chosen to contract the management of the center out to 

a for-profit or nonprofit agency.

Information, Referrals,
and Subsidies

Employer-supported childcare can also come in the form 

of providing information and referrals regarding childcare 

in the area. This type of program is thought to decrease 

stress in working parents by assisting them in the search 

for acceptable childcare and is possibly a way in which 

organizations can get new mothers back into the workplace 

sooner. It is also the least costly of the various 

employer-supported childcare systems (Zedeck & Mosier,

1990) . Some employers have also been known to subsidize the 

childcare programs of their employees' choice. Goldberg et
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al. (1989) found that 30% of working fathers, 40% of married 

working mothers, and 50% of all single working mothers would 

be willing to change jobs to move to a company that would 

assist them in finding acceptable childcare. They also 

discovered that 20% of working fathers, 25% of working 

married mothers, and 40% of working single mothers would 

change jobs for a financial contribution towards the

childcare of their choice.

When looking to offer any type or degree of employer- 

supported childcare, it is important that companies take 

into account the level of satisfaction that employed mothers 

and fathers are attaining with their current childcare 

arrangements. If employees are currently satisfied with 

their form of childcare, employer-supported programs will be 

of little use. On the other hand, if employees are not 

satisfied, it is in the companies' best interest to develop 

some sort of a childcare program in order to boost this

satisfaction level—as this satisfaction is central to the

functioning of mothers and fathers while at work (Buffardi &

Erdwins, 1997).

Flexible Scheduling and 
Work Locations

Work schedule inflexibility and the number of hours one 

works per week have consistently been shown to be positively
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related to work-family conflict (Eagle, Icenogle, Maes, & 

Miles, 1998). Because of this, flexible scheduling and work 

locations are among the other benefits that are considered 

to be family-supportive. Examples of this type of benefit 

include flextime, part-time work, job sharing, and

telecommuting. In 1985, 12.3% of the workforce was. taking 

advantage of at least one of these options. By 1991, that 

number had grown to 15.1%. As of 1993, twenty-one million 

workers were enjoying the benefits of some sort of flexible 

schedule and/or work location (Hammer & Barbera, 1999). By 

switching to a flexible schedule or work location situation, 

employees are granted increased flexibility in allocating 

time to non-work activities (such as education advancement, 

community and church activities, family and child-rearing) 

leading to more balanced and well-rounded employees (Ronen &

Primps, 1980).

Flexible scheduling and flexible work locations have

been shown to decrease absenteeism and interrole conflict

while producing no adverse effect on productivity (although 

they have been said to hinder promotional opportunities for 

those choosing to use them) (Hammer & Barbera, 1999). 

Primarily, flexible scheduling and flexible work locations 

have been suggested as recruitment tools. Offering these 

benefits seems to grant companies a recruiting edge. Their
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labor pool is broadened greatly due to the increased number 

of applicants who do not want to work under traditional 

schedules (Hammer & Barbera, 1999).

Success of flexible scheduling and work location 

programs seems to be nested in how these programs are 

implemented. Hammer and Barbera (1999) assert that a job 

analysis must be completed for any.job which takes on an

alternate schedule or location to assure that the KSA's

necessary to do the job are the same as they were prior to 

the policy change. If not, recruitment for that position, 

as well as the performance appraisal system for that 

position, must be adapted. Training is also important to 

the success of flexible scheduling and work locations in 

that managers need to be trained in how to effectively 

manage those on flexible schedules/locations. Training can 

also be used to help avoid misconceptions of employees 

choosing to use the new benefits (Hammer & Barbera^ 1999).

If those choosing to take advantage of such benefits are 

given the stigma of being lazy, lacking motivation, lacking 

career drive, or being ,on a "mommy-track", employees will 

think twice about using these benefits and the programs will 

fail. This failure would, be largely due to the fact that 

peer use is one of the strongest predictors of use of any
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form of flexible scheduling or"work location (Kossek,.

Barber, & Winters, 1999). . .

Flextime

Flextime allows employees to work hours not normally

considered nine to five—to arrive later or leave earlier so

long as an 8-hour day is worked. Employers impose

constraints through the use of bandwidths (daily operating 

hours) and certain core hours (e.g., 10am-2pm when all 

employees must be present, Hammer & Barbera, 1999).

Flextime.is thought to help working parents juggle the 

demands of work and family. However, there have been 

relatively few longitudinal studies on flextime (Harrick, 

Vanek, & Michlitsch, 1986). It .has been shown to decrease . 

absenteeism and tardiness while increasing productivity and 

adding little financial burden to the organization (Zedeck &

Mosier, 1990). Flextime has also been credited with

decreasing automobile, usb during peak commuting periods 

(Ronen & Primps, 1980; Kossek et al., 1999). Overall, 

employees who have chosen to go on a flextime schedule have 

been satisfied with their choice (Harrick et al., 1986). In 

fact, based on the 1989 study done by Goldberg et al., one 

out of every four men and one out of every three women would 

actually leave their current job if offered similar pay by 

another organization which allows flextime.
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Organizational benefits associated with flextime 

include decreased absenteeism (both sick leave and annual 

leave usage), decreased turnover, increased operable service 

hours, arid increased or unaffected productivity (Hammer & 

Barbera, 1999; Harrick et al., 1986). Ronen and Primps 

(1980) also link flextime to increased organizational 

effectiveness (due to improvements in performance and 

interpersonal relations among employees) and to increase 

organizational citizenship behaviors (credited to decreased 

absenteeism and tardiness). Training opportunities are also 

enhanced by flextime because of the opportunities of cross

training (since al.l employees are not present on the job at 

the same time), and educational advancement (Hammer &

Barbera, 1999).

While researchers have tentatively blamed increased

health complaints and sleeping problems on flextime, the 

majority of studies where flextime has been examined in 

conjunction with compressed work weeks show that rotating 

shifts seem to be more logically related to these outcomes 

(Martens, Nijhuis, Van Boxtel, & Knottnerus, 1999). Most 

companies offering flextime do not give room for schedules 

to fluctuate to the point of causing negative outcomes on 

employees' health or sleep (Goldberg et al., 1989). Based 

on this same premise, flextime may not allow employees
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enough flexibility on its own to make a significant impact 

on work-family conflict (there are not enough flexible hours 

to allow total fulfillment of family roles) (Goldberg et 

al., 1989; Kossek et al., 1999). However, Hammer and 

Barbera (1999) did find flextime significantly reduced

interrole conflict.

The major problems that have been cited with regards to 

flextime are manager resistance, the fear of negative career 

impact, and unsupportive organizational cultures (Kossek et 

al., 1999). All three of these problems can be linked to 

Kossek et al.'s 1999 finding that managers themselves fail 

to take advantage of the opportunity to use flextime. 

Encouraging managers to use flextime could serve as a 

"change agent" to getting the program implemented and 

supported. This would decrease employees' fear of a 

negative career impact and would also help to change the 

view of the overall culture of the organization. Flextime 

cannot help the processes of recruitment and retainment if 

it exists only on paper but not in reality (Kossek et al.,

1999).

Finally, a negative effect of flextime is that it 

decreases the amount of interaction that managers have with 

employees which decreases supervision and performance 

evaluation opportunities (Zedeck & Mosier, 1990). A logical
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solution to this inevitable aspect of flextime is instating

a 360° feedback system so that performance assessments can

also come from peers and subordinates who work more closely

with each particular employee (Hammer & Barbera, 1999)

Part-Time Work and Job Sharing

Other flexible scheduling options are part-time work 

and job sharing. Both of these options are thought to put 

less stress on the parent most responsible for childcare and 

to decrease absenteeism and turnover (Zedeck & Mosier,

1990). Part-time work, as defined by the U.S. Government,

involves less than 35 hours of work per week. As of 1990, 

nineteen million people (20% of the workforce) were 

classified as part-timers. Of this nineteen million, two- 

thirds were women—women with children being the majority 

(Statham, Vaughn, & Houseknecht, 1987; Feldman, 1990).

Part-time work in this country has become especially 

important for three groups: younger workers (ages 16-24 

years), older workers (age 65+), and female workers 

(Feldman, 1990). It has been found that those most likely 

to make use of a part-time work opportunity are young women 

of childbearing age who are working in low-level jobs 

(Kossek et al., 1999). However, Goldberg et al.'s survey 

(1989) found that 16% of men would be willing to leave their 

current job for one that? offered the option to work only
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part-time with full benefits. While, 58% of married women 

with children from the same survey would be willing to 

switch jobs for part-time work, as would 25% of single women 

with children (single women probably having more of a need 

for a full-time salary). Women's work commitment prior to 

having children has also been found to be predictive of 

desire to work part-time after starting a family (Amstey &

Whitbourne, 1988).

Part-time work with full benefits has been shown to

decrease turnover and absenteeism among parents (both men 

and women) of young children (Goldberg et al., 1989). Also, 

adverse effects to productivity have not been found (Hammer 

& Barbera, 1999). The major downfall of part-time work is 

the lack of upward mobility within an organization for 

employees in this type of position. Most upper level 

positions within an organization require a full-time 

commitment (Zedeck & Mosier,' 1990) . Part-time arrangements 

have been shown to be most beneficial for jobs that are 

repetitive, high stress, requiring of minimal supervision, 

or involving discrete tasks (Hammer & Barbera, 1999).

A special form of part-time work, as implemented within 

an organization, is job sharing. Job sharing occurs when 

two part-time employees are brought in to do the job of one 

formerly full-time positiqn,. .-The cost to the organization
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of such an arrangement could possibly be greater than the 

cost of employing one full-time employee (depending on 

whether or not each part-time position comes complete with a 

full benefits package) (Hammer & Barbera, 1999). However, 

the work done by two part-timers is often greater than the 

work done by one full-timer (Kossek et al., 1999). Also, 

with job sharing, the strengths of one worker may offset the 

weaknesses in another (and vice versa) allowing a broader 

range of skills and abilities to be successfully utilized 

(Hammer & Barbera, 1999) .

On the organizational side, job analyses need to be 

conducted to establish the degree to which coordination 

skills are required in job sharers as well as the KSA's 

needed for executing each part of the job successfully have 

to be established (Hammer & Barbera, 1999). Also, in order

for any part-time or job sharing arrangements to benefit 

those involved, companies need to examine the needs that are 

unique to part-timers as far as recruiting, scheduling, 

rewarding, and retaining are concerned (Feldman, 1990) . 

Telecommuting

The most often found situation allowing flexible work 

locations is telecommuting. Telecommuting is defined by 

Zedeck and Mosier (1990) as the ability to perform job- 

related work away from the office. Friedman (1990) believes
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that this is the most flexible of the flexible scheduling

and work location benefits because it allows work to be done 

on into the evening after children are in bed. Zedeck and 

Mosier offer other benefits of telecommuting stating that it 

enables people to remain in the workforce who would not 

otherwise be able to do so; it yields more quality work, 

while decreasing absenteeism and turnover; it increases 

commitment; and it increases organizational attractiveness. 

Other cited positives include increased job autonomy, 

decreased role conflict, and increased feeling of power 

(Shamir & Salomon, 1985).

On the other hand, Zedeck and Mosier (1990) offer a 

more negative view of telecommuting. They state that 

telecommuting may actually increase the amount of role- 

conflict experienced by1 working parents through the 

elimination of physical boundaries between the workplace and 

the family. They also warn against problems of worker 

isolation and lack of advancement opportunities due to 

decreased office time where managers can observe 

performance. However, the 360° feedback solution, offered 

above as a solution to the performance appraisal dilemma in 

flextime programs, could be of similar benefit here.

As examples of occupations in which a telecommuting 

option may be successful, two positions that have already
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been deemed successful when using telecommuting are lower 

level clerical workers and skilled information analysts.

The clerical position is composed primarily of routinized 

tasks, including data entry/retrieval and typing. Analysts 

could be either high-level researchers or programmers who 

feel more of a need for interaction with peers than for 

work-place interaction with co-workers (Shamir & Salomon, 

1985). Still, looking at the workforce holistically, 25% of 

mothers and 20% of fathers would be interested enough in the 

thought of being able to complete at least part of their 

work at home, that they would be willing to switch jobs to 

work for a company that would allow it (Goldberg et al.,

1989).

Work-Family Conflict

Working parents report more of a spillover of home life 

to work life than do working non-parents (Galinsky et al., 

1996). In the literature, this spillover is called work- 

family conflict (and then broken down further into work- 

family conflict and family-work ponflict) . In a general 

sense, work-family conflict is defined by Greenhaus and

Beutell (1985) as a form of inter-role conflict in which 

role pressures from work and role pressures from family are 

incompatible in some respect making participation in one 

role more difficult by virtue of participation in the other.
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Galinsky et al. (1996) define work-family conflict as the 

psychological point where work roles and family roles 

intersect. Work-family conflict is associated with stress 

in the lives of working parents and, inevitably, ends up 

costing organizations money (Thomas & Ganster, 1995). 

Reifman, Biernat, and Lang (1991) propose that research 

should be conducted to look at company programs that can 

help employees to deal with this work-family conflict; and 

Fallon (1996) believes that this could provide an important 

link between conditions at work and the quality of family 

life, and vice versa.

Some sections of the literature on work-family conflict 

have split the variable itself into two factors: strain- 

based work family conflict and time-based work family 

conflict. Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) define strain-based

conflict by the strain symptoms (e.g., irritability,

fatigue) that develop at home, are then brought to the 

workplace, and end up interfering with the job. This 

phenomenon could also occur in the opposite direction with 

strain at work being brought home and interfering with the

home life. Greenhaus and Beutell then define time-based

conflict as the conflict arising from attempting to

proportion time between work and the family. Time spent 

with the family is time that cannot be spent at work, and
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time spent at work is time that cannot be spent with the 

family.

As the examples above suggest, work can cause conflict 

with the family and family can cause conflict at work. For 

this reason, the general phenomenon of work-family conflict 

is often studied in terms of work->family conflict (work's 

interference with the family) and family-^work conflict 

(family's interference with work). Both work-family and 

family-work conflict affect organizations and both could 

stand to be affected by family-supportive benefits. For 

example, the option of flextime could allow a father to drop 

his children at school prior to reporting to work in the 

morning, thus avoiding work's interference on family 

responsibilities. On the other hand, an employer-supported 

childcare facility could keep a mother from missing a day of 

work due to an ill baby-sitter, thus family issues would not

affect work.

Regardless of the definitions or factors that we use, 

when family issues interfere with work, the resulting 

conflict predicts a withdrawal from work which, in turn, 

causes problems for the organization (MacEwen & Barling, 

1994). High levels of work-family conflict have been shown

to be related to adverse effects on an individual's well

being and have also been found to correlate with decreased
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increasedproductivity, increased tardiness and absenteeism, 

turnover and intentions to leave, and high degrees of job

dissatisfaction (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, Granrose, &

Rabinowitz, 1989).

In 1989, Greenhaus et al.'s research turned to the 

actual work domain pressures that could be influencing the 

amounts of both time- and strain-based work-family conflict 

experienced by the employee. Conclusions from this study 

were, that there are four work-domain pressures that 

contribute to work family conflict: work role stressors 

(role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload), task 

characteristics (variety, autonomy, complexity), work 

schedule characteristics (inflexibility of schedule, work 

related travel), and work salience (perceived feeling of 

importance, emotional involvement). Gender differences were 

also found in the importance of each of these influences on 

the work-family conflict experienced by individuals.

Greenhaus et al.'s (1989) hierarchical regression 

analysis of strain-based work family conflict concluded that 

the best predictors of strain-based conflict for men were 

age and job tenure (both negatively correlated), task 

characteristics (specifically autonomy-negatively

correlated), work schedule inflexibility (positively

correlated), and role stressors (both role ambiguity and
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role overload and both positively correlated). For women, 

the most prominent predictors, all positively correlated, 

were: education (years of), work salience (job

involvement),, task characteristics (complexity), and role 

stressors (role conflict and role overload). After looking 

at the beta-weights of these predictors, it was concluded 

that age and job tenure were the most important predictors 

of strain-based conflict for men, while education and job 

involvement were the most important predictors for women 

(Greenhaus et al., 1989). Other than the fact that there 

were different predictors for strain-based conflict in men 

and women, Greenhaus et al. (1989) found no gender

differences in actual level of strain-based conflict. While

in 1998, Eagle et al. ..found ■ that men experienced greater 

degrees of strain-based conflict than women.

The hierarchical regression for time-based conflict 

found that, for men, job tenure (negatively correlated) and 

role stressors (role ambiguity and role overload—both 

positively correlated) were predictive of time-based 

conflict. Beta-weights for these predictors portrayed role 

ambiguity as the strongest predictor. For women, work 

salience (specifically job involvement-positively

correlated), task characteristics (autonomy, negatively 

correlated, and complexity, positively correlated), and role
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stressors (role overload being positively correlated) were 

found to have predictive abilities. Job involvement seemed 

to be the strongest of these predictors for women. The 

highest levels of time-based conflict were found in divorced 

women with children. However, there did not appear to be 

any significant differences in time-based conflict overall. 

In fact, demographic differences, between the men and women 

in the study, could have been the cause of most differences. 

In other words, family does not seem to limit the time spent 

at work. Family's contribution to work-family conflict for

both men and women then seems to be most related to the

fatigue symptoms that it causes, leading to negative

outcomes on the job (Greenhaus et al., 1989).

Work-Family Conflict as 
Predicted by Family-Supportive 

Polices and Procedures

In the past, studies focusing on the relationship 

between family-supportive policies and procedures and work- 

family conflict experienced, have been relatively

inconclusive (Goff, Mount, & Jamison, 1990). Most of this 

research has been done on non-representative samples, 

leading to the acknowledgment that even when significant 

results are found, generalizable conclusions cannot be drawn 

(Galinsky et al., 1996). Psychologists and business people 

alike say that a more family-oriented working atmosphere
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could possibly decrease work-family conflict and stress.

But, no one seems to have the statistical analysis to back 

up this assertion (Thomas & Ganster, 1995). Goldberg et al. 

(1989) also believe that a more family-friendly environment 

could be found to assist in recruitment, to reduce 

attrition, and to boost the productivity of parents in the

workforce.

Thomas and Ganster (1995) studied hospital employees

and found that childcare benefits were not related to work-

family conflict but that flexible scheduling can increase 

perceptions of control which then have the ability to 

decrease work-family conflict. They then stated that there 

was very little variance in their childcare-benefits 

variable (of the hospitals sampled, very few had any type of 

childcare program), so statistical significance was 

virtually impossible. They believe that, had this not been 

the case, the results of their study could possibly have 

provided the first link between family-supportive policies 

and work-family conflict.

An earlier study by Goff et al. (1990) failed to 

support the hypothesis that use of an on-site childcare 

center would reduce work-family conflict for those parents 

participating in the program which would then reduce 

absenteeism. These results lend support to the hypothesis
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that childcare related problems are associated with work- 

family conflict. However, they failed to show that the on

site childcare program that was in place at this particular 

organization was reducing work-family conflict. Duxbury, 

Higgins, and Lee (1994) suggest that organizations should 

change the way that they organize and structure work to make 

it easier for both working mothers and fathers to combine 

work and family roles, thus reducing work-family conflict. 

They propose that family-supportive policies and procedures 

might help to reduce the amount of overload experienced by 

working parents, which should in turn reduce tardiness, 

absenteeism, and turnover while maintaining or increasing 

employee productivity.

Frone and Yardley's 1996 study of importance ratings of 

family-supportive benefits given by working parents found 

that working parents want family-supportive benefits and 

feel that these benefits will reduce the .work-family 

conflict that they experience. Working parents with high 

levels of work-family conflict gave high importance ratings 

to family-supportive benefit options. Whether or.not the 

relationship between family-supportive benefits and 

decreased work-family conflict can be shown through 

empirical research has yet to be determined.

26



Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is perhaps most simply defined by 

Moorhead and Griffin (1995) as "an attitude that reflects

the extent to which an individual is gratified by or

fulfilled in his or her work" (p. 64). Employees'

satisfaction with their jobs requires the utmost attention 

from employers due to its relations with such organizational 

behaviors as absenteeism, stress, turnover, job involvement, 

mental/physical health, and organizational climate. High 

levels of job satisfaction have been shown to correlate with 

positive organizational outcomes (Hakim, 1993), while a 

consistent negative relationship has been found between job 

satisfaction and all forms of work-family conflict (Kossek &

Ozeki, 1998).

As a part of this study, job satisfaction was examined 

from a global standpoint. This view operates on the 

assumption that job satisfaction is an overall internal 

feeling of satisfaction or dissatisfaction that is 

determined by the intensity and frequency of positive and 

negative experiences on the job (Cherrington, 1973). 

According to Cherrington (1994), job satisfaction is 

determined primarily by the kinds of rewards, the amount of 

reward, and the reward expectations of employees. There are 

three domains through which these determinants can be
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affected: the job, the organization, and the individual.

This study concentrated primarily on aspects of the 

organization that have the ability to affect the job 

satisfaction of its employees, however it is also important 

to understand how the individual affects job satisfaction.

Characteristics of the individual that have been linked

with job satisfaction are age, education, and occupation. 

Older workers tend to report higher levels of job 

satisfaction than do younger workers (possibly due to higher 

pay, longer tenure, or higher status jobs). The correlation 

between job satisfaction and education level is negative and 

the relationship between job satisfaction and job level is 

positive (Zeitz, 1990).

Organizations have the ability to affect job 

satisfaction in many ways. Again according to Cherrington 

(1994), there is evidence that both technological

improvements and administrative improvements improve

employee job satisfaction. Family-supportive policies and 

procedures fall under the heading of administrative 

improvements. In fact, Cherrington (1994) also reports that 

surveys completed by the University of Michigan, the 

University of California, and the National Opinion Research 

Center (Gallup) suggest that organizational policies and
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management practices are generally successful in creating 

satisfied employees.

Intention to Leave

Intention to leave has often been studied as a sub

dimension of job satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). 

Intention to leave is one of the most frequently studied of 

the organizational withdrawal behaviors and is often linked 

to such organizational behaviors as absenteeism, tardiness, 

poor job performance, and inevitably turnover (Steel & 

Ovalle, 1984). Intention to leave has been said to be the 

best predictor of turnover. It is thought that the best 

predictor of turnover should be the intention to turnover 

(Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979).

Turnover has been found to be the result of a number of

factors including the individual, family influences, aspects 

of the job, the organization, and the labor market (Steel, 

Hendrix, & Balogh, 1990). For the purpose of this study, 

factors of the individual and family influences are 

considered to be important issues. Both the individual 

(employee) and his or her family are in positions to impact

turnover and also the intent to turnover—-the intention to

leave. These are the factors influencing intention to leave 

that could be most impacted by family-supportive benefits 

and reduced work-family conflict.
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Specific factors of the individual that have been 

studied and shown to be related to intentions to leave are 

the perceived availability of alternative job opportunities, 

the age of the worker, and tenure with the organization 

(Miller & Wheeler, 1992). Perceived availability of 

alternative job opportunities is said to be positively 

related to intentions to leave, while age and tenure have 

been found to be negatively correlated with turnover 

intentions (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Steers 

& Mowday, 1981). Gender differences have also been 

associated with the intention to leave literature. However, 

conclusions regarding this relationship have been mixed.

Some studies show women as more likely to have intentions to 

leave, some have found men to be more likely to have 

intentions to leave, and other studies still have found no

gender differences in intention to leave (Mobley, 1982).

Aside from the confusion over the impact that gender 

has on intentions to leave an organization, it is important 

to remember that anyone leaving an organization costs that 

organization money. Organizations not only incur the costs 

of replacing that individual, but they also lose their 

investment in that individual in terms of knowledge, 

experience, and training. , It is due to this loss that 

everything possible needs to be done on the part of the
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organization to try and reduce employee's intentions to

leave. A good place to start this prevention is with the

development of family-supportive policies and procedures.

Gender as a Variable—An Issue 
of Primary Care Giving 

Responsibility?

Zedeck and Mosier (1990) propose that research should 

be attempting to discover how American adults can strike a 

balance between their family lives and their jobs. What has 

yet to be established is the role that gender plays in this 

balance. Very little is known about how men and women 

respond differently to work family conflict and the 

organizational policies and procedures set in place to help

reduce that conflict (Friedman, 1990; Greenhaus et al.,

1989) . Some studies have found gender differences (Wiersma,

1990) while some have found no gender differences (Frone & 

Yardley, 1996). We know that there are life-style

differences between men and women that need to be addressed

by benefits packages (Jaffe, 1985) and we know that there 

are gender differences in experienced stress (Narayanan, 

Menon, & Spector, 1999). However, beyond this point, 

research findings have been mixed.

Literature in the area of work-family conflict has been 

pursuing gender differences in the levels of work-family 

conflict reported under various circumstances. It has been
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assumed Jfor quite some time that only women can experience a 

reduction in work-family conflict when offered family- 

supportive benefits. However, what is being found is that 

men are becoming more active parents and therefore 

increasing their desire for family-supportive benefits. It 

now seems as if it is not an issue of gender itself 

determining desire for family-supportive benefits, but 

instead an issue of primary care giving responsibilities.

For example, if a woman is working full-time, childcare 

responsibilities in her household are not necessarily all 

hers. In a situation such as this one, the man may have a 

great desire for family-supportive benefits from his 

employer; especially if he is also employed full-time. On 

the other hand, if the woman is working only part-time or is 

not employed outside of the home, these benefits may be less 

important for the man due to the fact that he is not 

responsible for very much of the childcare responsibilities. 

Likewise, if the man is employed part-time or not at all, 

these benefits would presumably be less important to the 

woman due to her lack of primary childcare responsibilities.

Researchers in this area have been searching for gender 

differences in work-family conflict and desire for family- 

supportive benefits because organizations have continued to 

believe that primary care giving responsibilities do not
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fall to the men. Study results have been inconclusive 

because traditional family roles are changing. It is no 

longer a gender issue because it can no longer be assumed 

that the woman will be responsible as the primary caregiver. 

This has now become an issue of who is responsible for the 

primary childcare within each family.

In summary, this study looked at relationships between 

family-supportive benefits and work-family conflict, and 

between work-family conflict and employee outcomes. It also 

looked at the indirect effect between family-supportive 

benefits and employee outcomes. Researchers studying these 

variables have been unsuccessful at demonstrating the 

relationship of family-supportive benefits to work-family 

conflict. It is for this reason that this study examined

this link. It is believed that it can be shown that as the

discrepancy between family-supportive benefits desired and 

family-supportive benefits offered increases, experienced 

work-family conflict will also increase. This study looked 

for a positive relationship between the difference of 

family-supportive benefits desired and attained and 

experienced work-family conflict. If employees perceive a 

small to zero difference between what benefits they want and 

what benefits they get, their experienced work-family
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conflict will be low. However, if this discrepancy is high, 

work-family conflict will also be high.

This study also set out to re-affirm the relationships 

between work-family conflict and job satisfaction that has 

been so well documented in the literature. Based on the

work of Kossek and Ozeki (1998), a negative relationship 

between work-family conflict and job satisfaction was 

expected. As work-family conflict increases, job 

satisfaction will decrease. Finally, care giving status was 

studied as a factor which influences the degree to which 

these relationships occur. A person's role as caregiver/ 

either primary or secondary, should influence the degree to 

which family-supportive benefits can influence work-family 

conflict. It was expected that primary caregivers would 

report higher levels of work-family conflict due to the 

increased role-strain experienced, and that family- 

supportive benefits would be more influential in reducing 

work-family conflict for this group.

A compilation of the above mentioned variables and 

relationships lead to a proposed model (Appendix A). Using 

structural equation modeling, relationships were examined 

between family-supportive benefits, work-family conflict, 

and the employee outcome of job satisfaction. Family- 

supportive benefits is a latent variable with three
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indicators: the difference between desired and attained

benefits in the areas of childcare (childcare facility, 

childcare information, childcare referrals, childcare 

subsidy), flextime (part-time work, job sharing), and 

telecommuting. Work-family conflict is a latent variable 

with two indicators: work-family conflict and family-work

conflict. Job satisfaction is a latent variable with four

indicators: satisfaction with supervision, satisfaction with 

pay, general satisfaction, and intention to leave. Gender 

is an independent variable related to work-family conflict 

but was predicted to be non-significant. In the

hypothesized model, circles represent the latent variables 

and rectangles represent measured variables. The absence of 

a line connecting variables implies the lack of a

hypothesized direct effect. Within the text of the model, 

latent variables are referred to with initial capital 

letters, while measured variables are fully lower case.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1

There will be an indirect effect between Family- 

supportive Benefits and Job Satisfaction, and direct effects 

between Family-supportive Benefits and Work-Family Conflict, 

and between Work-Family Conflict and Job Satisfaction.
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Hypothesis la. Family-Supportive Benefits is a latent 

variable indicated by the difference between desired and 

attained benefits in the areas of childcare, flexible

scheduling, and telecommuting.

Hypothesis lb. Work-Family Conflict is a latent 

variable indicated by work-family conflict and family-work

conflict.

Hypothesis lc. Job Satisfaction is a latent variable 

indicated by general satisfaction, satisfaction with 

supervision, satisfaction with pay, and intention to leave. 

Hypothesis 2

There will be a difference in experienced work-family 

conflict between primary and secondary caregivers 

(regardless of gender) with primary caregivers reporting 

higher levels of work-family conflict than secondary 

caregivers.
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CHAPTER TWO

METHODS

Participants

Participants consisted of 256 working parents (74 men 

and 182 women). Of the 256 participants, 161 reported 

working full-time while 95 reported that they work part-time 

(at least 20 hours per week). Twenty-nine participants have 

spouses working part-time, and 166 participants have spouses 

who work full-time. Sixty-seven participants responded that 

they are single parents. In order to participate in this 

study, a parent had to have at least one child living at 

home at least part time. Also, at least one of the 

participant's children had to be under the age of eight in 

order to assure that childcare was still a major concern for 

that parent.

Four hundred subjects were necessary for this study in 

order to have enough power to run EQS for all models. This 

is based on the recommendation of ten subjects per parameter 

(Ullman, 1996). There are twenty parameters in the model 

(eleven variances and nine paths) and two models tested 

through multiple groups analysis.
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Procedure

Survey packets were distributed to individual employees 

of numerous Southern California companies as well as to 

parent participants of multiple youth organizations. 

Participants were informed that their involvement was 

voluntary and anonymous. Participants were instructed to 

complete the questionnaire and return it to the researcher 

either directly or via mail in a self-addressed stamped 

envelope provided by the researcher.

Measures

Each survey packet contained an informed consent form

(see Appendix B), a questionnaire composed of the scales

described below (see Appendix C), and a debriefing form (see

Appendix D).

Benefits Offered vs.
Benefits Desired

This scale was written for this study so that a

difference could be established. The difference calculated

is what benefits are offered versus what benefits are

desired. Participants are first asked whether or not their 

company offers the family-supportive benefits. Five-point

Likert scales were then established to measure the.extent to

which the participant's company offers the benefits

pertinent to this study and to measure the extent to which
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the participants desire each specific benefit (with anchors 

of "to a small extent" and "to a great extent"). The 

difference calculated then was the rating of attained 

benefit, minus the rating of desired benefit. Participants 

who had previously stated that they do not receive a 

particular benefit were assigned a "0" for their rating of

attained benefit.

The specific benefits measured by this scale were 

chosen based on their appearance in the literature.

According to Zedeck and Mosier's 1990 review of the work and 

family literature, childcare, flexible schedules, and 

flexible work locations are the most often cited employer- 

supported benefits. Also, within these categories, 

corporate sponsored facilities, information, referrals, and

subsidies have been the most often studied of the childcare

programs (Mize & Freeman, 1989; Goldberg et al., 1989;

Zedeck & Mosier, 1990). Of the flexible work schedules and 

locations, flextime, part-time work, job sharing, and 

telecommuting have received the most attention in previous 

studies (Hammer & Barbera, 1999; Ronen & Primps, 1980;

Zedeck & Mosier, 1990).

Work-Family Conflict

Twelve items were used to measure work-family conflict. 

This 5-point Likert scale was originally published by Frone
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and Yardley (1996). The scale is composed of six items 

measuring family's interference with work. Four of these 

items were originally developed by Gutek, Searle, and Klepa 

(1991) with an alpha reliability of .78. Two additional 

items were added from Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1992) with 

an alpha of .81. The reliability for the family->work 

measure in the present study was .89. Six more items of 

Frone and Yardley's (1996) scale measure work's interference 

with family. Four of these items came from Gutek et al. 

(1991) with an alpha of .84, and two of these items were 

developed by Frone et al. (1992) with an alpha of .86. The 

reliability for the work-^family measure was found to be .78 

in the current study.

Job Satisfaction

Based on popularity in past literature, items from 

Hackman and Oldham's 1974 "Job Diagnostic Survey" were used 

in this study to measure job satisfaction. Although the Job 

Diagnostic Survey contains items to measure multiple facets 

of job satisfaction, only those specific satisfactions 

thought to be affected by family-supportive benefits were 

included in the current survey. Internal consistency 

reliabilities of the measure in past research range from .88 

to .56, and the median off-diagonal correlations range from

.12 to .28. Hackman and Oldham conclude that the results
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suggest satisfactory levels of both internal consistency 

reliability of the scales and discriminant validity of the

items.

The personal outcomes measured in this study are 

general satisfaction (a = .73), satisfaction with pay (a = 

.75), and satisfaction with supervision (a = .89). General 

satisfaction was measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

(strongly disagree to strongly agree), while satisfaction 

with pay and satisfaction with supervision were measured on 

a 7-point Likert scale (extremely dissatisfied to extremely

satisfied).

Two items from Hackman and Oldham's (1975) job 

satisfaction scale have been tested together and shown to

form a reliable measure of intention to leave. These two

items were used to measure intention to leave in this study 

(on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree). Kulik, Oldham, and Langner (1988) reported 

an alpha reliability of this sub-scale at .71. In order to 

correlate the intention to quit scale with the job 

satisfaction factor, the individual intention to quit items

were reverse scored. This created a measure of intention to

stay with the organization. The reliability of this scale 

in the current study was found to be .77.
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Primary Care Giving
Responsibility

An original scale was written for this study to measure 

the degree of primary care giving that a participant is 

responsible for within his or her family. This scale was 

written based on the previous work of Fox and Dwyer (1999) 

and Yogev and Brett (1985).

Fox and Dwyer (1999) assessed family involvement by 

measuring the amount of time an individual spends doing 

family-related tasks (e.g., household chores, childcare, 

shopping/errands, yard/home maintenance). This transferred 

into the current scale through the selection of parent- 

related tasks that were then worded to find out which parent 

spends more time doing that activity.

Yogev and Brett (1985) developed a measure of family 

involvement which addressed the two family roles, those of 

parent and spouse. This scale, in its original form, was on 

a 5-point Likert scale and had an alpha reliability of .80. 

For the sake of the present study, all items related to the 

role of spouse were removed so that the focus of the scale 

is now on the role of parent. These parent-related 

questions were then analyzed according to their facet of 

parenting (e.g., transporting children, arranging childcare, 

caring for sick children) and incorporated into an 8-item 

scale yielding categorical responses to determine the degree
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of primary care giving responsibilities an individual is 

responsible for within his/her family. One item of the scale 

specifically asks participants who they would consider to be 

the primary caregiver of their child(ren). This item was 

found to correlate strongly (.83) with the overall scale and 

was therefore used in later analysis as the sole indicator 

of primary care giving responsibility.

Demographics

In addition to the above listed measures, participants 

were asked to respond to demographic questions regarding 

their gender, their work hours (full-time or part-time), 

their spouse's work hours (full-time or part-time), and 

whether or not they would consider themselves to be single

parents.
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CHAPTER THREE

RESULTS

Assumptions

Prior to beginning data analysis, SPSS was used to 

evaluate assumptions on all major variables. No cases were 

deleted due to missing data because the missing data 

followed no patterns and accounted for less than 5% of the 

total data. Two univariate outliers on family-work conflict

were found (with z-scores above 3.3). The raw scores were 

4.0 and 4.5 on a five-point scale and were retained because 

they were representative of the sample (numerous other cases 

were found to be between 3.0 and 4.0 although they were not 

considered outliers). Even though the two outliers had 

higher than normal scores on family-work conflict, their 

scores are still within a reasonable range given the 

population. Using Mahalanobis distance with £ < .001, no 

multivariate outliers were found. One variable (family-work 

conflict) was found to be moderately skewed but not enough 

to warrant transformation (see Table 1). Homoscedasticity 

and linearity were examined through regressions and 

scatterplots of the major variables. No evidence of 

multicollinearity was found after running Mahalanobis 

distance and examining the' collinearity diagnostics.
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Table 1. Skewness, Standardard Error of Skewness, and Z-Scores

Scales Skewness SE Z-Score

Childcare .51 .15 3.34

Flexible Scheduling .04 .15 .27

Telecommuting -.17 .15 -.11

Work-Family Conflict .35 .15 2.30

Family-Work Conflict .73 .15 4.78

Pay Satisfaction -.06 .15 -.44

Supervision Satisfaction -.53 .15 -3.44

General Satisfaction -.60 .15 -3.89

Intention to Stay -.35 .15 -2.92

Means and standard deviations for the ma j or variables

are given in Table 2. Family-work conflict was found to

have a surprisingly low mean of 1.92 on a five point Likert

scale. See Appendix E for the correlation covariance

matrix.

Hypothesis 1

Model Estimation

The model conforms with multivariate distribution

(Mardia's Normalized Estimate = 1.36). The Independence 

model that tests the hypothesis that the variables are 

uncorrelated with one another was easily rejected, x2(45, N 

= 256) = 610.64, p < .05. The hypothesized model was tested 

next (N = 256). A chi-square difference test indicated- a
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Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations

Scales M SD '

Childcare , -10.67 6.74

Flexible Scheduling , -4.82 4.00

Telecommuting -2.18 1.68

Work-Family Conflict 2.77 • 95

Family-Work Conflict 1.92 .63

Pay Satisfaction 4.05 1,51 ■ '

Supervision Satisfaction 4.72 1.46

General Satisfaction 3.69 . ,85

Intention to Leave 3.49 1.14

Primary Caregiver Status 3.73 2.98

significant improvement in fit from the independence model. 

Support was found for the hypothesized model in terms of the 

X2 test statistic and comparative fit (CFI), index, x2(34, N 

= 256) = 85.06, p < .05, CFI = .91. The hypothesized model 

was originally estimated with gender having a direct effect 

on Work-Family Conflict. This link was hypothesized to be 

not significant. Wald's test recommended that this link be 

removed from the model which supported the original, 

prediction. See Appendix F for the final SEM model.

Measurement Model

All of the indicators of the measurement model loaded 

on their respective latent variable. Childcare, flexible 

scheduling, and telecommuting were indicators of the latent
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variable Family-Supportive Benefits (unstandardized

coefficients = 3.39, 3.22, 1.03, £ < .05). Work->family 

conflict and family-^work conflict were indicators of the 

latent variable Work-Family Conflict (unstandardized 

coefficients = 1.00, .83, £ < .05). Finally, general 

satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, satisfaction with 

supervision, and intention to stay were indicators of the

latent variable Job Satisfaction (unstandardized

coefficients = -.48, -.44, .51, -.57, £ < .05).

Direct Effects

Family-Supportive Benefits was predictive of Work- 

Family Conflict (unstandardized coefficient = -.18, p < 

.05). As the difference between what benefits are attained

and what benefits are desired decreased, Work-Family 

Conflict decreased. To a greater extent, Work-Family 

Conflict was predictive of Job Satisfaction (unstandardized 

coefficient = -.48, p < .05). As experienced work-family 

conflict increased, job satisfaction decreased.

Indirect Effects

There was an indirect effect between Family-Supportive

Benefits and Job Satisfaction (unstandardized coefficient = 

.08, p < .05).
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Hypothesis 2

Analysis of Variance

Hypothesis 2 was first tested with a two-way between 

subjects ANOVA with two independent variables, caregiver 

status (primary and secondary) and gender (male and female), 

and experienced Work-Family Conflict as the dependent 

variable. The analysis resulted in no significant main 

effect for caregiver status or gender, and no significant 

interaction between caregiver status and gender, F(l, 254) = 

.098, £ > .05; F(l, 254) = 1.042, £ > .05; F(l, 254) = .887, 

£ > .05.

Multiple Groups Models

Prior to beginning multiple groups analysis, SPSS was 

used to evaluate assumptions on all major variables again 

for the two groups (primary and secondary caregivers) 

independently. No cases were deleted due to missing data 

from either group. The univariate outliers identified when 

assumptions were run for the whole group remained as 

outliers and were once again retained as they seem to be 

within a reasonable range for the given population. Using 

Mahalanobis distance with £ < .001, again no multivariate 

outliers were found. For the secondary caregiver group, one 

variable (family-work conflict) was found to be moderately 

skewed but not enough to warrant transformation.
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Homoscedasticity and linearity were examined for each group 

through regressions and scatterplots of the major variables. 

No evidence of multicollinearity was found in either group 

after running Mahalanobis distance and examining the 

collinearity diagnostics. The models for both the primary 

and secondary caregivers conform with multivariate

distribution (Mardia's Normalized Estimate = 2.10, -.44)

The SEM model was then run separately for primary and 

secondary caregivers in order to compare the two groups. 

Primary and secondary caregiver status was determined by 

each participant's response to the question, "Who do you 

consider to be the primary caregiver of your child(ren)?". 

See Appendices G and H respectively for the correlation 

covariance matrices for primary and secondary caregivers.

For the primary caregiver group, the Independence model 

that tests the hypothesis that the variables are 

uncorrelated with one another was rejected, x2(45, N = 111)

= 294.09, p < .05. Of the 111 participants who identified 

themselves as primary caregivers, 12 were men and 99 were 

women. The hypothesized model was tested next. A chi- 

square difference test indicated a significant improvement 

in fit between the independence model and support was found 

for the hypothesized model in terms of the x2 test statistic 

and comparative fit (CFI) index, x2(34, N = 111) = 57.85, p
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< .05, CFI = .90. Post hoc model modifications were 

performed in an attempt to develop a better fitting and 

.possibly more parsimonious model. On the basis of the 

Lagrange multiplier test, a path predicting intention to 

leave from the Family-Supportive Benefits factor was added 

leading to a better fit between the model and the data,

X2 (33, N = 111) = 49.80, p < .05, CFI = .93. For primary 

caregivers, over and above the indirect effect of Family- 

Supportive Benefits on Job Satisfaction, a direct effect was 

found between Family-Supportive Benefits and intent to stay. 

See Appendix I for the baseline model for primary 

caregivers.

For the secondary caregiver group, the Independence 

model that tests the hypothesis that the variables are 

uncorrelated with one another was rejected, x2(45, N = 142)

= 368.98, p < .05. The hypothesized model was tested next. 

Of those 142 individuals, 61 were men and 81 were women. A 

chi-square difference test indicated a significant 

improvement in fit between the independence model and 

support was found for the hypothesized model in terms of the 

X2 test statistic and comparative fit (CFI) index, x2(34, N 

= 142) = 67.63, p< .05, CFI = .90, x2 difference test(l) = 

8.053, p < .05. See Appendix J for the baseline model for 

secondary caregivers.
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The models for primary and secondary caregivers were 

tested simultaneously in one run with none of the parameters 

across models constrained to be equal to serve as a 

baseline, X2(67, N = 254) = 117.43, p < .05, CFI = .92. The 

indicators of Job Satisfaction were then constrained and the

model was compared to the baseline with a chi-square 

difference test which was found to be not significant,

X2 (70, N = 254) = 117.88, p < .05, CFI = .92, x2 difference 

test(3) = .455, p > .05. The indicators of Family- 

Supportive Benefits were then constrained and the model was 

compared to the previous model with a chi-square difference 

test which was also found to be not significant, x2 (73/ N = 

254) = 118.86, p < .05, CFI = .92, x2 difference test(3) = 

.982, p > .05. When family-work conflict was constrained 

next and compared the previous model, the chi-square 

difference test was significant, x2 (74, N = 254) = 171.39, p 

< .05, CFI = .83, x2 difference test(l) = 52.53, p < .05 .

Next, family-work conflict was released and Job 

Satisfaction driven by Work-Family Conflict was constrained 

and compared to the last model with non-significance. The 

chi-square difference test was not significant, X2(74, N = 

254) = 118.87, p < .05,■CFI = .92, x2 difference test(l) = 

.006, p > .05. Last, Work-Family Conflict driven by Family- 

Supportive Benefits was constrained and compared to the
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previous model and found to be not significant, x2(75, N ~ 

254) = 120.20, p < .05, CFI = .92, X2 difference test(l) = 

1.33, p > .05. Table 3 presents the models tested, chi- 

square value, CFI, and chi-square difference tests. The 

multiple groups analysis identified a difference between the

t primary and secondary caregivers of this sample on family- 

work conflict, meaning that this path was significantly 

stronger for secondary caregivers than for primary 

caregivers. The multiple groups analysis determined that 

the groups were equal in all other analyzed areas. See 

Appendix K for the final multiple groups model.

Table 3. Comparison of Multiple Groups Models

Model X2 df CFI X2 difference test

Model 1
Hypothesized Model 117.43 67 .92
Model 2
Constrain Indicators of
Job Satisfaction 117.88 70 .92 Ml - M2 = .455

Model 3
Constrain Indicators of 
Family-Supportive Benefits 118.86 73 .92 M2 - M3 = .982

Model 4
Constrain Indicators of 
Work-Family Conflict 171.39 74 .83 M3 - M4 = 52.53*

Model 5
Constrain Job Satisfaction 
driven by Work-Family Conflict 118,-87 74 .92 M3 - M5 = .006

Model 6
Constrain Work-Family Conflict 
driven by Family-Supportive 
Benefits 120.20 75 .92 M5 - M6 = 1.33
* g < .05
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Of the 255 participants who responded to survey 

questions about the benefits offered by their current 

employer, 51 responded that their employer offers a company 

sponsored childcare facility either on or off-site. Forty- 

seven participants receive information from their employers 

about childcare options in their area, and 47 receive 

referrals to childcare facilities. Twenty-nine participants 

receive monetary subsidies from their employer to help

offset the cost of childcare.

In terms of flexible scheduling options, 116 

participants answered that they have the option of flextime 

at their current job, 187 said that they have the option of 

working part-time, and 81 participants have the ability to 

job share with another employee. Finally, 54 participants 

reported having an option to telecommute.
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CHAPTER FOUR

DISCUSSION

Summary

As increasing numbers of women' continue to join and 

remain a part of America's workforce, America's employers 

need to re-evaluate the ways in which they do business. Not 

only is it difficult for women to balance the

responsibilities that come with being a working mother; but 

men are beginning to take on more responsibilities at home, 

thus increasing the balancing act required of them as 

working fathers. It can no longer be assumed with certainty 

that women are the primary caregivers of their child(ren).

As women's role in the workforce increases, fathers are

often beginning to take a more dominant role in taking care 

of their child(ren). It is time that America's employers 

begin to adapt, to meet the changing needs of this new

diverse workforce.

A major change that is past due to occur involves the 

composition of benefits packages offered to employees. This 

study set out to provide a link between the family-

supportive benefits offered by an employer, and the work- 

family conflict experienced by that organization's 

employees. In order for employee outcomes such as job 

satisfaction to remain high, the work-family conflict
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experienced by the employee needs to remain low. One way to

possibly lower the amount of work-family conflict

experienced is to offer family-supportive benefits. In

order to study these complex relationships, the proposed

structural equation model was established.

The structural equation model proposed in Hypothesis 1 

was found to fit the data from this particular sample. 

Significant relationships were found between the latent 

variables of family-supportive benefits and work-family 

conflict, and between work-family conflict and job

satisfaction. As the difference between what benefits are

attained and what benefits are desired decreased, Work-

Family Conflict decreased. In the past, studies focusing on 

the relationship between family-supportive benefits and 

experienced work-family conflict have been relatively 

inconclusive (Goff et al., 1990). The current study found a 

relationship between family-supportive benefits and work- 

family conflict which provides a significant addition to the 

research in this.area. However, the small effect sizes

found would indicate that there are likely other variables 

influencing this relationship that should be considered in 

future research. This study has also shown that, as 

experienced work-family conflict increases, job satisfaction

decreases.
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Hypothesis la, lb, and lc also resulted in significant 

findings. Work-family conflict is a latent variable 

indicated by work~^family conflict and family-^work 

conflict. Job satisfaction is a latent variable indicated 

by general satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, satisfaction 

with supervision, and intention to stay. Finally, family- 

supportive benefits is a latent variable and was found to be 

indicated by the difference between desired and attained 

benefits in the areas of childcare, flexible scheduling, and 

telecommuting. All of the above listed indicators for the 

three latent variables were found to be significant

indicators.

The family-supportive benefits included in this study 

were the same benefits found by Zedeck and Mosier in their 

1990 review of the work and family literature. It should be

noted that this study found the most often offered family- 

supportive benefits to be those related to flexible 

scheduling. Over half of the participants in this study 

receive some sort of flexible scheduling option. Childcare 

benefits and the option to telecommute are offered to a much 

smaller portion of the participants in this study.

Although Hypothesis 2 was not supported in its 

entirety, noteworthy results were obtained. The analysis of 

variance looking at caregiver status, gender, and work-
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family conflict produced no main effect for gender and no 

interaction between gender and caregiver status. These two 

findings support Hypothesis 2. However, there was also no 

main effect for caregiver status meaning that there was no 

difference in experienced work-family conflict between 

primary and secondary caregivers. This is in contrast to 

prior predictions. It is possible, however, that a 

difference in experienced work-family conflict between 

primary and secondary caregivers was not found because of 

participant's self-selection either into or out of the 

study. It should be considered that working parents, 

especially primary caregivers, have a number of stressors 

affecting them which may have,kept them from completing a 

lengthy survey. Still, both the analysis of variance and 

structural equation model supported predictions in that they 

did not find a relationship between caregiver status and 

gender. This would indicate that the traditional gender ■ 

roles are beginning to blur. It cannot necessarily be 

assumed that the primary care giving responsibilities will

fall to mothers instead of fathers.

The most interesting findings from this study were 

revealed by the multiple groups analysis of the structural 

equation model. By assessing the fit of the model 

independently for primary and secondary caregivers,
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differences between these two groups could be examined. The

proposed model fit the data of the secondary caregivers well

without adjustments. For the group of participants who

identified themselves to be the primary caregivers to their

child(ren), however, the model did not initially fit well.

In order for the model to yield a good fit with the data for 

this group, a link was added between family-supportive 

benefits and intention to stay. This would indicate that, 

for primary caregivers, the availability of family-

supportive benefits such as childcare options, flexible 

scheduling options, and the option to telecommute is 

directly related to whether or not an individual plans on 

remaining with an organization in the future. These 

benefits enable employees to keep their family issues from 

interfering with work which keeps withdrawal behaviors in 

check (MacEwen & Barling, 1994). This finding has great 

implications for business organizations.

Also resulting from the multiple groups analysis, it 

was found that primary and secondary caregivers interpreted 

and responded differently to questions about family-work 

conflict. It is difficult to say for sure exactly what 

caused this difference between the two groups.

It is possible that there are other, constructs driving 

individual's work-family conflict responses, and that these
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constructs affect primary, and secondary caregivers

differently. Some examples of possible extraneous

constructs affecting work-family conflict are financial 

stability, social support, family or cultural background, 

and elder care responsibilities. Financial stability within 

a family unit could play a role in work-family conflict. 

Secondary caregivers could tend to play more of a role in 

the financial affairs of a family. The secondary caregiver, 

for example, may be the primary breadwinner in a family.

With the added stress of providing for a family, perceived 

work-family conflict could be affected.

Social support could influence the way work-family 

conflict impacts other parts of an individual's life. There 

may be a difference between primary and secondary caregivers 

in the degree to which social support is available and 

acceptable. Primary caregivers may have a higher need for 

social support- and comradery. Likewise, it may be more 

socially acceptable .for primary caregivers to seek out help

from others.

Family and cultural backgrounds could also influence 

individual's feelings and responses toward work-family 

conflict. For example, a working parent who grew up in a 

family where one parent stayed home may feel or respond 

differently to work-family conflict than an individual who
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was raised by two working parents. Likewise, children of 

single parents or blended families may have different views 

of or responses to work-family conflict. Cultural

background may also influence familial expectations of 

working parents and could contribute to reported work-family 

conflict. Both familial and cultural expectations could 

also impact work-family conflict differently for men and

women.

Eldercare responsibilities, if present, would probably 

fall to the primary caregiver. The presence of family 

responsibilities in addition to that of caregiver to 

children could alter feelings of or tolerance to work-family

conflict.

Although this study separated the affects of gender and 

care giver status, the large number of women represented in

the primary caregiver category may have affected work-family 

conflict ratings for the over all group. Regardless of what 

the specific constructs are that are affecting work-family 

conflict responses in this study, this difference in 

interpretation by the two groups should be seen as a 

limitation of the present study.

Limitations

The most noticeable limitation of this study is the 

lack of power for the multiple groups analysis. In order to
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establish enough power to fully trust the results, the N 

size would have had to nearly double. With just over 250 

participants, adequate power was available to run the 

original structural equation model through EQS. However, 

the multiple groups analysis required at least 200 primary 

caregiver participants and at least 200 secondary caregiver 

participants.

It is possible that this lack of power affected the 

results of the multiple groups analysis. With enough power, 

a difference may have been found in the relationship between 

Family-Supportive Benefits and Work-Family Conflict for 

primary and secondary caregivers. Looking at the difference 

between standardized coefficients for this relationship for 

both the primary and secondary caregivers leads one to 

believe that these groups differ. An increase in power for

this analysis may have allowed significant differences to be 

found. Similarly, the differences in standardized 

coefficients between primary and secondary caregivers on the 

indicators of Family-Supportive Benefits would seem to 

indicate another difference between the two groups. Again, 

with increased power, these differences may have been 

significant thus leading to the conclusion that the

difference between desired and attained benefits affects

primary and secondary caregivers differently.
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Another limitation of the study involves the length of 

the survey. Requiring participants to complete such a 

lengthy survey resulted in a large percentage of 

participants self-selecting themselves out of the study.

Due to this trend, the sample studied may not have been 

representative of the larger population of working parents. 

Future surveys should be condensed where possible to help

reduce this effect.

The low levels of family-^work conflict reported by 

participants could constitute one final limitation of the 

present study. It is possible that the low levels reported 

could have been caused by the social desirability around 

family-work conflict. It is not as socially acceptable to 

say that your home life affects your work as it is to say 

that your work affects your home life. Possibly,

individuals who volunteered to complete such a long survey 

as the one required for this study differed from the general 

population of working parents in terms of family-work

conflict.

Future research

supportive benefits, 

organization to know

Future Research

should focus on the individual family- 

It would be advantageous for an

which of the family-supportive benefits
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will offer the greatest return on their investment. In 

looking at the return on investment, research should focus 

on the employee outcomes that cost organizations money. For 

example, intention to leave an organization may be seen as 

more costly to an organization than low job satisfaction due

to the exorbitant cost associated with turnover.

Likewise, individual family-supportive benefits should

be studied in terms of intention to leave versus intention

to stay. In other words, what benefits specifically will 

make an employee decide to stay with an organization, and 

what benefits would an employee leave in order to find 

elsewhere? It would be interesting to study these 

relationships in terms of what it would take (benefits wise) 

for a similar organization with similar pay to recruit an 

employee away from his/her current employer.

Implications

From an organizational prospective, there are a number 

of implications for both employers and employees.

Primarily, this study was the first to reveal a relationship 

between family-supportive benefits and work-family conflict. 

The relationship between work-family conflict and numerous 

employee outcomes has been well established in past 

literature. This study then offers organizations an 

indirect relationship between family-supportive benefits and
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employee outcomes. In other words, if employers want to 

have a positive effect on employee outcomes, family- 

supportive benefits may be a way to do just that. 

Specifically, the relationship established by this study for 

primary caregivers between family-supportive benefits and 

intention to stay could impact a company's bottom-line. 

Turnover is expensive, and any factor that can be 

specifically linked to turnover should be of great interest 

to an employer. While offering family-supportive benefits 

may be a cost issue for some organizations, the cost of 

turnover would quite possibly be even more costly.

This study showed once again that the line between 

gender and caregiver status is blurred. Traditional gender 

roles seem to still be traditional roles, as can be seen by 

the much larger number of women than men identifying 

themselves as the primary caregivers in this study.

Research in the past has studied gender differences but has 

not looked at caregiver status simultaneously (Greenhaus et 

al., 1989). The present study examined gender and caregiver 

status together and found that caregiver status was 

affecting other variables, but the study did not have the 

participation of enough male primary caregivers to say 

anything about these relationships with any sort of 

certainty.
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Family-supportive benefits have been met with some 

resistance in organizations due to impressions that they 

were "women-supportive" benefits and therefore were not 

desired by working men. As more women enter and remain in 

the workforce throughout their childbearing years, men will 

likely begin to play a more instrumental role in the care of 

their children. Future research should examine family- 

supportive benefits in a more global sense and not solely as 

benefits to be used by working mothers. Especially as

America's workforce continues to be "sandwiched" and

expected to provide care to both their offspring and their 

aging parents simultaneously, family-supportive benefits 

should begin to be seen as"advantageous to the entire family

unit.

For members of the workforce looking to become parents 

in the future, this study offers a unique glimpse into that 

future. By knowing that benefits impact job satisfaction 

and■intention to leave or stay, future parents can begin to 

look for organizations offering their desired benefits early 

on. Knowing that an employer offers family-supportive 

benefits could be reason enough to stay with that employer 

if you think you may desire these benefits in the future. 

Likewise, if your present employer does not currently offer
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these benefits, you can start pushing for them now or start 

looking for an organization that is more "family-friendly".

In summary, the major objective of the present study 

was to find evidence supporting a relationship between 

desired vs. attained family-supportive benefits and 

experienced work-family conflict, and to reaffirm the 

established relationship between work-family conflict and 

job satisfaction. Also, it was important to study caregiver 

status to see if it could be separated from gender. As this 

study demonstrated, these relationships exist and function 

similarly regardless of gender. Although a difference was 

not found for caregiver status on work-family conflict, the 

relationship for primary caregivers between family- 

supportive benefits and intention to stay establishes the 

same challenge for employers. A case has been made to

organizations that investing in family-supportive benefits 

may end up being a worthy investment.
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APPENDIX A:

PROPOSED STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL
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APPENDIX B:

INFORMED CONSENT
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INFORMED CONSENT

The study in whish you are about to participate is designed to investigate family-supportive benefits, which am 

sometimes ofiered by employers as a part of their benefits package. This study is being conducted by Alison Maitlen 

under tire supervision of Dr. Jandle Gilbert, Associate Professor of Psychology. This study has been approved by the 

Psychology Department Human Participants Review Board, Califhmia State University, San Bernardino. The University 

requires that you give your consent before participating in a research study.

Tlds study is fa the form of a questionnaire. ft should take yon about 15 minutes to complete. Thereareafisw 

demographic questions along with the questions pertaining to famfly-aipportive benefits and their effects. Please be 

assured that any information you provide on this questionnaire will remain anonymous. At no time will yoar responses 

be identifiable. All data will be reported fa group form only. A! foe study’a conclusion (Spring 2001) yea may receive 

nreport off foe results.

The rides to your perticipatfag fa tills study ate minimal, and participants can terminate participation without 

penalty at any time. Please understand fast yoar participation fa this research is tofally voluntary and yon ate flee to 

wiflidmw st any time during fids duty without penalty. You may also remove any personal data at any time during the 

study. Ifyou have any concerns or questions about the study, or would film a report of the results, please contact Alison 

Maitien or Dr. JaneUe Gilbert at (909) 880-5587.

By placing a tasrk fa tbs space provided below, I acknowledge that I luma been informed off) and understand die 

nature and purpose of fids study an<^ 0”** I finely consent to participate. By fids rank I fhrther acknowledge font I am at 

least 18 years of age.

Date:_____
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APPENDIX C:

QUESTIONNAIRE
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SURVEY

How often h the statementa fane statement about von? Write a number In the blank enyft
statement. baaed on fee following scale:

1----------------------2--------------------- 3----------------------4----------------------5
never seldom sometimes often very often

After work, I come home too tiled to do some of the tilings Td like to do.

On tho fob. I have so much work to do that it takes away from mv personal interests.

Mv femily/ftieods dislike how often I am preoccupied with my wodc while I am at home.

Mvwotk takes up time that Td like to spend with famik/frienda.

Mv job or career interferes wife my responsibilities at home, such as yard work, cooking, cleaning, 
repairs, shopping, paying fee bills, or child care.

Mv job or career keeps me from spending fee amount of time I would like to spend wife my family.

Tm too tired at work because ofthc things I have to do at home.

Mv personal demands are so great that it takes away from my wodc.

Mv sqwriots and peen dislike how often I am preoccupied wife my personal life while at wodc. 

MvperBonal life takes up time that I*d Bice to Bnend at work.

Mv home life interferes wife my responsibilities at work, such as getting to work on time, accomplishing 
daily tasks, or working overtime.

____My borne life keeps me from spending the amount oftime I would like to spend on 
job- or career-related activities.

How aatirfled are von with this aapect of vour lob? Write a nmnber to dp Mawb h«Ma rtatement

1-------------------- 2-------------------- 3---------------------4---------------------5---------------------6-------------------- 7
extremely dissatisfied slightly neutral slightly satisfied extremely 
dissatisfied dissatisfied satisfied satisfied

The amount of job security I have.

The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.
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The degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss.

The amount of support and guidance I receive from mv supervisor.

The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this organization.

How secure tilings look for me io the fiiture in thia organization.

The overall quality of the supervision I receive in mv work.

Btaonueh do vonaeree with tire statcmenfLWrite a number In the blank beside each statement. based 
on the following scale:

1--------------------- 2---------------------3-------------------- -4---------------------- 5
straggly disagree neither agree agree strongly

-Generally speaking, I am very satisfied wife this job.

T A------ - ai.i'.lj -r»-P ~rr - -i 9-_1 nCqlWulQr Wine OX QUlluug inis JOO.

-I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

—I am not inclined to tttay in mycurrent job for very much longer.

—I often drink about quitting my current job.

_I would be very happy to spend die rest of my career with this organization.

-I cgjoy discussing my organization with people outside it
e

_I reallyfeel as if this organization's problems are ray own.

I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as I am to this one.

_1 (BO HOI SOU uKC jKOT 01 IDO X8HUIJT 8X nyr wgaOlZBuOIl.

_I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to thia organization.

.This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.

I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another one lined up. 

It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, even if I wanted to.
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Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my organization now.

It wouldn’t be too costly for me to leave my organization now.

Right now, staying with my organization is a matter of necessity as much as desire.

I feel feat I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.

One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organization would be fee scarcity of available

.One of fee m^or reasons I continue to work for this organization is feat leaving would require 
considerable personal sacrifice - another organization may not match fee overall benefits I have here.

I think feat people these days move fiom company to company too often.

I do not believe that a person must always he loyal to his or her organization.

Jumping fiom organization to organization does not seem at all unethical to me.

One of fee m^jor reasons I continue to work for this organization is feat I believe feat loyalty is important 
and therefore fed a sense of moral obligation to remain.

L L
 L

IIfl got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was right to leave my organization, 

wra taught to believe in foe value of remaining loyal to one organization, 

lungs were better in fee days when people stayed wife one organization for most of feelr careers, 

do not think feat wanting to be a “company man* os ‘company woman’ is sensible anymore.

Please check or “no”. Qq fee scale, please circle the number which nrovldea the most accurate

1) Does your company sponsor a child-care facility either on-site or off-site?

____ yes ____„no (if no, skip to question #3)

2) To what extort does your company provide a child-care fecility either on-site or off-site?

1----------------------2-------- -------------3----------------------4------------------ -5
to a small extent to a great extent

3) To what extent do you desire feat this benefit (eifeer an on-or off-site child-care fecility) be offered by your 
employer?

1----------------------2----------------------3--------------------- 4—------- -------- 5
I have no desire averagedeshe I have great desire
for this benefit for this benefit
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4) Does your company provide information about child-care options in your area?

____ yes _____ no (if no, skip to question H€)

5) To what extent does your company provide information about child-care options in your area?

1----------------------2-
to a small extent

-------------- 5
to a great extent

6) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (provision of information about child-care options in your 
area) be offered by your employer?

1----------------------2----------------------3--------------------4----------------—5
Ihavenodesire average desire I have great desire
forthis benefit for this benefit

7) Does your company provide referrals to child-care facilities in your area?

____ yes _____ no (ifno, skip to question #9)

8) To what extent does your company provide referrals to child-care facilities in your area?

1----------------------2--------------------- 3----------------------4----------------------5
to a small extent to a great extent

9) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (referrals to child-care fecilities in your area) be offered by 
your employer?

1----------------------2--------------------- 3---------------------- 4----------------------5
I have no desire average desire I have great desire
nffuttSMoetti rorwisbenem

10) Does your company provide subsidies for foe child-care arrangement of your dunce?

____ yes ______no (if no, skip to question #12)

11) To what extent does your company provide subsidies?

1----------------------2--------------------- 3---------------------- 4----------------------5
a amall extent tn a gran* QgtWlt

12) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (child-care subsidies) be offered by your employer?

1----------------------2--------------------- 3------------------ -4----------------------5
I have no desire averaj^ desire I have great desire
for this benefit for this benefit

13) Does your company provide the option of flextime?

____ yes ______no (ifno, skip to question #15)
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14) To what extent does your company provide the option of flextime?

1------------------- -2--------------- —3——- -------- 4------------------—5
to & small extent to a great extent

15) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (flextime) be offered by your employer?

1--------------------- 2----------------------3----------------------4----------------------5
Ihavenodesiie averagedesire 1 have great desire
for this benefit forthia benefit

16) Does your company provide die option of working part-time?

____ yes _____ no (if no, skip to question #18)

17) To what extent does your company provide die option of working part-time?

1-------------------2------------------3— -------- ------- 4----------------------5
to a small orient to a great orient

18) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (die option of working part-time) be offered by your 
employed?

1--------------------2----------------------3----------------------4----------------------5
I have no desire averagedesire I have great desire
for this benefit forddsbenefit

19) Does your company provide die option of job sharing?

____ yes _____ mi (if no, skip to question #21)

20) To what extent does your company provide the option of job sharing?

1--------------------2----------------------3----------------------4----------------------5
to small orient to a great extent

21) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (job sharing) be offered by your employer?

1----------------------2—-----------------3--------------- ------ 4—--------- ------ 5
I have no desire average desire I have great desire
for this benefit forthia benefit

22) Does your company provide the option of telecommuting?

____ yes _____ no (if no, skip to question #24)
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23) To what extent does your company provide die option of telecommuting?

1—---------------2----------------------3----------------—4----------------------5
to a small extent to & great extent

24) To what extent do you desire that this benefit (telecommuting) be offered by your employer?

1--------------------- 2------------ ---------3--------------------- 4—-----------------5
I have no desire average desire I have great desire
for thia benefit for this benefit

25) Are you a single parent?___ yes ____no

***For the sake of this survey, the term "spouse" can be used to represent a hueband/wfe, Ife partner, 
bo^iend/girlfriettd, or live-in partner. The term "other" can be used to represent any relative or otherperson 
other than a "spouse" who takes part in care-giving (e.g., mother, brother, grandfather).

1) Are you employed foil-time? veg__no

2) Are you employed part-time? ves__no

3) b your spouse employed fidl-time? ves__no

4) Is your spouse employed part-time? ves__no

5) Who spends mere time with your child(rea)?
___ Ido
___ my spouse does
___ we spend equal amounts of time
__ other

6) Who is mote likely to stay home from work when a child is sick?
Iam

___ nay spouse is
___ we take turns staying home
___ ether

7) Who is more actively involved in the life of your child(ren)?
___ Iam

my spouse is
___ we are both equally involved
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8) Who is most often responsible for transporting your children) to activities, doctor’s 
appointments, play dates, etc.?

___ lam
___ my spouse is
___ we share the transportation responsibilities equally
___ other

9) Who do you consider to be the primary care-giver of your children)?
___ lam
___ my spouse is
___ we share the care-giver role equally
___ afoet

10) Who is responsible for the majority ofchild-care concerns for your child(ren) (for 
example: locating child-care, making amm^menta for child-care)?

___ lam
___ my spouse is
___. we share foe responsibility equally

11) Who do you think gains more personal fulfillment from their role as a parent?
___ Ido
___ my spouse does
___ we both gain an equal amount of fulfillment from the role
__ other

12) Who spends more time playing with your children)?
___ Ido
___ my spouse does
___ _ we spend an equal amount of time
___ other

13) Your gender:______Male _ ____ Female (please check one)
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APPENDIX D:

DEBRIEFING STATEMENT
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DEBRIEFING STATEMENT

PLEASE DETACH AND KEEP

Thank you for your participation in fete study. At fete time we would like to explain fee purpose of our research. 

Our research team te investigating fee effect of femily-supportive benefits on employee’s experienced work-family 

conflict (fee conflict working parents experiencewhen fee role of parent interferes wife fee role of employee and when 

fee vole of employee interferes wife fee role of pamit). We are also looking at fee effects of fee work-femily conflict 

itself If your participation in fete survey has raised any issues fer you and you feel you need someone to talk to, please 

contact fee CSUSB Counseling Center at (909) 880-5040. The Psychology Department Human Participant Review 

Board, California State University, San Bernardino has approved fete research. Dr. Janelle Gilbert supervised fete study. 

If you ham any questions or would like a copy of the results reported in group form (available Summer2001), you may 

contact Alison Maitlen or Dr. Janelle Gilbert at (909) 880-5587.
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APPENDIX E:

CORRELATION COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE
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00M

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Childcare 1.0 .40* .32* -.13* -.05 .03 -.08 -.12 -.02
2. Flexible 

Scheduling .40* 1.0 ,.49* -.15* -.18* .18* .07 .03 .19*
3. Telecommuting .32* .49* 1.0 -.16* -.12 .02 .02 -.10 • 10
4. Work->Family 

Conflict -.13* -.15* -.16* 1.0 .50* -.20* -.13* -.09 -.14*
5. Family->Work 

Conflict -.05 -.18* -.12 .50* 1.0 -.27* -.07 -.21* -.26*
6. General

Satisfaction .03 .18* .02 -.20* -.27* 1.0 .37* .48* .71*

7. Pay
Satisfaction -.08 .07 .02 -.13* -.07 .37* 1.0 .45* .35*

8. Supervision 
Satisfaction -.12 .03 -.10 -.09 -.21* .48* .45* 1.0 .39*

9. Intention to 
Stay -.02 .19* .10 -.14* -.26* .71* .35* .39* 1.0

* 2 < -05



APPENDIX F:

FINAL MODEL FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE
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00
4^

E4 E5

*B<.05
A parameter’s variance was set to 1.0

Note: Standardized coefficients reported on model.
Significance tests were done on unstandardized coefficients.



APPENDIX G:

CORRELATION COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR PRIMARY CAREGIVERS
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00
CTl

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Childcare 1.0 .44* .25* -.17 -.10 .03 -.13 -.20

. o

2. Flexible 
Scheduling .44* .1.0 .49* -.21* -.19* .24* .14 .12 ■■ . ?7.36*?

3. Telecommuting .25* .49* 1.0 -.33* -.22* .16 .06 ' .04
t * *•

-.29*
.rf ■

4. Work->Family 
Conflict -.17 , -.21* -.33* - 1.0 .47* -.15 -.15 -.06 ■ '-.14?

5. Family->Work 
Conflict -.10 -.19* -.22* .47* 1.0 “..23* ■ -.13 -.29* -., 30*'

6. General
Satisfaction .03 .24* .16 -.15 -.25* 1.0 . 36* .53* ' .71*

7. Pay
Satisfaction -.13 .14 .06 -.15 -.13 .36* 1.0 .35* . 43*

8. Supervision 
Satisfaction -.20* .12 -04 -.06 -.29* .53* .35* 1.0 ,44* -

9. Intention.to 
Stay .04 .36* .29* -.14 -.30* ' .71* .43* . .44* 1.0

* £ < .05



APPENDIX H:

CORRELATION COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR SECONDARY CAREGIVERS
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1 2 3 < •4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Childcare 1.0 ,34*. ; .40* -.10 -.02 .04 -.03 -.05 -.07
2. Flexible 

Scheduling .37* ,1.0- "y .51* . -.12 -.17* . .15 .02 -.05 .06
3.. Telecommuting .40* .51* i.o -.02 “ • O3 -.10 -.03 -.21* -.05
4. Work->Family 

Conflict -.10 ' -.12 -.02 1.0 .52* -.24* -.11 -.11 -.14
5. Family-^Work 

Conflict -.02 -.17* -.03 .52* 1.0 -.30* -.04 -.17* -.24*
6. General

Satisfaction .04 .15 -.10 -.24* -.30* 1.0 .4.1* .47* .73*
7. Pay

Satisfaction -.03 .02 -.03 -.11 -.04 .41* 1.0 .51* .29*
8. Supervision 

Satisfaction -.05 -.05 -.21* -.11 -.17* .47* .51* 1,0 .36*
9. Intention to 

Stay -.07 .06 -.05 -.14 -.24* .73* .29* .36* 1.0

* p < .05



APPENDIX I:

BASELINE MODEL FOR PRIMARY CAREGIVERS
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E4 E5

O

E6

E7

E8

E9

*e<.os
A parameter’s variance was set to 1.0

Note: Standardized coefficients reported on model.
Significance tests were done on unstandardized coefficients.



APPENDIX J:

BASELINE MODEL FOR SECONDARY CAREGIVERS
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E4 E5

A parameter’s variance was set to 1.0

Note: Standardized coefficients reported on model
Significance tests were done on unstandardized coefficients.



APPENDIX K:

FINAL MULTIPLE GROUPS MODEL
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E4 E5

VO
4^

*P<.05
A parameter’s variance was set to 1.0 
a = This path was different for the two groups

and therefore remained unconstrained.

Notes: Standardized coefficients for primary and secondary caregivers 
are reported with those for secondary caregivers in parentheses. 
Significance tests were done on unstandardized coefficients. 
Dashed line indicates a path that applies only to primary caregivers.



REFERENCES

Allen, N.J., Meyer, J.P. (1990). The measurement
and antecedents of affective, continuance and normative 
commitment to the organization. Journal of Occupational 
Psychology, 63, 1-18.

Amstey, F.H., Whitbourne, S.K. (1988). Work and motherhood: 
Transition to parenthood and women's employment.
Journal of Genetic Psychology, 149, 111-118.

Angle, H., Perry, J. (1983). Organizational commitment: 
Individual and organizational influences. Work and 
Occupations, 10, 123-146.

Auerbach, J.D. (1990). Employer-supported childcare as a
women-responsive policy. Journal of family issues, 11, 
384-400.

Becker, H.S. (1960). Notes on the concept of commitment. 
American Journal of Sociology, 66, 32-42.

Buffardi, L.C., Erdwins, C.J. (1997). Childcare
satisfaction: Linkages to work attitudes, interrole 
conflict, and maternal separation anxiety. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 2, 84-96.

Caldwell, D.F., Chatman, J.A., O'Reilly, C.A. (1990).
Building organizational commitment: A multi-firm study. 
Journal of Occupational Psychology, 63, 245-261.

Cherrington, D.J. (1973). The effects of a central
incentive-motivational state on measures of job 
satisfaction. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 10, 271-289.

Cherrington, D.J. (1994). Organizational Behavior: The 
Management of Individual and Organizational 
Performance. Needham Heights: Paramount Publishing.

Duxbury, L., Higgins, C., Lee, C. (1994). Work-family 
conflict. Journal of Family Issues, 15, 449-466.

Eagle, B.W., Icenogle, M.L., Maes, J.D., Miles, E.W. (1998). 
The importance of employee demographic profiles for 
understanding experiences of work-family interrole 
conflicts. Journal of Social Psychology, 138, 690-709.

95



Eagle, B.W., Miles, E.W., Icenogle, M.L. (1997). Interrole 
conflicts and the permeability of work and family 
domains: Are there gender differences?. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 50, 168-184.

Fallon, B.J. (September 1996). The balance between paid work 
and home responsibilities: Personal problem or 
corporate concern?. Presidential address presented at 
the 31st Annual Conference of the Australian 
Psychological Society, Sydney, Australia.

Feldman, D.C. (1990). Reconceptualizing the nature and
consequences of part-time work. Academy of Management 
Review, 15, 103-112.

Forthofer, M.S., Markman, H.J., Cox, M., Stanley, S.,,
Kessler, R.C. (1996). Associations between marital 
distress and work loss in a national sample. Journal of 
Marriage & the Family, 58, 597-605.

Fox, M.L, Dwyer, D.J. (1999). An investigation of the
effects of time and involvement in the relationship 
between stressors and work-family conflict. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 164-174.

Friedman, D.E., (1990). Corporate Responses to Family Needs. 
The Haworth Press, Inc.

Frone, M.R., Russell, M., Barnes, G.M. (1996). Work-family 
conflict, gender, and health-related outcomes: A study 
of employed parents in two community samples. Journal 
of Occupational Health Psychology, 1, 57-69.

Frone, M.R., Russell, M., Cooper, M.L. (1992). Prevalence of 
work-family conflict: Are work and family boundaries 
asymmetrically permeable? Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 13, 723-729.

Frone, M.R., Russell, M., Cooper, M.L. (1992b). Antecedents 
and outcomes of work-family conflict: Testing a model 
of the work-family interface. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 77, 65-78.

96



Frone, M.R., Yardley, J.K. (1996). Workplace family-
supportive programs: Predictors of employed parents' 
importance ratings. Journal of Occupational and. 
Organizational Psychology, 69, 351-366.

Galinsky, E., Bond, J.T., Friedman, D.E. (1996). The role of 
employers in addressing the needs of employed parents. 
Journal of Social Issues, 52, 111-136.

Goff, S.J.,. Mount, M.K., Jamison, R.L. (1990). Employer 
supported childcare, work/family conflict and 
absenteeism: A field study. Personnel Psychology, 43, 
793-809.

Goldberg, W.A., Greenberger, E., Koch-Jones, J., O'Neil, R., 
Hamill, S. (1989). Attractiveness of childcare and 
related employer-supported benefits and policies to 
married and single parents. Child & Youth Care 
Quarterly, 18, 23-37.

Greenhaus, J.H., Beutell, N.J. (1985). Sources of conflict 
between work and family roles. Academy of Management 
Review, 10, 76-88.

Greenhaus, J.H., Parasuraman, S., Granrose, C.S.,
Rabinowitz, S. (1989). Sources of work-family conflict 
among two-career couples. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 34, 133-153.

Gutek, B.A., Searle, S., Klepa, L. (1991). Rational versus 
gender role explanations for work-family conflict. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 560-568.

Hackman, J.R., Oldham, G.R. The job diagnostic survey: An
instrument for the diagnosis of jobs and the evaluation 
of job redesign projects (Tech. Rep. No. 4) Hew Haven, 
Conn.: Yale University, Department of Administrative 
Sciences, 1974.

Hackman, J.R., Oldham, G.R. (1975). Development of the job 
diagnostic survey. Journal of Applied Psychology,
60(2), 159-170.

Hakim, C. (1993). Boost morale to gain productivity. HR 
Magazine, 46-53.

97



Hammer, L.B., Barbera, K.M. (1999). Toward an integration of 
alternative work. Human Resource Planning, 28-36

Harrick, E.J., Vanek, G.R., Michlitsch, J.F. (1986).
Alternate work schedules, productivity, leave usage, 
and employee attitudes: A field study. Public Personnel 
Management, 15, 159-169.

Jaffe, B. (1985). A forced fit. Training and Development 
Journal, 9, 82-83.

Johnston, M.W., Parasuraman, A., Futrell, C.M., Black,' W.C. 
(1990). A longitudinal assessment of the impact of 
selected organizational influences on sales people's 
organizational commitment during early employment. 
Journal of Marketing Research, 27, 333-344.

Kinnunen, U., Mauno, S. (1998). Antecedents and outcomes of. 
work-family conflict among employed women and men in 
Finland. Human Relations, 51, 157-177.

Kopelman, R.E., Greenhaus, J.H., Connolly, T.F. (1983). A 
model of work, family, and interrole conflict: A 
construct validation study. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Performance, 32, 198-215.

Kossek, E.E., Barber; A.E., Winters, D. (1999). Using
flexible schedules in the managerial world: The power 
of peers. Human Resource Management, 38, 33-46.

Kossek, E.E., Ozeki, C. (1998). Work-family conflict,
policies, and the job-life satisfaction relationship: A 
review and directions for organizational behavior-human 
resources research. Journal of Applied Psychology,
83(2), 139-149.

Kulik, C.T., Oldham, G.R., Langner, P.H. (1988). Measurement 
of job characteristics: Comparison of the original and 
the revised job diagnostic survey. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 73(3), 462-466.

MacEwen, K.E., Barling, J. (1994). Daily consequences of
work interference with family and family interference 
with work. Work and Stress, 8, 244-254.

98



Martens, M.F.J., Nijhuis, F.J.N., Van Boxtel,
Knottnerus, J.A. (1999). Flexible work schedules and 
mental and physical health; a study of a working 
population with non-traditional working hours. Journal 
of Organizational Behavior, 20, 35-46.

Meyer, J.P., Allen, N.J. (1987). A longitudinal analysis of 
the early development and consequences of 
organizational commitment. Canadian Journal of 
Behavioural Science, 19, 199-215.

Miller, J.G., Wheeler, K.G. (1992). Unraveling the mysteries 
of gender differences in intentions to leave the 
organization. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13, 
465-478.

Mize, J., Freeman, L.C. (1989). Employer-supported child
care: Assessing the need and potential support. Child & 
Youth Care Quarterly, 18, 289-301.

Mobley, W.H. (1982). Employee Turnover: Causes, Consequences 
and Control, Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 
Philippines.

Mobley, W.H., Griffeth, R.W., Hand, H.H., Meglino, B.M.
(1979). Review and conceptual analysis of the employee 
turnover process. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 493-522.

Moorhead, G., Griffin, R.W., (1995). Managing People and
Organizations. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Narayanan, L., Menon, S., Spector, P.E. (1999). Stress in
the workplace: A comparison of gender and occupations. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 63-73.

Porter, L. W., Crampon, W.J., Smith, F.J. (1976).
Organizational commitment and managerial turnover: A 
longitudinal study. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 15, 87-98.

Porter, L..W., Steers, R.M., Mowday, R.T., Boulian, P.V. 
(1974). Organizational commitment, job satisfaction, 
and turnover among psychiatric technicians. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 59(5), 603-609.

99



Putti, J.M., Aryee, S., Liang, T.K. (1989). Work values and 
organizational commitment: A study in the Asian 
Context. Human Relations, 42, 275-288.

Randall, D.M.- (1990). The consequences of organizational 
commitment: Methodological investigation. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 11, 361-378.

Reifman, A., Biernat, M., Lang, E.L. (1991). Stress, social 
support, and health in married professional women with 
small children. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 15, 431- 
445.

Renn, R.W., Swiercz, P.M., Icenogle, M.L. (1993).
Measurement properties of the revised job diagnostic 
survey: More promising news from the public sector. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53, 1011- 
1021

Ronen, S., Primps, S.B. (1980). The impact of flextime on
performance and attitudes in 25 public agencies. Public 
Personnel Management, 9(3), 201-207.

Schneer, J.A., Reitman, F. (1993). Effects of alternate
family structures on managerial career paths. Academy 
of Management Journal, 36, 830-843.

Seyler, D.L., Monroe, P.A., Garand, J.C. (1995). Balancing 
work and family: The role of employer-supported 
childcare benefits. Journal of Family Issues, 1 16,
170-193.

Shamir, B., Salomon, I. (1985). Work-at-home and the quality 
of working life..Academy of Management Review, 10, 455- 
464.

Statham, A., Vaughn, S., Houseknecht, S.K. (1987). The
professional involvement of highly educated women: The 
impact of family. Sociological Quarterly, 28, 119-133.

Steel, R.P., Hendrix, S.P., Balogh, S.P. (1990). Confounding 
effects of the turnover base rate on relations between 
time lag and turnover study oucomes: An extension of 
meta-analysis finding and conclusions. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 237-251.

100



Steel, R-.P., Ovalle, N.K. (1984). A review and meta-analysis 
of research on the relationship between behavioral 
intentions and employee turnover. Journal, of Applied 
Psychology, 69(4), 673-686.

Steers, R.M., Mowday, R.T. (1981). Employee turnover and 
post-decision accommodation processes. In: Cummings., 
L.L. a:nd Staw, B.M (Eds) Research in Organizational 
Behavior, JAI Press, Greenwich, 235-281.

Thomas, L.T., Ganster, D.C. (1995). Impact of family-
supportive work variables on -work-family conflict and 
strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 80, 6-15

Ullman, J. (1996)Structural equation modeling. In B.G.
■ Tabachnick & L.S. Fidell (Eds.), Using Multivariate
Statistics (pp. 709-810) . New York, NY: HarperCollins. 
College Publishers Inc.

Wiener, Y. (1982). Commitment in organizations: A normative 
view. Academy of Management Review, 7, 418-4.28.

Wiersma, U.J. (1990). Gender differences in job attribute 
preferences: Work-home conflict and job level as

. mediating variables. Journal of Occupational 
Psychology, 63, 231-243.

Yogev, S., Brett, J. (1985)Patterns of work and family 
involvement among single- and dual-earner couples. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 70(4), 754-768.

Zedeck, ,S.; Mosier, K. (1990). Work in the family and
employing organization. American Psychologist, 45, 24.0- 
251. ' ■

Zeitz, G. ’. (1990) . Age and work satisfaction in a government 
agency: A situational perspective. Human Relations, 43, 
419-438..

101


	Family supportive benefits and their effect on experienced work-family conflict
	Recommended Citation

	SURVEY


