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ABSTRACT 

In contemporary Australian workplaces there now exists many employed parents 

who are endeavouring to balance participation between the two central life domains of 

work and family.  For parents living in dual-earner families, simultaneously occupying 

work and family roles can be difficult and has been associated with outcomes such as 

physical and psychological health problems and organisational behaviour deficits.  In 

contrast, parents satisfied with their combination of work and family roles have shown 

positive organisational attitudes and increased psychological health.  The purpose of 

this research was to investigate the work and family role accumulation experiences of 

parents living in dual-earner couple relationships, and to explore the strategies and 

processes used by these parents to combine their work and family roles.   

This research was conducted using a two-phase cross-sectional methodology, 

incorporating qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis methods.  In the 

first instance, 32 mothers and fathers from intact dual-earner couples employed in 

lower-level or blue-collar jobs were interviewed at length regarding their work and 

family role accumulation experiences.  The perceptions offered by these parents 

illustrated the difficulties and tensions they encountered in combining their roles as well 

as the rewards and benefits they associated with their lifestyle choice.  In finding that 

dual-earner parents perceived both conflict and enhancement to be associated with work 

and family role accumulation, these results appeared to be paradoxically explained by 

the two competing theories of role occupancy, the role scarcity (Goode, 1960) and role 

expansion hypotheses (Sieber, 1974).   

However, further scrutiny of the data revealed that the role scarcity and role 

expansion hypotheses alone were not sufficient for explaining the choices that parents 

made about how they distributed their time and commitment between their dual-domain 

responsibilities.  The parents’ interviews contained numerous descriptions of behaviours 
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and thoughts that represented female care provision and male income provision.  

Accordingly, it was interpreted that the linkages that these dual-earner parents made 

between their work and family roles were entrenched within traditional gender role 

identities and values.  This signified that these parents either valued and identified with 

traditional gender parental roles, or were at least willing to recognise and conform to 

customary gender parental role behaviour, adjusting their participation and commitment 

to each primary life domain accordingly.  The implication of this finding was that role 

identity value and commitment was an underlying concept linking the conflict and 

enhancement outcomes. 

Drawing upon this grounded theoretical direction, a quantitative questionnaire 

was distributed to parents employed in a range of occupations.  The responses from 286 

dual-earner parents to measures of work and parental role identity, and their perception 

of work and family role occupancy demands (time and stressors), were cluster analysed.  

The analysis recovered a stable three-cluster typology, suggesting that dual-earner 

parents are not a homogeneous category of people and that different groups of parents 

construct their occupancy of work and family roles in substantially different ways.   

The parents clustered into the first group (compromisers) appeared to have 

reached a somewhat compromised balance between their dominant parental role identity 

and the demands associated with their occupation of work and family roles, reporting a 

moderate amount of work/family conflict and enhancement.  In contrast, the parents in 

the second cluster group (jugglers) were described as finding it difficult to adequately 

balance high work and family demands and a dominant work role identity, reporting 

high conflict and low enhancement outcomes.  The parents in the third cluster group 

(accommodators) were described as having achieved an accommodated balance 

between the meaning they derived from their work and family roles and the demands of 

their work and family roles, reporting significantly stronger levels of work/family 
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enhancement and lower levels of work/family conflict in comparison with the parents in 

the other two groups.   

Further analysis of the similarities and differences between the parents in the 

three cluster groups revealed that significant differences occurred by group on the 

dependent variable systems of family environment, work and family affect, workplace 

and personal resources, and work and family social support.  The parents clustered into 

the compromisers and accommodators groups, who appeared to have reached 

congruency between their salient role identity and role occupancy demands, 

demonstrated significantly stronger levels of family cohesion, higher levels of family 

and childcare satisfaction, and lower rates of emotional exhaustion in comparison with 

the parents in the jugglers group.  These parents also reported access to a larger social 

support network, the perception of greater levels of social support, and were more 

satisfied with their social support network in comparison with the parents in the jugglers 

group.   

It is suggested that these findings offer support for the proposition by 

Kofodimos (1993) that employed parents can achieve a balanced work/family lifestyle 

by devoting an appropriate amount of time and energy into their work and family roles 

to compliment their individual needs and values.  In summary, the results of this 

research suggest that it is fundamental for future conceptual models of ‘work and 

family’ to incorporate the measurement of an individual’s personal role identity and 

value as well as the distributional dimension of role accumulation demands.  This thesis 

has thus contributed to the theoretical development of work and family role 

accumulation research, provided an insight into coping strategies and support processes 

used by dual-earner parents to balance their dual-domain responsibilities, and extended 

the demographic and occupational scope of the work and family literature.   
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1 
CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The experience of life may be conceptualised as a mosaic of multiple life domains 

(Champoux, 1981; Dubin, 1956; Rice, McFarlin, Hunt, & Near, 1985).  A life domain is 

defined as “… a component of life associated with particular places, things, activities, 

people, social roles, or elements of the self-concept” (Andrews & Withey, 1976, cited in 

Rice et al., 1985, p. 298).  Participation in life’s many domains is facilitated by the 

occupation of distinct social roles, thereby defining an individual’s identity as a 

complex amalgam of many social roles (Ornstein & Isabella, 1993).  For example, a 

woman may describe herself as an accountant, spouse, mother, sister, daughter, hockey 

coach, and so on.  However, not all roles in an individual’s role set are viewed as 

equivalent.  Some roles are suggested to have more meaning and significance attached 

to them compared with others (Bielby, 1992).   

Over the past few decades identifying the primary roles of life and exploring the 

potential relationships between them has been a source of considerable debate (Howard, 

1992; Kabanoff, 1980; Kanter, 1977).  Within this debate it has been acknowledged that 

the domains of work and family contribute substantial meaning to the everyday lives of 

most people (Bielby, 1992; Burke, 1987; Zedeck & Mosier, 1990), and may combine to 

form the backbone of human existence (Howard, 1992; Kelly & Kelly, 1994).  Indeed, 

early support for the importance of work and family can be found in the published work 

of pioneering human analyst Sigmund Freud, who once professed that to be human is to 

work and to love (Freud, 1938).   Scholars have since contended that the significance of 

work and family can be justified based upon the importance that contemporary society 

places upon organisational performance and family functioning as overall indicators of 

societal well-being (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).   
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Additional support for the importance of work and family is provided by the 

findings of empirical sociological research that has demonstrated the centrality of work 

and family life domains.  Studies of adult men and women have consistently found that 

respondents cite their family as their most central life interest (e.g., Kelly & Kelly, 

1994).  The family domain is where intimate relationships are established and 

developed, and where social networks are nurtured and maintained (Mortimer, Lorence, 

& Kumka, 1986).  Families provide for the care and socialisation of dependants, 

maintenance of the household, and the regulation of cohesion and conflict by helping 

family members interpret, organise and recuperate from their daily experiences in the 

outside world (Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1983).     

Like family, the domain of work is claimed to be similarly vital.  Paid work is 

instrumental in providing incumbents with income in exchange for labour (Blau, Ferber, 

& Winkler, 2002).  However, work is also intrinsically valuable because it equips 

people with social status, identity and a connection to the wider community (Mortimer 

et al., 1986).  Corroboration of the intrinsic importance of work can be found in the 

Australian Institute of Family Studies (AIFS) survey, which revealed that 72% of 

fathers and 64% of mothers answered “yes” when asked, “If you had a reasonable 

income without having to work, would you still prefer to have a paid job?” (Glezer & 

Wolcott, 1997).  Although paid work is considered a central life domain, more or less 

work is neither good nor bad depending upon whether or not it is viewed as more leisure 

or unemployment (Probert, 1989).  A lack of work due to unwanted unemployment is 

associated with social problems and economic disadvantages (Le & Miller, 2000).   

As the modern world begins the third millennium, the significance of work and 

family is clearly visible in the daily challenges faced by employed parents who are 

combining work and family roles (Fallon, 1997; Zedeck & Mosier, 1990).  In fact, some 

commentators have declared that effectively balancing work and family responsibilities 
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is, or will become, the central challenge in the lives of most people in modern society 

(Milkie & Peltola, 1999).  Given the centrality of work and family, it is thus necessary 

for research efforts to be directed towards understanding the relationship between these 

two primary life domains, especially for those individuals who are simultaneously 

occupying roles in both domains.  Furthermore, it is imperative that we develop a 

comprehensive understanding of how employed parents combine and achieve a balance 

between their work and family roles, taking into consideration the rewards and benefits 

which may be afforded to them as well as the challenges and stresses which they may 

encounter.  Failing to adequately appreciate the dimensions of the work and family 

relationship will have negative repercussions for organisational productivity and 

efficiency goals, and the health and well-being of employed parents.  The development 

of a comprehensive understanding of the work/family relationship will ultimately enable 

the formation of societal and workplace policies and practices that support and enhance 

the efforts of employed parents who are combining life’s two most central roles.  

Therefore, the purpose of this research is to explore the work and family relationship of 

employed mothers and fathers, and to identify the coping processes and strategies that 

assist these parents to combine their work and family role responsibilities and 

commitments. 

 

The Work and Family Relationship 

Today, not surprisingly, work and family life is thought to be considerably 

different in comparison with pre-industrial economies where all family members, 

excluding infants, contributed to the production of goods and services for the household 

(Blau et al., 2002).  In the early cottage industry era the domains of work and family 

were probably fused and almost inseparable as family members lived and worked 

alongside one another pursuing economic activity within the family unit (Howard, 1992; 
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Lewis, 1992; Near, Rice, & Hunt, 1980).  However, the bond between work and family 

began to change during industrialisation as organisations recruited men, women and 

children for factory employment, resulting in a separation of economic and familial 

roles (Probert, 1989).  Consequently, work became spatially and socially distinct from 

the family.   

Early life domain analysts contended that work and family roles were, therefore, 

separate and independent of one another (Dubin, 1956).   For many years research 

preserved this separation as investigators studied work and family as independent 

domains (Zedeck & Mosier, 1990).  However, during the 1970s the quest for greater 

understanding and insight into the potential relationship between these domains 

developed, inspired in part by Kanter’s (1977) seminal work debunking what she 

referred to as the myth of separate worlds.  In other words, she refuted the notion that 

work and family are separate spheres of life that can be managed as if there is no 

interdependency (Thompson, 1997).  Since then two decades of empirical evidence has 

repeatedly demonstrated the interconnectedness between work and family life domains 

(e.g., Greenhaus, 1988; Near, Rice, & Hunt, 1980; O’Driscoll, 1996; Watkins & Subich, 

1995).   

The relationship between work and family has been explained using both 

economic and social scientific perspectives.  Economically the work/family interface is 

illustrated using a simple neoclassical model (Mortimer et al., 1986).  The economy 

serves an instrumental function through the provision of income that enables the family 

to purchase goods and services whilst also determining the family’s social status or 

prestige in the community (Blau et al., 2002).  In return, the family nurtures and 

socialises each new generation of workers instilling basic attitudes and values regarding 

employment and achievement within the marketplace (Mortimer et al., 1986).  Finally, 

the family as a unit of consumption has long been recognised as an important 
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contributor to western economies, providing commerce with a substantial consumer 

market for goods and services (Probert, 1989).  The interdependency between work and 

family is thus evident as the family contributes to business productivity through the 

purchase of goods and services and the provision of labour, whilst business provides the 

family with a source of income, social status and identity. 

Social scientists similarly support an interconnected view of work and family, 

having argued that even if the domains of work and family could be maintained as 

separate, people do not shed family roles, relationships and experiences as soon as they 

enter the realm of work (Zedeck, 1992).  Likewise, experiences, pressures and demands 

encountered through participation in the work role are carried within the individual into 

the family domain.  Although recognising that employed parents may at times 

experience the domain responsibilities of work and family independently, the notion of 

decidedly separate life domains with experiences that do not transmit from one domain 

to the other is rejected from both a research and commonsense point of view (Kabanoff, 

1980).  Burke (1987) asserts that as researchers “we may forget that it is one and the 

same person who is a parent, for example, and a worker” (p. 274). 

Given the economic and social interdependence between the work and family 

domains, the relationship between them is influenced by dynamic social and business 

environments (Hunt, 2001).  Therefore, the next section highlights the issues and 

concerns dominating contemporary work and family environments to illustrate the 

challenges faced by employed parents who are combining work and family roles.  A 

summary of research gaps evident in the work and family literature plus the limitations 

of previous research is then provided to demonstrate the importance of this area of study 

and the need for this research.  Articulating the purpose of the current research and 

highlighting the contribution that this research offers the work and family field then 

concludes the introduction. 
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Contemporary Work and Family Environments 

Work and family are open systems and as such are influenced by the external 

environment (Del Campo, 1994; Gilbert & Rachlin, 1987; Phillips & Imhoff, 1997).  

Pressures in the contemporary environment are particularly salient given that over the 

past two decades society has been dominated by rapid and substantial economic, 

organisational, technological, political and social change (ACIRRT, 1999; Deery, 

Plowman, & Walsh, 1999).  The characteristics of the external environment make an 

important contribution to individual work and family behaviour, as people make critical 

decisions about family life and workforce participation based upon their interpretation 

of current social and economic opportunities and constraints (Glezer & Wolcott, 1997; 

Taylor, 1998).   

Work Domain Characteristics in the Australian Context 

The experience of paid work for all employed parents cannot be considered 

universal.  Rather, experiences vary because of an individual’s occupation and the 

business environment or industry in which their employment is located.  At present 

there is general consensus that substantial economic pressure is being placed upon most 

commercial enterprises forcing them to improve productivity and competitiveness 

(Hunt, 2001).  However, this pressure is all too frequently translated into greater 

burdens being placed upon employees with many people now working long hours 

whilst also increasing performance pace and effort (Morehead, Steele, Alexander, 

Stephen, & Duffin, 1997; Russell & Bowman, 2000).  For example, in Australia, 

workplace statistics demonstrate that in 1998 27.4% of the employed population worked 

longer than 44 hours per week (ABS, Cat. No. 4102.0), with the number of people 

working in excess of 60 hours per week doubling during the 1990s (Deery et al., 1999).  

Critics have suggested that the obligation to be readily available for “greedy 
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organisations” potentially makes it difficult for employees to combine and balance their 

work and family commitments (Perlow, 1995).   

Demanding hours on the job and the intensification of work becomes even more 

significant when considered in conjunction with other workforce changes such as the 

increased level of maternal employment and the greater reliance of organisations on 

staff engaged using a variety of non-standard employment schedules  (Lobel, Googins, 

& Bankert, 1999).  Recent Australian employment statistics graphically represented in 

Figure 1.1 reveal that organisations have reduced the number of people engaged in full-

time permanent employment while simultaneously increasing the number of people 

employed part-time and on other non-standard arrangements (ABS Cat. No. 6104.0, 

2000; ABS Cat. No. 6104.0, 2000; ACCIRT, 1999; Deery et al., 1999; Russell & 

Bowman, 2000).  Participation in casual or other precarious non-standard employment 

potentially impacts negatively upon working parents.  Although this type of 

employment arrangement may offer carers in the labour market some flexibility for 

balancing work and family roles, these positions are usually associated with low pay, 

low status, job insecurity, an absence of meaningful work, and limited career paths or 

opportunities (Department of Industrial Relations, 2002).   
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Figure 1.1  Rates of full-time and part-time employment in Australia for the thirty   
                        years between 1970 and 2000. 
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In addition the difficulties encountered at work may be exaggerated for people 

engaged in non-managerial and non-professional occupational fields.  Inherent in these 

types of positions is a lack of authority or autonomy, something that is usually afforded 

to individuals employed at higher levels (Sutcliffe & Callus, 1994).  In 1992, Parker and 

Hall raised the concern that our knowledge of the work and family relationship is 

primarily embedded within the context of professional and managerial occupations.  

Today, this omission is still evident in the extant work and family literature.  Therefore, 

what is missing is evidence about how work and family concerns are experienced by 

individuals engaged in different levels in the organisational hierarchy and employed in 

different occupations.  In particular, what is noticeably absent is an understanding of the 

work and family experiences of people employed in blue-collar occupations and lower-

level positions (Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, & Crouter, 2000).  Unfortunately this lack of 

knowledge is concerning given the relatively large proportion of the Australian 

workforce engaged in lower-level and blue-collar occupations.  

Australian labour force statistics reveal that just over 30% of employed persons 

are engaged in blue-collar occupations such as labourers, tradespersons and 

miscellaneous transport and production workers (ABS Cat. No. 6203.0, 2000), while a 

further 27% occupy lower-level clerical, sales and service occupations (ABS Cat. No. 

6203.0, 2000).  Accordingly, because of the volume of people employed in lower-level 

or blue-collar occupations it is essential that future research efforts seek to develop a 

better understanding of the work and family concerns of parents engaged in these 

occupational fields in addition to those employed at higher levels (Falkenberg & 

Monachello, 1990). 

Family Domain Characteristics in the Australian Context 

For some people the term “family” invokes a traditional representation of a 

married couple (father breadwinner and mother homemaker) living with their biological 
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children.  However, the reality for many contemporary families is quite different.  One 

of the most significant changes occurring in the structure of modern families has been 

the increasing employment of women and mothers of dependent children (Piotrkowski 

& Hughes, 1983; Probert, 1989).  Female employment growth has increased steadily 

over the past two decades, with estimates that 54.3% of the Australian labour force in 

2015 will be female (Figure 1.2) (ABS, Cat. No. 6203.0, 2001).  In contrast, the labour 

force participation rate for males is declining and is predicted to fall to 67.6% by the 

year 2015 (Figure 1.2) (ABS, Cat. No. 6260.0, 1999).   
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Figure 1.2  Past and future predicted labour force participation rates for Australian  
                 males and females aged 15-64 years. 

 

The substantial increase in the number of mothers engaged in market work 

demonstrates that over the past two decades striking work and family role changes have 

occurred for women.  The shifting level of female and maternal employment combined 

with changing social attitudes and family patterns has resulted in a sizeable reduction in 

the number of traditional male-breadwinner families (Blau et al., 2002; Russell & 

Bowman, 2000).  As a result the dual-earner family is now the dominant couple family 

arrangement in Australia, with both parents in 63% of couple families (with dependent 

children) engaged in paid employment (Figure 1.3) (ABS, Cat. No. 4102.0, 2001).  
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Predictably changing social attitudes are associated with these statistics and are 

reflected in survey responses towards work and family roles.  For instance, only 23% of 

respondents (both males and females) in the AIFS survey agreed to the question, “A 

husband’s job is to earn the money, a wife’s is to look after the home and family” 

(Glezer & Wolcott, 1997).   
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Figure 1.3  The structure of Australian families in the year 2000. 

 

Complimenting the changing nature of female work and family roles are the 

changes occurring in the work and family roles of men.  Sociological studies have 

revealed an increasing trend of modern fathers participating more in household and 

childcare tasks (Lewis & Cooper, 1995; Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993).  Although 

paternal roles appear to be changing, research has identified that fathers still do not 
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devote the same amount of time and effort to family work as employed mothers 

(Googins & Burden, 1987).  Bielby and Bielby (1988) further suggest that the 

contribution to family work made by fathers is usually evident through the provision of 

childcare and infrequent non-routine household chores, while the more mundane, 

routine and repetitive household tasks are left to the mother.  Even so, the mounting 

social pressure for fathers to increase their involvement in the family domain suggests 

that balancing work and family commitments has the potential of being similarly 

important for men as it is for women (Raue, 1994).  Consequently, it is important that 

future work and family research be extended from the traditional maternal focus to 

examine the experiences of both employed mothers and fathers.   

The Business and Employee Case for Work/Family Research 

Given the dominance of the dual-earner couple family there are now many 

employed parents (both mothers and fathers) who may be seeking opportunities to 

balance work and family commitments.  For parents living in dual-earner families the 

challenge of balancing work and family roles may be particularly burdensome as both 

parents are required to accomplish family work (including childcare), manage their time 

and commitment to paid employment, as well as maintain social relationships with 

family, friends and the community (Bielby & Bielby, 1989; Piotrkowski & Hughes, 

1993).  Consequently, employed parents in dual-earner couple families may experience 

interrole conflict and stress because of being pulled in many directions while trying to 

respond to the demands and responsibilities of each life domain (Hughes, 1983).   

In Australia, workplace surveys have shown that balancing work and family roles 

is not an insignificant problem, but rather a concern for a sizeable proportion of the 

workforce (DeCieri et al., 2003).  The Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) 

(1999) reported that just over half of the trade union members surveyed were 

dissatisfied with the balance between their work and family roles.  Similarly, the large 
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scale nationwide Australian Workplace Industrial Relations Survey (AWIRS) reported 

that 3 out of every 10 employees were dissatisfied with their work/family balance 

(Morehead et al., 1997).  Researchers have also found that employed parents who 

experience difficulty balancing work and family responsibilities are more likely to 

describe health problems, have higher absenteeism rates and lower levels of 

productivity (e.g., Stone, 2002).   

In contrast to those people experiencing difficulty balancing work and family 

roles, individuals comfortable with their combination of roles have shown greater 

organisational commitment, positive organisational attitudes, and increased levels of 

work and family satisfaction (Johnson, 1995; Lewis & Cooper, 1995).  Anecdotal 

evidence supplied by Australian organisations has similarly offered business support for 

the introduction of family-friendly workplace policies and practices to assist employed 

parents balance their work and family commitments.  For instance, firms such as 

Westpac, AMP, and Ernst & Young have claimed receiving a variety of benefits as a 

result of introducing family-friendly policies and practices.  Benefits such as increased 

staff retention rates, increased return on investment estimates, and improved 

productivity levels (Equal Opportunity Practitioners Association Annual Conference, 

2002).  The implication of these reports is that workplace policies and practices suitable 

in the past when the male-breadwinner family was the dominant family structure are not 

realistic or effective for today’s contemporary workforce.   

Business executives and organisational researchers alike predict that the 

workplace changes experienced recently will continue well into the future (Lobel, 

Googins, & Bankert, 1999; Robbins, Bergman, Stagg, & Coulter, 2000).  Therefore, 

corporate success will depend upon an organisation’s ability to effectively marshal their 

human resources to ensure that productivity and efficiency goals are achieved 

(Schermerhorn Jr., 2002; Zigarelli, 1996).  However, unlocking the potential of an 
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organisation’s human resources can only truly eventuate once a deeper appreciation of 

the needs and concerns of all employees, particularly those managing multiple roles, has 

been acquired (Deery et al., 1999; O’Driscoll, 1996).   

 

The Work/Family Research Agenda 

Taken together, the preceding description of Australian work and family 

environments and the reported experiences of employees and organisations 

demonstrates that employed men and women face daily challenges as they attempt to 

mesh employment and family life.  Furthermore, when both parents in couple families 

are engaged in paid employment there is the possibility for a doubling of job-design 

related stressors (Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993).  Consequently, research investigating 

the work and family experiences of mothers and fathers living in dual-earner families 

who are engaged in a variety of employment schedules (both full-time and part-time) 

and employed in lower-level and blue-collar occupations is warranted. 

Previous Work/Family Research Findings and Limitations 

Understanding the relationship between work and family has been the focus of 

considerable research effort.  The importance of clarifying the complex interaction 

between these central life domains is accentuated by the substantial amount of multi-

disciplinary research conducted on this topic during the past thirty years (for reviews 

see Barnett, 1998; Burke, 1987; Greenhaus, 1988; Near et al.,1980; O’Driscoll, 1996; 

Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002).  Unfortunately, while this research diversity has 

provided rich and interesting insights into the work and family relationship, the variety 

of theories informing this research has contributed to contradictory results and 

subsequent difficulties in generalising research findings and isolating a unifying 

theoretical position to explain the work/family relationship (Grandey & Cropanzano, 

1999).  One fundamental example of the inconsistent results that appear in work/family 
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research is evident in the personal and organisational outcomes associated with 

combining work and family roles (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002).   

Ample evidence from studies examining the conflictual nature of the work and 

family relationship suggests that employees participating in both work and family roles 

will encounter the strain of role overload and interrole conflict which results in a wide 

range of negative experiences and outcomes (e.g., Burke & Weir, 1981; Burke & 

Greenglass, 1987; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Frone, Russell & Cooper, 1992; Pleck, 

Staines, & Lang, 1980).  However, other authors have argued that characterising the 

lives of all employed parents as replete with stress is potentially inaccurate, contending 

that the choice by employed parents to pursue a lifestyle with little social precedence 

implies that they perceive advantages as a result of this lifestyle choice (Gilbert & 

Rachlin, 1987).  Although noticeably less prevalent than the work/family conflict 

research, role enhancement studies have identified positive psychological outcomes and 

satisfaction for employed parents who participate in both work and family roles (e.g., 

Crouter, 1984; Gove & Zeiss, 1987; Tiedje, Wortman, Downey, Emmons, Biernat & 

Lang, 1990).  One interpretation that may be drawn from these divergent research 

findings is that accumulating multiple social roles does not have universal outcomes for 

all employed parents.   

Alternative explanations for the different outcomes generated by work/family 

conflict and work/family enhancement studies have centred on the fundamental 

differences between the theoretical foundations of these two areas of role accumulation 

research.  The school of thought informing role accumulation research is predominantly 

grounded in theories of human time and energy, which describes the nature and 

outcomes of multiple social role participation.  Within the human time and energy 

explanations, there are two opposing theoretical positions that inform the work/family 
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conflict and work/family enhancement research.  That is, the role scarcity (Goode, 

1960) and the role expansion hypotheses (Sieber, 1974).   

The role scarcity approach (Goode, 1960) uses an economic metaphor to explain 

human time and energy in terms of supply and demand, with the implication being that 

there is a finite supply of daily energy.  Individuals use their supply of time and energy 

resources to participate in social roles, thus commitment to a role depletes the amount of 

resources available for other roles.  Goode concludes that role strain is normal because 

“the individuals’ total role obligations are overdemanding” (1960, p. 485).  Opposing 

the scarcity approach, the expansion theory suggests that time and energy resources are 

abundant and expandable and that participation in social roles leaves individuals 

enriched and vitalised (Durkheim, 1953 cited in Marks, 1977).  Based upon this 

perspective Sieber (1974) advanced the role expansion model, asserting that multiple 

role participation results in positive consequences such as role privileges, status security 

and enhancement, and enrichment of personality.  The role scarcity and role expansion 

perspectives therefore have mutually exclusive outcomes, that of conflict or of 

enhancement (Marshall & Barnett, 1993).  Paradoxically, some role accumulation 

studies have found that multiple role participation can be simultaneously a source of 

conflict as well as a source of gratification (Crouter, 1984; Tiedje, Wortman, Downey, 

Emmons, Biernat & Lang, 1990). 

Although human time and energy approaches have dominated the work/family 

role accumulation research for two decades, scholars have recently challenged the 

suitability of role scarcity and role expansion for explaining the work/family 

relationship, claiming that because these theories focus solely on the time and the 

behavioural demands associated with life role occupancy that the derived meaning of 

roles is largely ignored.  Critics have further suggested that stressful or rewarding 

experiences may not necessarily be based solely upon role occupancy, but may be 
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related to the quality and conditions of each role (Kirchmeyer 1992a; Noor, 1995).  

Human time and energy approaches thus offer limited explanation because these 

theories do not take into account the value and importance that an individual attaches to 

each social role in their role set (Baruch, Bierner, & Barnett, 1987).   

Additionally, in spite of the popular concern with the relationship between work 

and family, there are relatively few studies which have investigated how employed 

parents successfully achieve a balance between their work and family responsibilities 

(Marks & McDermid, 1996).  While work/family conflict studies have dwelled on the 

interference between work and family roles, and work/family enhancement studies 

focused on the gains of multiple role participation, work/family role balance has 

remained a residual unexplored concept.  As such, research has not yet developed 

broader or more comprehensive models of the work/family relationship that incorporate 

both work/family role conflict and role enhancement (Burke & Greenglass, 1987), 

although recent exploratory research by McLean and Lindorff (2000) and Rothbard 

(2001) has made important progression in this direction.  Consequently, in order to 

develop a comprehensive understanding of the work/family relationship it is necessary 

for research to explore the concept of work/family balance by studying both the 

difficulties and tensions encountered by employed parents, as well as the rewards and 

benefits that they perceive to be associated with their participation in multiple social 

roles.   

As well as the theoretical challenges, methodological weaknesses are also evident 

in past work and family research.  Critical terms such as “work” and “family” are 

frequently not clearly defined or operationalised.  As a result comparing the results of 

work/family studies and drawing generalisations from the research findings is 

problematic (Voydanoff, 1988).  Furthermore there has been an over-reliance in the 

work/family research field on studies adopting quantitative self-report research designs 
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(Hackett, Lant, & Greenhaus, 1991), with many of these studies singularly focused on 

work/family role conflict.  These studies have frequently assessed both criterion and 

predictor variables at a single point in time using the same method, potentially inflating 

the relationship between the variables due to common method variance (Lease, 1998).   

Accordingly, it may prove helpful and necessary for researchers to adopt qualitative 

approaches that explore the range and meaning of human interactions (Bartunek & Seo, 

2002).  Qualitatively capturing the complexity of multiple role accumulation would thus 

enable the construction of a more comprehensive and inclusive model of the work and 

family relationship.   

A further limitation of past work and family research is the limited demographic 

and occupational scope.  For instance, there is limited knowledge of the work and 

family experiences and attitudes of the dual-earner father, principally because research 

efforts have historically placed the spotlight on the experiences and attitudes of 

employed mothers.  Work/family research has also been characterised by the 

widespread use of the dual-career model to describe two-income couple families.  

Ferree (1987) claims that the dual-career model is an elitist framework suggesting that 

all workers should aspire to an intrinsically rewarding career - something that only a 

few might be able to attain.  The dual-career model potentially misrepresents the work 

and family experiences of people employed in lower-level and blue-collar occupations 

because of the differences that occur between these positions and those of professional 

or managerial occupations in the level of identity, importance and socio-economic 

status.  The implication being that the experience of combining work and family may be 

somewhat different for dual-earner parents compared with that of couples living in a 

dual-career family.  Therefore, a gap exists in the empirical research and the practical 

understanding of the work and family issues and concerns of dual-earner parents (both 
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mothers and fathers) employed in lower-level positions and blue-collar occupations 

(Rapoport & Rapoport, 1980; Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000).   

In summary, there are three aspects of the work and family research that need 

attention.  First, work and family research needs to develop and adopt a comprehensive 

robust theoretical foundation with clearly defined work and family concepts.  Research 

needs to employ designs that rigorously capture both work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement experiences.  Second, research must examine the processes 

and strategies used by employed parents to achieve a balance between their work and 

family roles.  Third, research needs to expand in demographic and occupational scope, 

exploring the experiences of dual-earner parents (both mothers and fathers) engaged in 

diversified occupations including those employed in lower level and blue-collar 

positions.  Therefore, the aim of this research is to address the above shortcomings in 

the extant work and family literature.  This research seeks to extend both the theoretical 

and practical understanding of the work/family experiences of employed parents and 

provide an insight into how employed parents achieve a balance between their work and 

family roles.   

The Present Research 

This research contributes to theory development in the area of work and family, 

expanding our understanding of how employed parents balance work and family roles 

based on the experiences of parents employed in lower-level and blue-collar 

occupations.  It arrives at a typology of dual-earner parents, examines the different work 

and family experiences of these parents as well as exploring the variety of strategies and 

processes used by these parents to balance their work and family roles.   

To achieve these objectives this research has been designed using a two-phase 

cross-sectional methodology.  The first phase of the research commences with an in-

depth qualitative investigation of the work and family experiences of dual-earner 
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parents (mothers and fathers of intact couples) employed in lower-level and blue-collar 

occupations.  The study adopts a face-to-face semi-structured interview methodology to 

obtain dense detailed descriptions of the work and family experiences of these parents.  

Informed initially by social role theory this study seeks to identify and explain how 

these parents achieve a balance between their work and family roles.  Although 

contradictory theoretical perspectives exist in the work and family research field, this 

study seeks to explore the breadth of the parents work/family experiences and as such 

will examine both the difficulties and tensions encountered by these parents in 

maintaining their involvement in multiple roles as well as any rewards and benefits that 

they may perceive.  The data obtained during these interviews will be analysed to 

enable theory and explanation to be derived inductively and be used to inform the larger 

quantitative study following in the second phase of the research (Miles & Huberman, 

1994).   

The qualitative phase also extends the demographic and occupational scope of 

work and family research by examining the work/family experiences of dual-earner 

parents (both mothers and fathers) employed in lower-level and blue-collar occupations.  

Research with people engaged in this occupational field is generally limited.  Instead 

dual-career couples (with or without children) have been the focus of previous work and 

family research.  However, it is plausible to suggest that parents occupying jobs with 

little autonomy or control are potentially at greater risk of experiencing negative 

outcomes as a result of their multiple role participation and thus are an important 

demographic to include in work/family research.  Further, by investigating work and 

family experiences of both fathers and mothers the maternal bias of past research is 

redressed.  

The second phase of the research involves a large quantitative pencil-and-paper 

self-report questionnaire survey of a diverse group of employed parents engaged in a 
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variety of occupations.  This study will be used to apply and extend the theoretical 

direction identified in the qualitative study.  As this study investigates the work and 

family experiences of employed mothers and fathers engaged in a wide variety of 

occupations it will be possible to examine whether dual-earner parents can be 

considered a homogeneous group, or alternatively whether a typology of dual-earner 

parents can be identified.  The development of a typology of dual-earner parents will 

enable examination of the differences between these groups of employed parents in 

relation to a range of work/family experiences.  Research exploring how parents balance 

their multiple social roles is still in its infancy, therefore, this study will examine the 

strategies and processes used by different groups of employed parents in dual-earner 

families to balance their work and family role responsibilities.  The findings of this 

research will therefore contribute to the work and family literature by extending our 

knowledge of different experiences of employed parents and help to identify the 

processes and strategies that are necessary to assist employed parents achieve a balance 

between their work and family roles. 

Dissertation Overview 

Following this introduction a review of the theoretical and empirical literature in 

the work and family research field is provided.  The review offers a synthesis and 

critique of existing work and family research demonstrating the diverse and multi-

disciplinary nature of the work/family literature.  The review contains an analysis of the 

important theoretical and empirical contributions that have been facilitated by such 

research diversity while highlighting the gaps and limitations evident in the research.  

The literature review concludes by articulating the specific research questions to be 

addressed in the current study.  Following the literature review the third chapter 

establishes the definitions of critical work and family terms to be used in this research 
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and provides a detailed justification of the research design and the methodological 

approaches to be adopted.   

The fourth chapter reports the methodology and results of the first and qualitative 

phase of the research, which is an exploration of the work and family experiences of 

dual-earner parents who are employed in lower level and blue-collar occupations.  The 

results of the first phase of the research are then used to determine the theoretical 

direction and the participants required for the second and quantitative phase of the 

project. 

The fifth chapter details the methodology of the second and quantitative phase of 

the research, providing details about the participants, the instruments used to gather the 

data and the procedures adopted for data collection.  Following the quantitative 

methodology, the sixth and seventh chapters report the results of two quantitative 

studies.  The sixth chapter details the findings of a cluster analysis conducted to develop 

a typology of dual-earner parents based upon their value and commitment to work and 

family roles, and the time and stress demands which they experience in the performance 

of their work and family roles.  Using these clusters the seventh chapter reports the 

results of analyses of the differences between the parents within the typology on a 

variety of work and family variables. 

The final chapter offers an integration of the results of the research, examining the 

extent to which the research was able to answer the questions posed.  The discussion 

articulates the major findings of this research, conveys the contribution that these 

outcomes offer the work and family literature as well as drawing upon the results to 

discuss the implications for organisations and employed parents.  The chapter is 

concluded with a discussion of the limitations of this research and offers 

recommendations for future work and family research and practice. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Overview 

During the 1970s the work and family research field emerged as a distinct area of 

interest (Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, & Crouter, 2000), inspired by the seminal works of 

Wilensky (1960), Rapoport and Rapoport (1965), Kanter (1977), and Pleck (1977) who 

had begun examining the experiences of people who were simultaneously participating 

in both work and family roles.  Since then the work and family research field has 

burgeoned into an extensive area of study with the publication of an overwhelming 

volume of literature devoted to analysing the work and family relationship (Zedeck & 

Mosier, 1990).  Today, the size of this research field is evident in the results of a 

literature search using just one electronic database, which recovered the presence of 

over 1,250 English language articles on the work and family topic 

(http://gateway1.ovid.com, accessed 22-01-02).   

Moreover, the interest in the work/family relationship has not rested solely with 

the academic community.  Exploring the connection between these two primary life 

domains is vigorously pursued in the popular press, with newspapers, magazines and 

other non-academic literary works providing a forum for all members of society to 

discuss the issues associated with combining work and family roles.  Organisations, 

policy analysts and legislative bodies are also directly involved in the discourse.  For 

example, the Australian federal government established a work and family unit within 

the Department of Employment and Workplace Relations, dedicated to the research, co-

ordination and distribution of information and advice to workplaces and the broader 

community regarding work and family matters (Smith, 1993).   
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The expansive interest in the work/family relationship has prompted some authors 

to suggest that more energy has been devoted to exploring this issue compared with any 

other career concern (Ornstein & Isabella, 1993).  Such widespread attention has meant 

that the theories, concepts and models proposed to disentangle and explain the 

relationship between work and family are scattered across a wide array of academic 

disciplines (Burke, 1987).  While this research diversity has provided interesting 

insight, some scholars have argued that the field’s development has been hampered 

because of the absence of a common theoretical perspective (Barnett, 1998; Grandey & 

Cropanzano, 1999).  Hence, the multi-disciplinary nature of the work/family research 

field may be considered a double-edged sword, with the knowledge generated by the 

breadth and diversity of opinion perhaps one reason why a common theoretical position 

unifying the research field has remained elusive. 

In association with the discipline diversity, the theoretical and conceptual 

difficulties encountered in the work/family literature can also be explained through an 

examination of the impetus for the field’s growth and development.  In their review, 

Perry-Jenkins et al. (2000) maintained that the proliferation of work/family research has 

not occurred primarily because of an unresolved theoretical dispute or an unanswered 

scientific question, but rather because of the pragmatic concerns and issues faced by 

working parents and contemporary organisations.  This pragmatic orientation has lead 

to the suggestion that work/family research has developed incrementally “step-by-step 

down an atheoretical path” (Kingston, 1989, p.56). 

Although similarly acknowledging the discipline diversity and theoretical 

challenges faced by work/family researchers, Grandey and Cropanzano (1999) have 

recently proposed that social role theory might be considered a common theoretical 

thread woven through the literature appearing in the social science disciplines.  

Encapsulated in the social role perspective is the fundamental proposition that 
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participation in multiple social roles creates substantial life complexity (Champoux, 

1981).  Complexity arising because not only does an individual occupy a number of 

distinct roles (many simultaneously), but because these roles are enacted in a variety of 

social system domains, with role partners in each domain generating and 

communicating expectations to the role participant regarding role fulfilment (Vaughan 

& Hogg, 1995).  Attempts by employed parents to meet the numerous expectations 

generated by role partners in both work and family domains potentially creates role 

conflict and strain as role partners within the work (family) domain may transmit 

expectations incompatible with the expectations of the family (work) domain.  

Accordingly, employed parents attempting to balance their participation between work 

and family roles may at times find the task arduous.   

Moreover, the complexity and strain of combining work and family roles 

potentially becomes compounded in the dual-earner couple family (Muchinsky, 2000; 

Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993).  Dual-earner couples are a particularly interesting and 

vivid union of work and family roles (Burke, 1987).  Unlike the traditional breadwinner 

family, which has been described by some writers as two adults with two jobs (one 

market and one family), the dual-earner couple must perform three jobs (two market and 

one family) with the same two-adult resource as the traditional breadwinner family 

(Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993).  As a result, dual-earner couples are faced with many 

challenges as they attempt to integrate and balance the multiple social roles occupied by 

both adults (Gilbert & Rachlin, 1987).  Therefore, the central ambition of this research 

is to explore the work and family experiences of parents living in dual-earner couple 

relationships, examining how these parents combine their two central life roles of work 

and family. 

Prior to articulating the specific research questions to be investigated in this study, 

a review and critique of past work and family literature and research is now offered.  
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The review is structured thematically as well as sequentially to evaluate three distinct 

social role participation directions apparent in the work/family research field.  First, the 

review provides an analysis of the contribution offered to the work and family literature 

by early studies that were devoted to identifying and describing multiple role linking 

mechanisms.  These linking mechanisms were used to richly describe the nexus or 

interface between the work and family life domains, but were unfortunately unable to 

offer explanations for how or why people chose to link their work and family roles in 

such ways.   

Next, the review considers the sizeable contribution made to the work and family 

literature during the 1980s and 1990s by research embracing a multiple social role 

participation focus.  These studies generally sought to explain the work and family 

relationship using either the multiple role conflict or multiple role enhancement 

frameworks, with the former receiving by far the most substantial and widespread 

research interest.  Multiple role conflict and multiple role enhancement studies are 

founded upon two competing hypotheses regarding the distribution of human time and 

energy, the role scarcity and role expansion hypotheses.  The role scarcity and role 

expansion research reviewed herein have investigated the antecedents and outcomes of 

multiple role conflict and multiple role enhancement.  These studies thus extended the 

knowledge of the work/family relationship beyond the nexus portrayal provided by the 

linking mechanisms research.  However, although especially popular, the scarcity and 

later the expansion hypotheses have not sufficiently explained why, when combining 

the multiple social roles of work and family, some people experience role conflict or 

role enhancement, while others may experience both. 

The third research direction reviewed is the more recent attention paid to 

investigating work and family role participation using a social role value and identity 

focus.  The social role value and identity approach shifts the emphasis away from an 
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explanation of the antecedents and outcomes of multiple role conflict or enhancement, 

to an investigation of multiple role balance based on a person’s ability to enact social 

roles that fulfil his or her self-concept or identity.  Adopting a role value and identity 

focus may also enable gender role theories to be incorporated into the explanation of the 

different work and family experiences of men and women.  However, while role value 

and identity theories are suggested to provide additional insight into the work/family 

relationship, there is currently limited empirical research available to fully support this 

contention.  After appraisal of the contributions and limitations of the above literature, 

the research gaps and questions that still exist in the work/family field will be 

summarised.  The chapter then concludes with an overview of the research questions to 

be explored in this research.   

 

Multiple Role Linking Mechanisms 

Early work and family research was largely concerned with describing the 

connection or the linking mechanisms between the work and family life domains 

through a rich and detailed account of the work/family interface (Zedeck & Mossier, 

1990).  Although many images of the work/family interface now exist, three primary 

descriptions were consistently identified in early research: the segmentation, 

compensation and spillover hypotheses (Champoux, 1981; Kabanoff, 1980; Near, Rice 

& Hunt, 1980). 

The Work/Family Interface 

Segmentation

Segmentation is perhaps the earliest view of the relationship between work and 

family roles (Dubin, 1967).  This position originally contended that there was a natural 

division between work and family roles because the domains of work and family were 

believed to be completely independent and unrelated (Staines, 1980).  Research 
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subscribing to this null hypothesis maintained that compartmentalisation of life roles 

was possible because the life spheres of work and family are distinct, separated by 

function, time and place.  Therefore, it was considered possible for an individual to be 

successful in one life role entirely independently or without influence from other roles. 

However, although the segmentation hypothesis may have been the earliest 

description of the work and family relationship, today, segmentation as a naturally 

occurring division between work and family roles receives little scholarly support or 

credibility (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; O’Driscoll, 1996).  Rather, segmentation is 

now viewed as an active separation process engaged in by individuals as a method of 

coping with the demands and expectations of multiple life domains (Edwards & 

Rothbard, 2000). 

Compensation

The second major linking mechanism identified in the work/family interface 

literature is the compensation approach.  This linking mechanism is also known as the 

contrast, complementary, opposition, competition, regeneration, or heteromorphism 

approaches (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Zedeck, 1992).  The extensive range of labels 

used to describe essentially the same linking mechanism clearly demonstrates the 

difficulty that work and family researchers face when attempting to compare and 

generalise empirical research findings. 

The compensation approach postulates an inverse relationship between work and 

family roles, contending that deficiencies perceived in one domain are compensated for 

by activities pursued within the other domain (Burke & Greenglass, 1987; O’Driscoll, 

1996).  Two primary methods of compensation have been identified (Edwards & 

Rothbard, 2000).  First, an individual may pursue rewarding activities in one domain to 

offset the dissatisfaction experienced elsewhere (Evans & Bartolome, 1984).  Kando 

and Summers (1971, cited in Zedeck, 1992) have suggested that this form of 
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compensation can be further divided into supplemental and reactive compensation: 

supplemental compensation arising when an individual perceives a lack of positive 

experiences in one domain and then actively seeks them in another domain (Edwards & 

Rothbard, 2000).  For instance, a worker employed in a position lacking creativity 

compensates for that by choosing creative non-work activities.  Therefore, what is 

provided in one domain is supplementing what is missing in the other domain 

(Kabanoff, 1980).  Alternatively, reactive compensation occurs when excess negative 

experiences occurring in one domain and are redressed when an individual seeks 

positive experiences in another domain.  For example, someone experiencing 

unhappiness at home may immerse themselves in their work in an attempt to achieve a 

positive experience (Evans & Bartolome, 1986).  Thus, compensation in this instance is 

a reaction caused by the negative experiences occurring within family domain.   

The second primary form of compensation refers to the process of reducing 

involvement in a dissatisfying domain and increasing involvement in a satisfying 

domain.  In this form of compensation the individual reallocates the time and energy 

from one domain to another in order to compensate for the unrewarding experiences 

(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).   

Spillover

The third major linking mechanism identified in early work/family research is the 

spillover approach.  As with the compensation linking mechanism, the spillover 

approach has also been known by numerous titles, such as the similarity, extension, 

generalisation, isomorphism, or continuation approaches (Staines, 1980).  Research 

identifying spillover suggests that the boundaries between work and family roles are 

permeable and that the experiences of one domain influence the attitudes, behaviours, 

values, and skills displayed by role participants in other domains (Zedeck & Mossier, 

1990). 
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Edwards and Rothbard (2000) have since claimed that two versions of spillover 

can be identified in the published literature.  One description of spillover purports a 

similarity between what occurs in the work environment and what occurs in the family 

environment, for example happiness at work spilling over into happiness at home 

(Zedeck, 1992).  While the second version of spillover describes experiences that are 

transferred intact between domains, for instance when work fatigue is displayed at home 

(Eckenrode & Gore, 1990).  However, Edwards and Rothbard (2000) argued that this 

version of spillover is only a linking mechanism when the transferred experience has an 

effect on the individual’s capacity to fulfil obligations in the latter domain if, for 

instance, work fatigue is transferred in tact from the work to the family domain and then 

prevents the individual from fulfilling his or her family role obligations. 

Early work and family studies adopting the spillover approach have generally 

assumed that the direction of influence is from work to family, suggesting that work 

spills over into family life (Champoux, 1981).  In a detailed analysis of work to family 

spillover Payton-Miyazaki and Brayfield (1976) proposed three spillover dimensions, 

the addition, alienation and cognitive/behavioural perspectives.  The additive view 

suggests that job related feelings are a component of general life feelings, thus increased 

job satisfaction leads to increased life satisfaction.  The alienation view proposes that 

negative feelings about work directly influence feelings about life generally, thus people 

who feel belittled in their jobs will generally belittle themselves or others.  Finally, the 

cognitive/behavioural view of spillover claims that work is a socialising force whereby 

workers learn skills, values, expectations and social philosophies that he or she carries 

over into the family domain.   

In addition to the previous three linking mechanisms, Zedeck’s (1992) review of 

the work/family interface literature identified another four frameworks used to describe 

the linkages between work and family roles, the instrumental, congruence, integrative 
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and conflict approaches.  The instrumental perspective suggests that involvement in one 

domain provides the resources for achievement of goals in the other domain, for 

example participation in the work domain may provide the financial resources that 

could be used to obtain material resources for the family (O’Driscoll, 1996).   The 

congruence perspective proposes that the relationship between work and family can be 

accounted for by presence of a third factor acting as a common cause, such as 

personality (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  The integrative model claims that work and 

family are so closely fused that it is practically impossible to consider them separately 

(Zedeck, 1992).  And finally, the conflict approach maintains that individuals have a 

finite supply of time and energy, thus fulfilling the requirements of one domain requires 

sacrifices in other domains.  Although potentially offering additional knowledge of the 

work/family interface, Zedeck contended that these models were limited, overlapping 

somewhat with one or other of the segmentation, compensation and spillover 

perspectives.   

Summary and Critique of Linking Mechanisms Research 

The findings of research investigating the linkages between work and family 

domains have contributed a rich and oftentimes detailed descriptive account of the 

work/family interface (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  However, research adopting the 

linking mechanisms perspective is hampered by a number of limitations.  For instance, 

empirical research using the above linking mechanisms has reported inconsistent 

findings (O’Driscoll, 1996), with studies demonstrating support for one or other of the 

linking mechanisms (Grandey & Cropanzano, 1999).  Furthermore, early studies often 

viewed segmentation, compensation and spillover as competing perspectives, thus data 

collection and analyses were typically framed using one or other of the three approaches 

(Lambert, 1990).  Later, empirical studies became devoted to comparing predictions 

derived from the spillover hypothesis with those derived from the compensation and 
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segmentation perspectives in order to determine the relative validity of each approach 

(Kabanoff, 1980).  The findings of these studies were similarly divergent.  Research 

outcomes generally favoured either the spillover or the compensation approach, while 

some studies reported the presence of both spillover and compensation (Kabanoff, 

1980).  In a critique of this research direction, Lambert (1990) argued that attempting to 

identify a single model of the work/family interface representing all of the potential 

variants was naive.  Concurring with Lambert’s views, Thompson (1997) maintained 

that dual-earner couples could experience some elements of all three linking 

mechanisms.   

Predictably, the work/family interface line of investigation began to stall as the 

sheer number of linking mechanisms grew, and researchers began to challenge the 

usefulness of these portrayals for identifying causal relationships between work and 

family roles (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  Furthermore, with research efforts focused 

primarily on describing the work/family interface, questions concerning why 

individuals chose to combine their work and family roles in these particular ways were 

not being considered (Zedeck, 1992).  Hence, the work/family interface literature was 

not able to predict for whom, or under what conditions, the various linking mechanisms 

might occur (Zedeck, 1992).  Finally, the descriptive approach also meant that 

explaining how people successfully combined their work and family roles was poorly 

understood and yet essential if an understanding of work and family balance is to be 

established (Lobel, 1991).   

Consequently, because of the conceptual and methodological inadequacies of the 

work/family interface research, only limited conclusions may be drawn (Near et al., 

1980).  Certainly the work/family interface research has established that the domains of 

work and family are indeed related to one another, however, the nature of this 

relationship remains unclear.  Champoux (1981) summarised the contribution of the 
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linking mechanism research, contending that the only conservative conclusion to be 

drawn from the empirical work/family interface literature was that the work/family 

relationship is more complex and elaborate than the linking mechanisms research is able 

to explain.   

 

Multiple Role Accumulation  

The difficulties experienced by the early work/family linkage researchers did not 

deter further research efforts.  To be sure the 1980s and 1990s bore witness to a 

substantial increase in the number of work and family studies.  Participation in the 

multiple social roles of work and family became the subject of intense investigation, 

particularly as the numbers of dual-earner families continued to increase.  During this 

time understanding the incompatibility or the imbalance between work and family roles 

became the dominant agenda, with research efforts centred on exploring the problems 

and difficulties that people experienced when accumulating multiple social roles 

(Phillips & Imhoff, 1997).  The schools of thought that informed this line of research 

were founded upon theories of human time and energy, which offered propositions for 

how individuals apportion and make use of their available time and energy.  Two 

opposing theoretical positions emerged, the role scarcity (Goode, 1960) and the role 

expansion hypotheses (Sieber, 1974).  However, the proposition receiving the most 

intense research coverage was the scarcity approach, which described the work and 

family relationship in terms of dysfunction and conflict (Ruderman, Ohlott, Panzer, & 

King, 2002). 

The Scarcity Approach 

Goode (1960) advanced the scarcity model of human time and energy to explain 

the outcomes of multiple social role participation, suggesting that total commitment and 

conformity to one role reduces the amount of time and energy available for investment 
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in other roles.  Adopting an economic metaphor of supply and demand, Goode 

explained that there is a finite supply or quantity of energy available for use each day.  

The daily allowance of energy resources is demanded, invested, or spent as necessary 

by the variety of daily role activities engaged in by the individual.  At the conclusion of 

each day Goode proposed that all energy resources would have been consumed.  Thus, 

the scarcity hypothesis of human time and energy asserts that individuals accumulating 

multiple social roles will experience role strain and greater negative consequences as the 

number of roles involved in expands (Goode, 1960).  Therefore, individuals attempting 

to meet all of the responsibilities of their multiple social roles are likely to experience 

role strain and conflict. Goode concluded that this strain is normal because “the 

individual’s total role obligations are over demanding” (p. 485).   

In the work and family literature, role overload and role conflict outcomes have 

been identified for individuals experiencing role strain as a result of multiple social role 

participation (Coverman, 1989; Duxbury & Higgins, 1994).  Role overload is said to 

occur when the total demands of time and energy are too great and the individual is 

unable to perform all roles adequately or comfortably (Coverman, 1989; Goode, 1960).  

Whereas role conflict develops when fulfilling the expectations and demands of one role 

is incompatible with, or makes compliance with, the pressures and expectations of other 

roles more difficult (Katz & Kahn, 1978).  Within the context of fulfilling both work 

and family roles, role conflict is viewed as a “form of interrole conflict in which role 

pressures from the work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect.  

That is, participation in the work (family) role is made more difficult by virtue of 

participation in the family (work) role” (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77).  The 

scarcity model of human time and energy has been used extensively in work and family 

research to explain the conflicting relationship between these two central life domains 

(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).  Although, while the role scarcity hypothesis may form 
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the fundamental assumption and basis of work/family conflict research, the role scarcity 

theory itself has not always been explicitly identified or critiqued in all published 

work/family conflict studies.   

Reviewing the work/family conflict research in 1985, Greenhaus and Beutell 

identified three major forms of work/family conflict: time-based, strain-based and 

behaviour-based conflict.  Time-based conflict is purported to arise because of an 

incompatibility between the amount of time required to be devoted to either the work 

role (e.g., hours worked per week, overtime frequency, shiftwork) (Burke et al., 1980; 

Pleck, Staines, & Lang, 1980; Burke & Weir, 1981), or the family role (e.g., parenting 

or marital responsibilities, the presence of young children, large families, spouses work 

hours) (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).  Whereas strain-based conflict is predicted to occur 

when the pressures encountered in one domain spill over and cause emotional 

interference in the other domain resulting in the experience of strain symptoms such as 

tension, anxiety, fatigue, depression, apathy and irritability (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, 

Jackson et al., 1985).  Finally, behaviour-based conflict is hypothesised to ensue 

because of an incompatibility between the behavioural expectations of the work and 

family domains.  For instance, in his or her work role an individual may be required to 

be ambitious, aggressive, task orientated and hard driving, whilst at home he or she may 

be expected to be loving, supportive, accommodating and relationship orientated.  

These opposing behavioural expectations are proposed to create tension within the 

individual resulting in behaviour-based work/family conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 

1985). 

Empirical Research Supporting Role Scarcity

Within the work/family conflict literature a number of early studies were 

additionally grounded in the theory of occupational stress, extending the job stress 

framework to include an examination of the impact of work characteristics on an 
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individual’s family life (Burke, Weir, & DuWors, 1980; Jackson, Zedeck, & Summers, 

1985).   Analysing the effect of occupational demands (such as role ambiguity) on the 

non-work experiences of mostly male senior administrators, Burke and Weir (1981) 

found that occupational demands were significantly related to negative experiences in 

the participants’ non-work lives.  Extending this line of enquiry, Burke et al. (1980) also 

discovered that husbands’ reports of increased occupational demands were significantly 

related to spousal reports of decreased marital and life satisfaction, lower levels of 

social participation, and increased negative feeling states and psychosomatic symptoms.  

The empirical evidence tendered by this early work/family conflict research extended 

the knowledge of both the occupational stress and multiple social role accumulation 

research areas, suggesting that onerous job requirements not only impacted negatively 

upon the individual employee but also had a deleterious effect on his family. 

Subsequently, numerous work/family conflict studies were published with many 

exploring the relationship between work/family conflict and a diverse range of 

individual and organisational outcomes. Cross-sectional self-report studies with 

employed men and women (some of whom were also parents) correlated the presence of 

work/family conflict with negative personal outcomes such as psychological distress, 

depression and anxiety (Burke et al., 1981; Coverman, 1989; Galambos & Walters, 

1992; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1997; Jackson et al., 1985), life dissatisfaction (Aryee, 

1992; Bedeian, Burke & Moffett, 1988; Coverman, 1989; Rice, Frone, & McFarlin, 

1992), poor physical health (Frone et al., 1997; Thomas & Ganster 1995), lower quality 

family life (Anderson-Kulman & Paludi, 1986; Higgins, Duxbury, & Irving, 1992), and 

increased alcohol use (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1993).  Similarly, the presence of 

work/family conflict has also been associated with negative outcomes for the 

organisation, such as lower productivity, increased tardiness, more frequent 
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absenteeism, higher staff turnover and increased job dissatisfaction (Greenhaus & 

Beutell, 1985; Goff, Mount, & Jamison, 1990; Pleck, 1985; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). 

Augmenting the research focused on the individual and organisational outcomes 

of work/family conflict is an equally extensive amount of research investigating the 

predictors of work/family conflict.  These studies have examined the predictive ability 

of an array of antecedents within the work domain.  Work domain predictors of 

work/family conflict include excessive time at work (Galambos & Walters, 1992; 

Gutek, Searle, & Klepa, 1991; Staines & O’Connor, 1980; Voydanoff, 1988), non-

standard work schedules such as weekend work and shiftwork (Staines & Pleck, 1984; 

Voydanoff, 1988), work schedule inflexibility (Galambos & Walters, 1992; Greenhaus, 

Parasuraman, Granrose, Rabinowitz & Beutell, 1989; Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 

1997), work role stressors (such as role conflict, role ambiguity and role overload) 

(Greenhaus et al., 1989; Voydanoff, 1988), low perceptions of control (Duxbury, 

Higgins, & Lee, 1994; Hammer, Allen, & Grigsby, 1997), poor interpersonal 

relationships at work (MacDermid, Williams, Marks, & Heilbrun, 1994), and a high 

level of psychological job involvement (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Hammer et al., 

1997). 

Although a sizeable proportion of the antecedent research has focused primarily 

on the work domain predictors of work/family conflict, it has also been suggested that 

the emotional climate and the demands occurring within the family domain can 

potentially impact work/family conflict (Kanter, 1977).  Empirical evidence of family 

domain predictors of work/family conflict include the presence of family conflict and 

the frequency of family intrusions into the work role (Loerch, Russell, & Rush, 1989), 

the amount of time spent in childcare and the family role (Staines & O’Connor, 1980; 

Duxbury et al., 1994), the presence and number of children in the household (Goff et 

al., 1990; Holahan & Gilbert, 1979; Voydanoff, 1988), the presence of young children 
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(Bedeian, Burke, & Moffett, 1988), high levels of family involvement (Yogev & Brett, 

1985), and the presence of work/family conflict in partners/spouses (Burke et al., 1980; 

Hammer et al., 1997).   

A common approach to the operationalisation of work/family conflict has been to 

consider the concept uni-dimensional, thus many measures of work/family conflict did 

not incorporate an assessment of the direction of the conflict.  Interestingly, in an early 

theoretical contribution Pleck (1977) offered a bi-directional view of work/family 

conflict.  He claimed that the work and family domain boundaries were asymmetrically 

permeable, with an imbalance occurring in the work/family conflict experiences of men 

and women based on gender role socialisation differences.  Pleck argued that work role 

responsibilities are permitted greater intrusion into the family life role of men, whereas 

family role responsibilities are allowed to have a stronger influence on the work domain 

for women.  Nieva (1985) similarly declared that because women still assume greater 

responsibility for the family domain compared with men they, therefore, would 

experience greater family to work conflict than men.  She went on to similarly suggest 

that, based upon the myth of the good company worker, men could also still be expected 

to experience more work to family conflict than women. 

However, it was only after the work/family conflict research had expanded and 

became progressively more elaborate that the methodological tendency for researchers 

to measure the presence of work/family conflict without attending to the direction of the 

conflict was questioned.  For instance, in an exploratory qualitative field study with 55 

employees of a large manufacturing plant (67% of whom were parents), Crouter (1984) 

examined what she referred to as the “neglected side” of the work/family conflict 

debate, or more specifically family to work conflict (p. 37).  In so doing Crouter sought 

to explore the impact that an individual’s family responsibilities had on his or her ability 

to fulfil work role commitments.  She found that most of the respondents in her study 
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indicated that, “their family life had some sort of impact on their work life” (p. 430).  

Offering partial support for Pleck’s (1977) theory, Crouter reported that mothers of 

younger children were more likely than fathers, or mothers of older children, to perceive 

greater negative impacts of family on work.  Crouter explained that these results 

reflected the omnipresent influence of gendered perceptions and attitudes in society, 

which viewed childcare and housework as primarily the responsibility of the mother.  

Crouter thus concluded that employed mothers with greater family responsibilities are 

more likely to experience spillover and conflict in the direction of family to work. 

Bi-directional Work/Family Role Conflict 

In contrast with the uni-dimensional spillover research, findings from research 

investigating both work-to-family and family-to-work conflict have clearly shown that 

the spillover of conflict between work and family roles is indeed bi-directional.  For 

instance, the results of MacEwen and Barling’s (1994) research with police personnel 

and their spouses, and Williams and Alliger’s (1994) research with employed parents 

demonstrated that the demands of the work role intruded into the family domain and 

likewise the responsibilities of the family role impacted on the ability of people to fulfil 

their responsibilities and commitments in the work domain.  Also reporting bi-

directional work/family conflict, Matsui, Ohsawa, and Onglatco (1998) found that the 

presence of work-to-family conflict was significantly higher than that of family-to-work 

conflict for employed Japanese women, providing additional empirical justification for 

the conclusion that, for women, the family domain boundary is more permeable to the 

needs stemming from the work domain than vice versa. 

Duxbury, Higgins, and Lee (1994) also examined the presence of family-to-work 

and work-to-family conflict in a very large study of 1,989 employed Canadian parents.  

This research not only confirmed the bi-directional nature of work/family conflict, but 

also highlighted the gender differences in the experience of conflict.  However, in 
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contrast with Pleck’s (1977) original hypothesis, Duxbury et al.’s findings revealed that 

women generally experienced greater levels of both forms of conflict compared with 

men.  The women in Duxbury et al.’s study spent more time in family activities and less 

time in work activities than the men, yet these women still experienced greater work-to-

family conflict than the men.   

Once again examining the bi-directional nature of work/family conflict, Duxbury 

and Higgins (1994) investigated the levels of work-to-family and family-to-work 

interference for parents of pre-school aged children.  The results once more appeared to 

provide support for a gendered hypothesis, with mothers reporting more difficulties 

balancing their work and family roles compared with the fathers.  However, it is also 

worth remembering that the parents in this study were mothers of pre-school aged 

children and were thus participating in a life stage, which for women, is denoted by 

substantial physical and emotional life changes (Peterson, 1989).   

Contrary to Pleck’s (1977) gendered hypothesis, a recent examination of work-to-

family and family-to-work conflict with 318 employed graduate and undergraduate 

male and female students (47% of whom were parents) found that women did not 

experience disproportionately greater levels of family-to-work conflict than men (Eagle, 

Icenogle, Maes, & Miles, 1997).  The results of this study also indicated that, for these 

women, family responsibilities and commitments did not limit or reduce the time that 

they spent at work.  Instead, it was discovered that the men reported greater strain-based 

family-to-work conflict than women.  Eagle and his colleagues speculated that the 

results of their study might reflect the greater expectations placed on fathers in modern 

society as a result of changing beliefs and attitudes towards parenting which are 

suggesting that both parents should be involved with the daily care of children.  

However, the results did offer some support for aspects of Pleck’s (1977) gendered 
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hypothesis as the men in this study reported greater work-to-family conflict compared 

with the women.   

Considered together the findings of the above studies provide empirical evidence 

supporting the contention that work/family conflict is bi-directional, with work 

interfering with role occupants’ participation in the family domain and likewise the 

family domain interfering with their participation in the work domain.  However, the 

results of gender differences in the experience of work-family conflict are not 

congruous.  Asymmetrical permeability did occur, with the family boundary appearing 

to be more permeable to the needs stemming from the work domain.  Although, in 

contrast with Pleck’s (1977) original gender difference assertion, boundary permeability 

did not appear to be entirely gender based.   

Arriving at a similar conclusion, the results of research by Frone and his 

colleagues (1992) supported both the bi-directional nature of work/family conflict as 

well as the asymmetrical domain permeability without gender differences.  For instance, 

when both the men and women in Frone et al.’s study were invited through open-ended 

questions to discuss the conflicts that they experienced in combining their work and 

family roles, incidents of work-to-family conflict were cited three times as frequently as 

those of family-to-work conflict, suggesting that the family domain is more permeable 

to the needs of the work domain as opposed to the reverse for both men and women.   

Reducing Work/Family Role Conflict 

The voluminous amount of work/family conflict research systematically 

investigating the imbalance between work and family life roles has demonstrated that 

those people experiencing the strain of work-to-family and/or family-to-work conflict 

are likely to experience a variety of negative consequences.  These findings have led to 

questions being raised about how people deal with the problems and conflict associated 

with combining work and family roles.  Interestingly, while considerable discussion has 
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taken place regarding the need for effective individual coping strategies and innovative 

workplace practices to support working parents, far less empirical research has 

investigated the extent to which different methods are used, and whether these methods 

are effective for reducing the conflict and imbalance between work and family roles 

(O’Driscoll, 1996).   

To explore how employed parents reduce their levels of work/family conflict, the 

literature within the stress paradigm has once again offered work/family researchers 

some direction.  The advantages derived from adopting a stress perspective include an 

established base of knowledge detailing how individuals appraise and interpret stressful 

situations, an understanding of the physical and psychological consequences of 

extensive stress, as well as data on the personal resources that act as buffers against 

stressors.  Therefore, some authors have contended that the ability of employed parents 

to satisfactorily configure their work and family relationships in order to reduce the 

imbalance between their multiple social roles may depend on such factors as the 

availability of quality social support resources, the individual’s personal coping ability, 

and the level of support offered to employed parents through family-friendly workplace 

policies and strategies (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1980).   

Social Support.  Within the stress literature social support is viewed as a 

multifaceted concept, buffering and protecting people from the negative consequences 

of excessive stress (Pierce, Sarason, Sarason, Joseph, & Henderson, 1996).  Numerous 

studies have demonstrated that people who are able to rely upon others to provide them 

with psychological and material resources in times of need are in better health than 

those with fewer social contacts (Cohen & Wills, 1985).  Conceptualising social 

support, Vaux and his colleagues (1987, p. 209) informed that “social support is a meta 

construct” supporting three subsidiary conceptualisations, perceived social support, 

social embeddedness and enacted social support.  Unfortunately, social support is often 
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broadly or vaguely defined resulting in considerable diversity and little consensus 

regarding the operationalisation of the concept (Barrera, 1986).   

Applied to the experience of work/family conflict, social support is most 

frequently conceptualised as the emotional and instrumental support that an individual 

perceives being provided to them by their spouse, family members, supervisor, or co-

workers.  In the work/family context, social support is hypothesised to facilitate an 

individual’s adjustment to their dual domain responsibilities by buffering and offsetting 

the stressors occurring in either the work or family domains (Ferber, O’Farrell, & Allen, 

1991).  However, while the propositions derived from the social support literature 

indicate that this form of support may impact upon the degree of work/family conflict 

experienced by employed parents, empirical evidence has only recently been collected 

to examine this proposition. 

The few published studies that have investigated the effect of social support on 

work/family conflict have generally focused on the moderating capacity of various 

forms of social support on an individual’s experience of work/family conflict.  For 

example, in an examination of the impact of spousal and supervisor social support 

Erdwins, Buffardi, Casper, and O’Brien (2001) found that socially supported women 

experienced less work/family conflict and maternal separation anxiety in comparison 

with those perceiving less social support.  While Lee and Duxbury (1998) found in a 

telephone survey of 226 employed fathers and 224 employed mothers that those coping 

well with their dual domain responsibilities described receiving both instrumental and 

emotional social support from their partner and friends.  Mothers reported receiving 

instrumental support from their spouse in the form of household and childcare help, 

while fathers mentioned receiving emotional support from their spouse.  In addition, 

mothers in comparison to fathers also indicated that they had many friends to whom 

they could relate emotionally.  Similar findings are reported by Greenberger and O’Neil 
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(1993) who found that women benefited from a diversity of support providers (e.g., 

spouse, supervisor, neighbours, co-workers) whereas for men the only significant form 

of social support was that provided by their spouse. 

Probing the effectiveness of spousal emotional and instrumental social support on 

bi-directional work/family conflict, a study of employed Japanese women (30% of 

whom were mothers) found that spousal social support moderated the relationship 

between parental demands and level of family-to-work conflict, but did not impact 

work-to-family conflict (Matsui, Ohsawa, & Onglatco, 1998).  These results are perhaps 

explained by Parasuraman et al.’s (1992) conceptual model of work and family domain 

stressors, social support, and well-being.  Parasuraman and colleagues maintain that 

work-related well-being is affected primarily by support derived from the work domain, 

while familial well-being is affected more by sources of support within the family.  

Therefore, social support from a source relevant to the domain in which the stressors are 

experienced may be more beneficial for the recipient than support derived from outside 

the domain.  Unfortunately, in the development of their model Parasuraman et al. used a 

measure of social support that was a composite of informational and emotional social 

support, and did not include instrumental social support.  This is a potentially important 

oversight given that, as identified in the previous studies, the instrumental dimension of 

social support has been shown to be effective in reducing levels of work/family conflict.   

Contrary to the previous research that has articulated the beneficial effects of 

social support, research by Rosenbaum and Cohen (1999) with 94 Israeli mothers of 

young children found both positive and negative outcomes of social support.  In 

accordance with the buffering hypothesis, women in low equalitarian marriages 

described lower distress levels when receiving greater levels of emotional support from 

their husband, however, the reverse occurred for women in high equalitarian marriages.  

Instead of being less distressed when receiving emotional social support from their 
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spouse these women were less distressed when receiving low levels of spousal 

emotional support – a reverse buffering effect.   

More evidence of the reverse buffering effect was also reported in Ray and 

Miller’s (1994) study of social support sources (in work and family domains) on the 

experience of burnout in a sample of female nursing staff.  While the respondents did 

report that supervisor support reduced their level of emotional exhaustion and 

depersonalisation, and administrator support was linked with improved personal 

accomplishment, high levels of family support contributed to greater levels of emotional 

exhaustion.  Furthermore, work/family conflict interacted with co-worker social support 

so that women experiencing high levels of both interrole conflict and co-worker social 

support experienced greater levels of emotional exhaustion.  Similar results are reported 

in Fu and Shaffer’s (2001) recent study with 267 academic and non-academic university 

staff in Hong Kong.  In this study, high levels of supervisor support reduced work-to-

family role conflict, whereas high domestic support was associated with higher levels of 

family-to-work conflict. 

Finally, in a study integrating work/family conflict and social support Adams, 

King, and King (1996) empirically developed a model of the work and family 

relationship incorporating social support variables.  With a convenience sample of 163 

students who were employed full-time (64% women), Adams et al. explored the 

relationship between bi-directional work/family conflict, family instrumental and 

emotional social support, job and family involvement, and job and life satisfaction.  

Adams et al. found that the work/family relationship was characterised by both conflict 

and support.  Interestingly, higher levels of work-to-family conflict predicted lower 

levels of emotional and instrumental support from family, whereas higher emotional 

and instrumental support from family predicted lower levels of family-to-work conflict.  

Although, caution is warranted when generalising the results of this study to dual-earner 

  



Balancing Work and Family 
 

45 
families as it is possible that the respondents in this study may have been members of 

traditional as well as dual-earner families. 

In summary, the available research data on the contribution of emotional and 

instrumental social support derived from providers in either the work or family domains 

does not appear to universally result in a reduction of the tension employed parents 

experience when trying to combine their work and family roles.  In an effort to explain 

these divergent findings, Ray and Miller (1994) suggested that it is possible that the 

development and maintenance of a support network may be inherently stressful, or that 

the experience of stress may lead people to mobilise their support resources but if their 

support sources are ineffective in helping to change the situation it may do little to help 

reduce the impact of the stressors.  However, what is clear is that more systematic 

investigations of how social support can be harnessed most effectively to assist 

employed parents balance their dual domain responsibilities is warranted (O’Driscoll, 

1996).   

Coping.  Comparable with the social support research, the ability of various forms 

of coping behaviour for ameliorating stress is well documented (Greenhaus, 1988).   

However, as with the social support research, there has been limited empirical 

investigation into the effectiveness of various forms of coping behaviour in reducing the 

strain of work-to-family or family-to-work role conflict (O’Driscoll, 1996). 

Within the stress and coping literature Folkman and Lazarus’s (1980) coping 

typology is frequently cited.  This typology refers to three main approaches to coping 

behaviour, problem-focused, emotion-focused and symptom management.  Applying 

this theory to the context of coping with work and family conflict, Greenhaus and 

Parasuraman (1987) described problem-focused strategies as being used either within 

the work or family domains.  For example in the work domain the role occupant may 

seek to change performance expectations or levels of responsibility, while in the family 

  



Balancing Work and Family 
 

46 
domain the role occupant may source outside help for domestic or childcare tasks, or 

derive a more effective division of labour.  In comparison with the problem-focused 

approaches, emotion-focused strategies may be represented through the role occupant 

seeking emotional support, redefining internal standards of performance, resetting 

priorities, or recognising the limits to his or her ability to achieve perfection in all areas 

of life.  Finally, Greenhaus and Parasuraman have claimed that the last category of 

managing the symptoms of strain might be evident when an individual uses exercise, 

relaxation, or other forms of physical or psychological effort to maintain a healthy 

lifestyle and to reduce the damaging effects of excessive and ongoing strain.   

In a contrasting attempt to classify the approaches to coping that people might 

employ to manage the conflicting demands of work and family roles, Hall (1972) 

described three primary coping mechanisms: (i) structural role redefinition which 

involved disbursing, redistributing, or rescheduling incoming demands; (ii) personal 

role redefinition or the changing of ones perception of role demands; and (iii) reactive 

role behaviour which involves the role occupant increasing his or her effort in all roles 

in order to meet the demands and responsibilities of each role.   

Adopting Hall’s typology, Gray (1980) surveyed professional women about their 

work and family roles exploring how they dealt with interrole conflict.  Gray’s study 

found that both structural and personal role redefinition strategies were used conjointly 

with many women having cited attempting to avoid conflicts between their roles by 

soliciting the help of other family members with household tasks, reducing the 

standards they expected within some roles (e.g. household maintenance), attending to 

roles on a priority basis, eliminating some activities, and by engaging outside help.  

However, in results falling outside of Hall’s typology, Gray also found that 

approximately 16% of the women she surveyed attempted to cope with their multiple 

domain commitments by keeping their work and family roles separate, although this 
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segregation was generally associated with dissatisfaction.  In a recent bi-directional 

work/family conflict study, Matsui, Ohsawa, and Onglatco (1998) discovered that, for 

the employed Japanese women in their study, family role redefinition moderated the 

relationship between family-to-work conflict and life strain, but did not buffer the effect 

of work-to-family conflict and life strain.   

Organisational Policies and Practices.  In addition to investigating the impact of 

role occupant coping behaviours and the receipt of social support, the effectiveness of 

workplace support for assisting employed parents to balance their work and family roles 

is necessary.  Human resource professionals and other interested parties have added 

their voice to the steadily growing public sentiment which is insisting that organisations 

place a greater emphasis on the implementation of family-friendly work practices (e.g., 

DeCieri et al., 2003).  Current Australian workforce legislation encourages firms to 

implement family-friendly policies and procedures to ensure that the workplace does 

not discriminate against, among other things, workers with family responsibilities 

(Reith, 1999). Greenhaus (1988) has suggested that a number of family orientated 

personnel policies are in use in modern organisations, such as childcare support, 

parental leave, flexible work schedules, flexible modes of work attendance such as 

telecommuting, employee counselling, and relocation benefits to name a few.  However, 

research evaluating the effectiveness of these policies both from an organisational and 

employee perspective is limited.   

As such, organisations implementing family-friendly working arrangements have 

done so to assist workers balance their work and family commitments based upon the 

assumption that this support will enhance employee performance and increase the 

employees level of organisational commitment and job satisfaction through the 

reduction of work/family conflict (Lee & Duxbury, 1998).  Some support for this 

assumption is provided in the results of Matsui et al.’s (1998) study which did reveal 
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that women who were taking part in flexible working schedules experienced less life 

stain compared with those on fixed work schedules.   

Although there may be a perception that many organisations are becoming more 

family-friendly, Lee and Duxbury (1998) discovered in their research with dual-earner 

parents that only one third of respondents reported the availability of flexible work 

arrangements, with fewer than 1 in 15 able to complete work at home.  Lee and 

Duxbury contended that these results suggest that organisations are not doing enough to 

support employees in their attempt to balance work and family responsibilities.  

Disappointingly, some parents in Lee and Duxbury’s study also reported that, even 

when they were officially entitled to access family-responsive work options, they felt 

uncomfortable and were reluctant to take advantage of these benefits because their co-

workers or supervisors were disapproving.  Finally, Lee and Duxbury (1998) also found 

that although all of the parents in their study were Canadian federal employees who had 

access to family-responsibility leave only 58% considered this benefit helpful.  

Unfortunately further interpretation of this result is limited because there was no further 

investigation or discussion of why so many parents reported that they did not consider 

this benefit helpful. 

The limited number of studies evaluating organisational family-friendly policies 

combined with the importance that is currently being placed on implementing these 

practices dictates the need for more research examining the impact of both formal and 

informal workplace policies and processes on workers experience of work/family 

conflict.  Consequently, scholars have begun recommending that future work and family 

studies investigate the specific coping strategies and support processes used by 

employed parents to manage their multiple social roles, and to assess which strategies or 

processes are associated with the least amount of role strain (Anderson-Kulman & 

Paludi, 1986).   
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Notwithstanding the substantial volume of literature which exists to demonstrate 

the conflictual relationship between work and family, Phillips and Imhoff (1997) have 

claimed that sufficient evidence also exists to suggest that participation in multiple 

social roles does not necessarily compromise physical health or psychological well-

being, but instead may actually be associated with benefits such as increased self-

esteem.  Pursuing a similar argument, Gilbert and Rachlin (1987) have maintained that 

it is inaccurate for researchers to describe the dual-earner lifestyle choice as one that 

abounds with conflict and stress.  Instead these authors have contended that the non-

traditional dual-earner lifestyle can be exceptionally rewarding for individuals and 

families, and have claimed that all family members profit from increased family income 

and the opportunity to personally develop beyond traditional sex-typed roles.   

The Expansion Approach

A number of authors have thus challenged the dominance of the role scarcity 

explanation of the work/family relationship.  For instance, Thoits (1983) has advocated 

that it is possible to deduce hypotheses from social role theory that suggest multiple 

social roles deliver psychological well-being by organising functional behaviour 

through the provision of existential meaning and behaviour guidance.  Thoits 

maintained that as an individual accumulates social roles he or she increases his or her 

sense of a meaningfully guided existence, while conversely, a loss of social roles 

reduces an individual’s sense of meaning and therefore potentially impairs 

psychological well-being.   

Equally confronting the role conflict conclusion of the scarcity approach, Sieber 

(1974) contended that, “…since it is obvious that humans are not incapacitated by role 

strain, and that society is not characterised by disorder, some process must be adduced 

by role theorists to account for the absence of social havoc and psychological dismay.” 

(p. 568).  Therefore, Sieber suggested viewing the accumulation of multiple social roles 
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through the theoretical lens of the expansion approach to human time and energy as an 

alternative perspective to that of the scarcity model.  The expansion approach suggests 

that an individual’s supply of resources is abundant and expandable (Marks, 1977).  So, 

rather than human activity demanding a supply of scarce energy resources, Durkheim 

(1953, cited in Marks, 1977) has claimed that participation in social roles leaves people 

enriched and vitalised, creating satisfaction and psychological energy.  Accordingly, the 

expansion approach to multiple social role accumulation proposes that positive, as 

opposed to negative, outcomes are associated with multiple social role occupation 

(Marks, 1977).  Subscribing to the expansion hypothesis, Marks argued that 

accumulating social roles makes life more varied and interesting, providing the 

individual with a more extensive social network, greater material resources, a buffer 

against role disappointments, and an ability to transfer the skills obtained from one 

domain for use in another domain. 

Summarising the positive consequences proposed by the role expansion theory, 

Sieber (1974) identified four outcome categories.  First, there are role privileges or 

rights that result from participation in each social role, suggesting that the greater the 

number of roles the greater the number of privileges.  Second, there is an overall status 

security afforded to people with a wide range of role partners enabling them to 

compensate for failure in any particular role by falling back on alternative role 

relationships.  Third, there is an increased availability of resources for status 

enhancement to social role participants who have many role partners.  These resources 

are often by-products of the relationship as opposed to a right or privilege.  Finally, 

Sieber (1974) claimed that multiple role participation allows for the enrichment of 

personality and ego gratification as the role participant is exposed to many sources of 

information, reducing boredom and enabling the participant to become tolerant of 
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discrepant viewpoints.  Personality enrichment may also occur as others may hold the 

individual in esteem simply by virtue of their possession of a wide repertoire of roles.   

Empirical Research Supporting Role Expansion 

Grounded in the above role enhancement theory a subtle shift began to emerge 

during the 1990’s in the published work and family literature.  Researchers had begun to 

provide empirical evidence indicating that multiple social role participation could 

indeed be related to positive life experiences and enhanced psychological well-being 

(Barnett & Marshall, 1993; Baruch, Bierner, & Barnett, 1987; Kirchmeyer, 1992 a & b).  

However, as with numerous work/family role conflict studies, not all authors explicitly 

identified role expansion theory as the assumption or basis underpinning their studies.  

Notwithstanding this concern, the results of the early enhancement focused studies 

provided support for the expansion theory’s proposition that work and family life 

domains can be combined to interact in a positive and complimentary manner.  This 

research thereby began to contest the dominant assumption of the scarcity hypothesis 

that multiple social roles are primarily associated with interrole strain and conflict 

(Hackett, Lant, & Greenhaus, 1991; Swanson, 1992).  Unfortunately, because a 

substantial amount of the extant work/family research has focused on the imbalance 

between work and family roles, largely neglecting the possibility that multiple role 

rewards may exceed role burdens, comparatively fewer studies have examined the 

beneficial consequences of multiple role involvement.   

Research offering support for the role expansion argument has explored the 

relationship between the total number of social roles in an individual’s role set and 

outcomes associated with his or her psychological well-being and level of physical 

health.  For example, Reitzes and Mutran (1987) cited the results of a study by Gove 

and Zeiss who found, when correlating occupancy of work, marital and parental roles 

with adult happiness, that the greater the number of roles enacted by the individual the 
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greater was his or her perceived level of happiness.  Thoits (1983) too, in a longitudinal 

study of 720 adult men and women from a community mental health centre found that 

individuals participating in a larger number of social roles reported lower levels of 

psychological distress.  Similarly, Haw’s (1995) survey of 116 employed and non-

employed women found that employed women of all ages reported a greater sense of 

personal competence in comparison with the women who were not engaged in the work 

role.   

Also investigating the psychological benefits of multiple social role occupation, 

Pietromonaco, Manis, and Frohardt-Lane (1986) surveyed 500 highly educated 

employed women finding that, based on the computed number of role combinations, 

women occupying more roles reported higher levels of self-esteem and stronger feelings 

of job satisfaction.  Furthermore, although the majority of women in the study also 

reported that their lives were stressful, this stress appeared to be independent of the 

number of social roles occupied, as women participating in more social roles did not 

consistently report greater levels of stress.  Beneficial psychological well-being 

outcomes are also reported in Hong and Seltzer’s (1995) longitudinal study of a non-

normative sample of 305 aging mothers of children with intellectual disabilities.  The 

findings from Hong and Seltzer’s study provide striking support for the enhancement 

argument, given that their study was an eighteen-month long investigation with mothers 

who were managing substantial familial role demands because of their age and their 

child’s level of ability, and yet when these familial role demands were combined with 

the work role, the overall result for these women was beneficial.   

In addition to the psychological well-being benefits associated with participation 

in multiple social roles, increased physical health has also been positively connected to 

the occupation of multiple social roles.  Examining role participation and physical 

health, Cook and Rousseau (1984) reported a significantly positive correlation between 
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the number of roles occupied by both male and female teachers and better overall 

physical health.  Similarly, in a small cross-sectional study of Dutch women, those who 

reported having a larger role set also reported better overall physical health compared 

with women occupying fewer social roles (Collijn, Appels, & Nijhuis, 1996).   

The above studies offer support for the expansion approach to social role 

accumulation, providing empirical evidence of both the psychological and physical 

benefits associated with maintaining a larger role set.  In parallel with the optimistic 

personal outcomes associated with the enhancement side of the multiple role 

participation debate, researchers have similarly identified positive organisational 

behaviours.  For instance, in Kirchmeyer’s (1992b) study of 122 business alumni 

(70.5% male), the participants’ levels of organisational commitment and job satisfaction 

were not significantly reduced by increasing time or involvement in non-work domains.  

In contrast, the more time respondents spent participating in parental and community 

work, the greater was their degree of organisational commitment and level of job 

satisfaction.   

Similarly, in a study of 94 non-professional females employed in the financial 

services industry (60% of whom were mothers), Campbell, Campbell, and Kennard 

(1994) found that when family life and work performance were correlated, the 

relationship was positive rather than negative.  The authors claimed therefore that the 

results of their study provided evidence to contest the accuracy of conventional wisdom, 

which advocates that an individual’s family responsibilities will negatively interfere 

with their accomplishments at work.  However, in contrast with Kirchmeyer’s (1992b) 

findings, Campbell and colleagues found that occupational commitment was 

significantly lower for women with children compared with that reported by women 

without children.  However, it is plausible to suggest that the variability in the outcomes 

of these two studies could be an artefact of methodological and demographic differences 
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given that two associated but distinct commitment constructs were measured (i.e., 

organisational and occupational commitment), and quite distinct groups of people 

participated in the two studies (i.e., professional men and women, and non-professional 

women). 

Finally, in a recent investigation of the potential organisational performance 

benefits and personal advantages of combining employment and personal roles, 

Ruderman and her colleagues (2002) explored the psychological well-being and 

managerial competency outcomes of female executives who were occupying multiple 

social roles.  In a rare qualitative study, analysis of telephone interviews with 61 women 

identified six categories of personal and professional benefits associated with multiple 

role participation.  Furthermore, in addition to gathering perceptual data, Ruderman et 

al. (2002) examined the relationship between multiple social role commitment, 

psychological well-being, and independent multi-rater measures of managerial skills 

with 276 executive and managerial women.  In separate hierarchical regression analyses 

(controlling for age, education and occupational commitment), multiple social role 

commitment significantly predicted life satisfaction and self-acceptance, but not self-

esteem.  Multiple social role commitment also significantly predicted positive 

independent ratings of both managerial interpersonal and task-related skills.  Once 

again, these results offer support for the role enhancement approach. 

The aforementioned research findings from studies that have focused solely on the 

benefits of multiple social role accumulation provide empirical evidence supporting the 

enhancement side of the work and family debate.  Therefore, it is recommended that to 

ensure a detailed and balanced understanding of the relationship between work and 

family roles, the work/family discourse be refined to consider not only the strain of 

work/family conflict but also the replenishing effects of work/family enhancement.  

Indeed, outcomes from the limited number of studies that have probed both sides of the 
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role accumulation debate have indicated that the earlier research concentration on 

work/family conflict and the dysfunctional consequences of multiple role participation 

may have obscured the recognition of the benefits of combining work and family roles, 

rendering invisible the possibility that the advantages may actually outweigh the 

disadvantages.   

For example, in an investigation of both work and family strains and gains with a 

sample of 300 dual-earner couples (180 of whom were parents), Marshall and Barnett 

(1993) concluded that work/family strain was not an inevitable outcome of multiple role 

participation because more than one quarter of their sample reported no work/family 

strains.  In contrast, the majority of the dual-earners surveyed by Marshall and Barnett 

indicated that it was “fairly” or “very true” that combining work and family roles had 

definite gains.  In another equally rare study which considered both sides of the conflict 

and enhancement debate, Tiedje, Wortman, Downey, Emmons, Biernat, and Lang 

(1990) collected self-report questionnaire data from 158 female academics and middle-

level managers (all mothers of preschool aged children).  The findings of Tiedje et al.’s 

study support a typology of work and family conflict and enhancement as opposed to a 

continuum.  Tiedje and her colleagues reported that conflict and enhancement could 

occur simultaneously, as some women in their study viewed the combination of their 

work and family roles as a both a source of conflict and enhancement, whilst others 

derived comparatively little conflict or enhancement, or high or low conflict or 

enhancement.   

The results of Tiedje et al.’s (1990) study paradoxically provide support for both 

the enhancement and conflict approaches.  For instance, in support of the enhancement 

hypothesis those women who reported high enhancement and low conflict also scored 

the highest on measures of mental health and role satisfaction; whereas, in support of 

the conflict argument, those who perceived low enhancement and high conflict scored 
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lower on mental health and role satisfaction measures.  Tiedje et al. proposed that future 

research might wish to consider the relative balance between conflict and enhancement 

as an alternative way of conceptualising multiple role participation, suggesting that 

work/family role combinations which delivered perceptions of greater enhancement 

than conflict will result in better psychological well-being and physical health outcomes 

for employed parents.   

In view of the above contrasting theoretical perspectives and results, it is 

imperative that work/family research does not avoid gathering data on the possible role 

rewards and gains of participation in both work and family social roles, as any omission 

would adversely impact on the ability of researchers to build a comprehensive 

theoretical and conceptual understanding of the work/family relationship.  Future 

work/family research efforts therefore ought to include assessment of the factors within 

the work and family domains that absorb or energise people and which ultimately 

contribute to beneficial outcomes (Nieva, 1985), in addition to collecting data on the 

conflicts that may develop between the work and family domains. 

Summary and Critique of Multiple Role Accumulation Approaches 

The role scarcity and role expansion approaches are two competing theories of 

multiple role accumulation that generate contradictory hypotheses regarding the 

availability of human time and energy (Marshall & Barnett, 1993).  However, while two 

divergent theoretical viewpoints exist, the overall trend in past work and family role 

accumulation research has been to look for the negative influences and conflict between 

work and family roles, as opposed to looking for positive and complementary influences 

(Burke & Greenglass, 1987). 

The sizeable proportion of research dedicated to the investigation of work/family 

conflict has firmly established the existence of role overload and interrole conflict for 

individuals participating in the multiple social roles of work and family (Menaghan & 
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Parcel, 1990).  Empirical evidence from work-to-family conflict studies has 

unmistakably illustrated that work domain responsibilities spill over into the family 

domain and result in negative physical and/or psychological effects in role participants 

(Zedeck, 1992).  Likewise, studies investigating family-to-work conflict, although 

occurring less frequently than the former, have similarly concluded that family domain 

responsibilities negatively impact on the ability of the role participant to fulfil 

commitments within the work domain. 

Conversely, in contrast to the negative outcomes of multiple role participation as 

denoted in the role scarcity research, role expansion studies have verified that beneficial 

consequences may ensue for individuals involved in the multiple social roles of work 

and family (Kirchmeyer, 1992a).  The findings of role expansion research have 

indicated that combining work and family arrangements can ultimately cultivate inter-

role enhancement.  Unfortunately, the positive outcomes associated with multiple role 

participation tend to be overlooked and under-researched in the work/family literature 

(Ruderman et al., 2002).  Thus, scholars have recently urged that a deeper exploration of 

the positive links between the work and family domains ought to be investigated 

(Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1999).   

Supplementing the separate research on work/family conflict and work/family 

enhancement are a few studies that have simultaneously assessed the presence of 

work/family conflict and work/family enhancement.  The results of these studies appear 

contrary to the underlying assumptions of the scarcity and expansion hypotheses.  For 

example, some findings have indicated that participation in work and family roles can 

concurrently be a source of conflict and strain as well as a source of gratification and 

gain (Crouter, 1984; Tiedje et al., 1990), as opposed to the mutually exclusive outcomes 

predicted by the role scarcity and role expansion hypotheses. 
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Further challenges to the scarcity and enhancement hypotheses have also arisen 

from critics who have suggested that neither of these hypotheses alone is completely 

suitable for explaining the complexity surrounding the interaction between the two 

central life domains of work and family (Bielby & Bielby, 1989).  Critics have claimed 

that although human time and energy theories measure the behavioural demands and 

time associated with an individual’s participation in each life role, these approaches 

largely ignore the meaning and the quality of work and family role experiences.  Thus, 

the conflict and enhancement approaches fail to take into account the value and 

importance that employed parents attach to their work and family roles (Baruch, 

Bierner, & Barnett, 1987).  Others have similarly speculated that exposure to role 

pressures and role gratification cannot be predicted based solely upon role occupancy, 

declaring that the potential for stressful or rewarding experiences lies not only in the 

number of roles occupied but also in the quality and conditions of each role 

(Kirchmeyer 1992a; Noor, 1995).   

In addition to these theoretical difficulties, the work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement literature has also demonstrated methodological and 

demographic limitations.  For instance, work/family conflict research has been criticised 

for being method bound, with most studies adopting quantitative research approaches 

(Hackett, Lant, & Greenhaus, 1991).  The methodological weakness inherent with this 

approach to research is evident in the over-reliance of researchers on quantitative cross-

sectional research designs that employ pencil-and-paper self-report questionnaires for 

collecting data.  Questionnaires are frequently administered at a single point in time, 

containing measures of both predictor and criterion variables.  Interpreting the results of 

these studies becomes problematic and open to dispute as the results may suffer from 

common method variance and thus potentially inflate the observed relationship between 

the predictor and criterion variables (Lease, 1998).   
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These methodological struggles have not gone unnoticed by researchers.  Recent 

efforts by work/family investigators have focused on improving the methodological 

rigour of cross-sectional self-report studies by refining and testing complex 

interrelationships between work and family domain variables through causal modelling 

techniques.  These studies have incorporated complex path analysis designs, which have 

expanded the traditional antecedent/consequence relationship by including moderating 

variables such as social support (e.g., Adams et al., 1996; Aryee, Fields, & Luk, 1999; 

Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997).  Unfortunately, other methodological and theoretical 

problems remain embedded in these studies because of the inherent deficiencies in the 

theoretical basis underpinning the studies and the problems associated with the 

instruments used to measure critical work/family conflict and enhancement constructs. 

Limitations in self-report questionnaires and inventories designed to measure 

work/family conflict and work/family enhancement constructs have arisen due to the 

varied ways in which these constructs have been operationalised.  For instance, the 

previous analysis of the literature has shown that work/family conflict is bi-directional, 

that is, work interferes with family and family interferes with work.  Furthermore, 

Greenhaus and Beutell’s (1985) multidimensional view of work/family conflict 

incorporating time, strain and behaviour-based conflict is rarely disputed.  However, the 

work/family conflict construct has been measured with a wide range of self-report 

instruments.  For example, some studies have measured the construct using a single-

item measure that not only fails to capture the multidimensional and bi-directional 

nature of work/family conflict, but also may lack reliability (e.g., Rice et al., 1992; 

Voydanoff, 1988).  In contrast, other studies have used measures that contain many 

items that, although numerous, still fail to distinguish between the directionality of 

spillover (e.g., Burke, Weir, & DuWors, 1980).  These overly lengthy questionnaires 

may also be tiresome for respondents to complete and cumbersome to include in 
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questionnaire packages.  Other measures, while assessing the directionality of conflict 

(e.g., Bedeian et al. 1988, Parasuraman et al. 1989), have been criticised for including 

items which reflect the outcomes or symptoms of conflict as opposed to measuring the 

conflict itself (Netemeyer, Boles, & McMurrian, 1996).  Finally, although studies 

incorporating multiple item scales of work-to-family and family-to-work conflict have 

generally reported adequate alpha reliability coefficients, the construct validity of the 

scales is rarely assessed.  Consequently, many of the instruments used in work/family 

conflict research have not been subject to rigorous developmental procedures (Lease, 

1998). 

The mixture of approaches used to operationalise critical work/family variables 

limits the ability of researchers to generalise and draw conclusions regarding the 

outcomes of work/family conflict and enhancement research (Stephens & Sommer, 

1996).  In order for research to examine and understand the interplay between these 

central life domains it is essential that researchers have at their disposal sound measures 

of these critical constructs.  Furthermore, it is preferable that workplace policy decisions 

and recommendations rest on a solid foundation of accumulated knowledge.  Therefore, 

it is necessary for future work and family research to adopt not only reliable 

measurement scales, but to also establish the construct validity of these scales.  

Promising progression on improving the construct validity of work/family conflict is 

offered by the research of Netemeyer and his colleagues (1996) who have 

psychometrically validated a ten item self-report instrument assessing both work-to-

family and family-to-work conflict.  However, similar advances have yet to occur for 

the work/family enhancement measurement instruments. 

Demographic limitations have also hindered the progression of work/family 

conflict and work/family enhancement research.  Many of the early work/family conflict 

studies were conducted primarily with male respondents, limiting the generalisation of 
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the results to female workers or parents in dual-earner relationships (Burke et al., 1980; 

Burke & Weir, 1981).  However, initial biases were redressed as research interest was 

directed towards the exploration of the differences in the experience of work/family 

conflict between men and women.  While there is evidence to suggest that men and 

women do experience and manage work/family conflict differently, the results of this 

line of research are often inconsistent (Thompson, 1997).  Mixed support was found for 

Pleck’s (1977) asymmetrical boundary permeability model, with some authors now 

suggesting that gender may be a proxy for gender role ideology.  So rather than simply 

measuring gender per se, future research may find greater potential in the measurement 

of gender role ideology as a moderator of work/family conflict (Barnett, 1998).   

In contrast to the conflict research, the work/family enhancement literature 

appears dominated by studies investigating the benefits of combining work and family 

roles for employed mothers.  Only a few studies have incorporated male employees as 

respondents, leaving questions concerning the benefits of combining work and family 

for employed fathers unresolved.  Also, the absence of comparable data between men 

and women withdraws the possibility of analysing gender differences in the experience 

of work/family enhancement. 

Another cautionary note regarding the generalisability of work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement research relates to the occupations of the respondents.  Many 

studies have tended to access respondent samples engaged in managerial positions or 

pursuing professional careers (Burke & Greenglass, 1987).  Therefore, there has been 

appreciably less research investigating the work and family concerns of people engaged 

in lower-level occupations or blue-collar jobs (Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, & Crouter, 2000).  

Consequently, there is a dearth of research considering the work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement experiences of dual-earner as opposed to dual-career couples.  

Although, as denoted in the first chapter, approximately only one quarter of the 
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Australian labour force are engaged in career type occupations, and as such it is 

plausible to suggest that there are thus many more couples living dual-earner family 

arrangements as opposed to dual-career relationships.  Given this situation, the 

continued lack of knowledge of the work and family concerns of employees engaged in 

lower level occupations is inconsistent with the larger number of people employed at 

these levels.  Therefore, it is important that work/family conflict and work/family 

enhancement research redress these inadequacies by accessing more diverse population 

samples. 

Finally, a substantial limitation in the majority of work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement studies is that, although almost all participants were engaged 

in the work role, the number of additional roles occupied by respondents varied, with 

family roles including having a spouse, children or elder care responsibilities, or a 

combination of these roles.  Generalising the results of studies with samples of the 

population who vary in the numbers of roles engaged in is problematic.  In addition, 

accessing samples of people who are presently engaged in the work role as well as other 

social roles might bias the research findings towards people who are better adjusted and 

more competent in coping with the strains of multiple role participation.  Thus, these 

people may be drawn towards participating in a greater number of life roles whereas 

someone who is less able to balance their work and family demands may decide to 

withdraw or limit their involvement in a number of social roles, and as such may not be 

an occupant of the work domain.  

In summary, this literature review has thus far established that the work/family 

research field began with descriptive analyses of the work and family interface, 

portraying the nexus between these two domains in terms of segmentation, 

compensation and spillover.  Although these descriptions richly illustrated the 

complexity and the interdependency of the work/family relationship, it was not possible 
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to develop from these descriptions theories or models that could predict for whom or 

under want circumstances employed parents would make these types of connections 

between their work and family roles (Zedeck, 1992).  Subsequently, research attention 

turned towards the investigation of complex models of the work/family relationship.  

These studies examined and integrated the antecedents and outcomes of work/family 

conflict and work/family enhancement (e.g., Adams et al., 1996; Aryee et al., 1999; 

Frone et al., 1997).  This research, informed by the role scarcity and role expansion 

theories of human time and energy has unmistakably contributed to the development of 

our current level of knowledge concerning the strains and gains experienced by parents 

who simultaneously occupy work and family roles.  However, the role scarcity and role 

expansion hypotheses are essentially behavioural approaches that focus on the number 

of roles occupied by an individual together with the time and energy resources that are 

necessary to fulfil those role responsibilities.   

Consequently, human time and energy theories have been criticised for not being 

able to take into consideration the role occupant’s cognitive or affective construction of 

the meanings associated with their roles, or their perception of role quality (Bielby & 

Bielby, 1992).  Further, neither the role scarcity nor the role expansion hypotheses 

enable the contemplation of the socio-cultural context in which the role is enacted.  

Some authors have suggested that the way in which people perceive environmental 

expectations may also impact on the decisions that they make regarding the time and 

energy resources which they allocate to work and family roles (Aryee & Luk, 1996).  

For instance, fathers may cognitively choose to devote more time to their work role 

because of the pressures placed upon them from the socio-cultural context in which they 

live and work (Bielby, 1992).  Accordingly, researchers have begun searching for 

alternative theoretical positions to help explain the complex relationship between work 

and family roles. 
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Role Identity Explanations of Work/family Balance 

Offering an alternative perspective to the preceding utilitarian human time and 

energy approaches, Lobel (1991) proposed examining an individual’s investment in 

work and family roles using concepts derived from social role identity theory.  

Similarly, in a related but slightly different suggestion, Carlson and Kacmar (2000) 

have argued that what is missing from previous work and family conceptualisations is 

the inclusion of life role values.  Applied to work and family role balance, “life role 

values are the system of values an individual holds regarding the work and family 

domains based upon what the individual believes to be important to, central to, or a 

priority in his or her life” (Carlson & Kacmar, 2000, p. 1032).   Both Lobel (1991) and 

Carlson and Kacmar (2000) have reasoned that incorporating role identity and life role 

values into work and family research makes an important contribution to our 

understanding of men and women’s participation and investment in work and family 

roles.   

Role Identity Theory 

Identity theory originates in the sociological discipline to explain social behaviour 

in terms of the reciprocal relationship between self and society predicated upon the 

symbolic interactionist view that society affects social behaviour through its influence 

on self (Stryker & Burke, 2000).  A central tenant of identity theory is that as society is 

“complexly differentiated but nevertheless organised” the self as a reflection of society 

is multifaceted and organised (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995, p.256).  Identity theorists 

refer to the multiple components of the self as role identities which people apply to 

themselves as a consequence of the structural role positions they hold.  For, example an 

individual may classify herself as a manager, mother, wife, sister, and so on (Lobel, 

1993).  Role identities are thus self-conceptions based upon enduring reciprocal 

relationships that the individual sustains with others (Thoits, 1991).  Social role 
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identities provide an individual with not only a means of social self-description 

(Schneider & Northcraft, 1999), but also with an indication of the attributes of the role 

in terms of their rights and obligations in relation to others (Thoits, 1991).   

One of the most recognised and compelling illustrations of the power of social 

roles for guiding role behaviour is provided in the results of the Stanford simulated 

prison experiment (Haney, Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973).  Investigating the way in which 

people adopt and internalise social roles, researchers randomly allocated male university 

students to the roles of prisoners and guards in a “mock-up” prison simulation study.  

Eight days after the two-week long experiment began, it was abandoned.  Observations 

revealed that, although a role-play, some prisoner students were exhibiting symptoms of 

severe emotional disturbance after having identified with, and internalised, their 

prisoner role.  As evident in this study, a specific role identity was cued or activated by 

the relevant social setting, with the results underscoring the significance of role 

identification for both role participants and role partners in guiding behaviour, 

interactions and daily functioning within a social system.   

However, while the social role provides for the establishment of a role identity, 

others have maintained that the extent of identification with each social category is a 

matter of degree, varying across individuals (Lobel, 1993; Reitzes & Mutran, 1994).  

Sociologists and psychologists have suggested that there are two processes involved 

with role identification, first there is an identification of the role by learning the shared 

meanings and expectations of the role as communicated by role partners, and second 

there is an identification with the role, or an infusion of the shared meanings and 

expectations of the role with self-meanings, values and motives (Reitzes & Mutran, 

1994).  Role identity value, salience and commitment are three ways in which an 

individual invests in and identifies with a role through an attachment to the role, an 

ordering of roles by importance, and a commitment of behavioural resources to enable 
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successful role performance (O’Neil & Greenberger, 1994; Reitzes & Mutran, 1994).  

Role requirements thus provide people with a sense of purpose and direction, 

contributing to an individual’s assessment of self-worth (Thoits, 1992), and 

development of self-image (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). 

Discussing role values, Ashforth, Kreiner, and Fugate (2000) have claimed that 

individuals are more likely to value roles at which they are adept, are extrinsically 

rewarded and find intrinsically satisfying.  Others have suggested that the relative 

cultural value or worth of the role, as well as the extensiveness or complexity of the 

network ties in which the role is sustained, also impacts upon the value assigned to the 

role and thus the importance of the role to the individual (Thoits, 1983).  Consequently, 

it has been suggested that highly valued roles which are viewed more positively by an 

individual are more likely to be internalised and result in the dedication of more time 

and energy to the enactment of the identity and to greater opportunities being sought by 

the individual to express the identity (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  For instance, a strongly 

identified executive may take work home with her, or a strongly identified parent might 

display family photos and talk about his children at work.  Aryee and Luk (1996) have 

therefore argued that role value is an important construct to be considered in 

work/family research as it may explain why men and women are motivated into action 

in support of particular roles. 

Given the number of roles that an individual may hold, his or her social identity 

becomes an amalgam of many roles (Ashforth & Mael, 1989).  Further, it is argued that 

this amalgam of identities is relational and that identities can be hierarchically arranged 

on a salience continuum based upon the perceived importance of each role identity 

(Spenner & Rosenfeld, 1990; Stryker & Burke, 2000).  Stronger role salience denotes 

that the identity is particularly significant, meaningful and central to the individual’s 

overall identity (Bielby & Bielby, 1992).  Based upon identity salience, Thoits (1991) 
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has thus claimed that stressors which stem from roles that are psychologically more 

salient are therefore identity-relevant stressors, and that these stressors will have a 

stronger impact on individual’s well-being in comparison with stressors derived from 

social roles that are less salient.  However, other theorists (e.g., Marks & MacDermid, 

1996) have contested the ordering of identities, and have instead provided a non-

hierarchical perspective of multiple role identities, suggesting that people are capable of 

becoming “fully engaged in the performance of every role in one’s total role system, to 

approach every typical role and role partner with an attitude of attentiveness and care” 

(p. 1084).   

Associated with the perceived value and salience of an identity, is the individual’s 

commitment to a role identity (Stryker & Burke, 2000).  Role commitment is defined as 

“the extent to which the person demonstrates a willingness to commit personal 

resources to assure success in the role or to develop the role” (Amatea, Cross, Clark, & 

Bobby, 1986, p. 832).  Role commitment is related to role identity through a reciprocal 

process whereby commitment to a role strengthens feelings of role identity, this increase 

in identity leading to greater commitment to role-relevant behaviours (O’Neil & 

Greenberger, 1994).  Specific behavioural components of role commitment include the 

extent of participation in role activities and the quality of role performance. 

In summary, role identity theory may provide work and family researchers with a 

more inclusive theoretical explanation of work and family role participation.  Indeed, 

Stryker and Burke (2000) have maintained that identity theory has the potential to 

illuminate a wide range of sociological and psychological issues.  Adopting a role 

identity perspective may permit an expanded explanation of the interaction between 

work and family roles to be conceptualised by viewing the interaction not as a social 

problem, but instead by considering these roles as sources of meaning and identity to 

which adults must balance commitment (Kofodimos, 1993).  Bielby and Bielby (1989) 
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have further contended that to adequately understand the complex relationship between 

work and family requires attention to role identity as well as the distributional 

dimension of commitment to roles.  Building upon Bielby and Bielby’s line of 

reasoning, Aryee and Luk (1996) have suggested that the distributional dimension of 

role commitment can be explained using the role scarcity and role expansion 

perspectives.   

Empirical Evidence Supporting Role Identity 

Role identification research specifically focused on explaining the relationship 

between work and family is limited.  However, studies have investigated the centrality 

of work and family roles, the impact of gender role differences on work and family role 

involvement, and the relationship of role involvement differences on the experience of 

work/family role conflict.  Early research examining the centrality of work and family 

roles predominately explored the centrality of work in comparison with other life roles, 

such as the family, among different groups of people.  Studies compared the work and 

family role involvement levels of industrial blue-collar workers with professional 

workers, and compared men with women.  Overall, the findings of these studies 

indicated that the centrality and value of work is different for men and women, and for 

blue-collar and professional workers.  Work reportedly featured as the central life 

interest of professional workers and men, but not so for women or blue-collar workers 

(e.g., Caplan et al., 1980; Dubin, 1963).   

Bielby and Bielby (1988) have maintained that traditional gender role notions are 

able to explain the differences between men and women in their level of commitment 

and identification with work and family roles.  Support for a gender role construction of 

work and family is offered in the results of Zussman’s (1987) qualitative interviews 

with 80 male engineers in two North American organisations.  Analysis of the 

interviews with these men indicated that possible tensions between their work and 
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family roles were resolved by meeting their family role obligations of being a “good 

provider”, which similarly met their obligations as employees (p. 344).  Approximately 

half of the wives of the engineers in Zussman’s study were engaged in paid 

employment, and of these women none were considered co-providers, instead employed 

wives occupied part-time positions offering supplemental family income.  Although 

these families appear to be constructed according to traditional gender role conditions, 

because the wives of the engineers were not interviewed as part of the study it is not 

possible to accurately confirm when this was an intentional choice based upon the role 

values or priorities of these couples. 

Reviewing gender differences in families, Thompson and Walker (1989) 

concluded that gender differences are evident in the ways in which men and women 

participate in work and family roles, with women more so than men considering family 

needs when they work in paid employment.  Accordingly, the authors maintain that 

when there is an increase in family time demands, mothers more so than fathers allow 

family intrusions on their work time.  Thompson and Walker further suggest that the 

amount of time wives invest in their work roles is dependent on her husband’s ability to 

generate income, claiming that wives of professional husbands are more likely to be 

intermittent part-time employees, whereas wives of non-professional husbands tend to 

have intermittent full-time jobs.  However, in a recent analysis of data obtained during 

the 1989 International Social Survey Program with people from eleven nations, Lindorff 

and Barnett (2000) found that, although gender-based differences still occurred in the 

work centrality of people in some countries, in over half of the participating countries 

there were no gender differences in work centrality.   

However, additional support for gender role differences was found in the results 

of Loscocco’s (1997) research, which explored the work and family role experiences of 

self-employed parents.  In her study Loscocco reported that even men and women who 
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seemingly had considerable employment flexibility integrated their work and family 

responsibilities according to traditional gender roles.  Women appeared to fulfil 

maternal gender roles and norms by accommodating work for family, while men 

appeared to accept their breadwinner status by putting their business or work before 

family responsibilities.  Similar findings are tendered in Aryee and Luk’s (1996) study 

of 207 dual-earner parents in Hong Kong with husbands appearing to define themselves 

through their work role, while wives defined themselves through their family role.  

Multiple regression analysis revealed a positive relationship between work and family 

identity for men and a negative relationship for women.  Therefore, the mothers in 

Aryee and Luk’s study participated in work and family roles by trading-off one role for 

the other, whereas the men had no such dilemma.  The authors concluded that these 

findings are consistent with a gender stratified social system.  Interestingly, in contrast 

to the above research findings, Delong and Delong’s (1992) qualitative study with 300 

male executives found that men wanted to connect with their children and partners in 

new and different ways, and that they wished to reverse the historical norm of work 

taking precedence over family. 

Although gender differences have been identified in the centrality of work and 

family roles, Phillips and Imhoff (1997) have suggested that within the work/family 

literature there has been a greater focus on recording gender role differences than 

exploring the meaning of these differences or the circumstances that maintain them.  

However, Aryee and Luk (1996) have contended that culture may provide an 

overarching system of meanings that assist an individual’s construction of social 

arrangements, definitions, and rules of the game, with cultural prescriptions offering 

different implications for men and women.  For instance, historically within the culture 

of modern industrialised countries the primary life role of men has been that of family 

provider or breadwinner, thus for man effective performance at work may be 
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experienced as mutually supporting his spouse and father roles.  However, no cultural 

congruence between work and family roles exist for women, instead historically when a 

woman has taken on the work role she must trade-off her participation in this role with 

participation in other life roles. 

Explaining differences in work and family centrality from a slightly different 

perspective Brown, Fukunaga, Umemoto and Wicker (1996) have claimed that work 

becomes a central life role when opportunities for advancement exist.  Thus, individuals 

with high social class, either male or female, will place a stronger priority on work.  

Supporting work centrality based upon social class, Burris (1991) found in her 

qualitative study that professional/managerial mothers appeared give work a higher 

priority in their lives and permitted greater intrusions of work into their family lives in 

comparison with working class women who tended to give family the highest priority 

and allow family concerns to intrude more upon their work.  These results may also be 

explained in part with Repetti’s (1987) analysis that people employed in lower prestige 

jobs often experience more depersonalisation and poorer working conditions in 

comparison with those in high-status jobs and careers.   

Furthermore, it is also plausible to suggest that the working class women in 

Burris’s (1991) study may have been employed because of financial need rather than 

personal gratification, and as a result may not have benefited from the intrinsic 

motivation and satisfaction that is often associated with participation in meaningful 

work.  In addition, interpreting significant differences between the two groups of 

mothers in Burris’s study is not possible as the study was an exploratory qualitative 

investigation of potential differences between working class and professional mothers 

and thus the data has not been subjected to empirical replication with larger groups of 

mothers in these occupational fields. 
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Relating role centrality to interrole conflict, Ashforth and Mael (1989) have 

speculated that interrole conflict may not be resolved by integrating disparate identities, 

but rather by cognitively ordering, separating or buffering the identities.  Consequently, 

an individual may define him or herself by the most salient identity in his or her 

hierarchy of roles so that conflicts are resolved by deferring to the most subjectively 

important or valued identity.  In support of this proposition Ashforth and Mael related 

the evidence from Adler and Adler’s (1987) study of North American university 

basketball players.  These players appeared to resolve conflicts between their athletic 

and academic pursuits by defining themselves as athletes first and students second.  

Accordingly, they reduced their involvement in academic work in order to invest greater 

time and energy on improving their basketball prowess.  Ashforth and Mael have 

alternatively suggested that individuals might cognitively decouple identities so that 

conflicts are not perceived, or comply sequentially with the conflicting identities. 

Incorporating role centrality into the work/family study of 110 early career 

business school alumni, Kirchmeyer (1992a) claimed that one of the more significant 

results of her study was that both conflict and enhancement outcomes appeared to 

depend upon the perceived quality of the role.  Respondents highly involved in 

parenting or community roles, which were integral to his or her self-identify, reported 

stronger agreement with both positive and negative outcome statements.  The 

interpretation that was drawn from this data was that with increased domain 

involvement, both the benefits and burdens of the role became more pronounced, thus 

heightening perceptions of multiple role conflict and multiple role enhancement.   

In another study exploring the effects of a range of work and family variables 

(including work and family role involvement) on work-family conflict with 399 dual 

earner couples (55% with children), Hammer, Allen, and Grigsby (1997) reported that 

the individual’s level of work involvement accounted for a significant amount of 
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variance in work/family conflict for both males and females.  People with high 

psychological involvement in their work role are more preoccupied with the work, and 

hence, may devote an excessive amount of energy to their work role at the expense of 

their family role.  Family role involvement accounted for a significant amount of 

variance in work/family conflict for females but not for males, and yet interestingly the 

mean level of family involvement for males was significantly higher than for females.  

Significant gender differences were identified with men reporting lower work/family 

conflict, higher family involvement, higher career priority, and higher perceived work 

schedule flexibility.  The women in Hammer et al.’s study reported having more 

difficulty juggling the multiple demands of work and family in comparison with their 

male partners.  The findings reported within Hammer et al.’s research lend support to 

the contention that work and family role value and identity constructs make an 

important contribution to understanding the complex relationship between work and 

family roles for dual-earner parents.  However, the greater perceived level of schedule 

flexibility for men compared to women is puzzling and contrary to previous research, 

although once again highlights that perceptions of family supportive workplaces should 

included in future research. 

Finally, a recent study by Carlson and Kacmar (2000) found once again that the 

centrality of work and family made a difference to the respondent’s experience of 

work/family role conflict.  Three hundred and fourteen government employees (62% 

male, and 75% parents) participated in the research by completing self-report surveys.  

Carlson and Kacmar analysed the data using a structural equation modelling technique, 

finding that work/family centrality did make a difference to the way work/family 

conflict was experienced.  The study found that when family was highly valued work 

domain antecedents had a greater impact, and similarly when work was highly valued 

and central, family domain antecedents had a greater impact.  The authors suggested 
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that these results support the notion that antecedents will perform differently depending 

upon the life role values of the individual.  Concluding that when work (family) is 

central to an individual’s life, sources of conflict in the family (work) domain that cause 

more time and energy to be expended in a domain which is not his or her focus will 

contribute to decreasing domain satisfaction and the experience of greater work/family 

conflict.   

Although work/family research taking a role identity perspective is relatively 

recent, the results of the above early studies have indicated that this approach may be a 

useful framework for analysing the differences between dual-career and dual-earner 

families.  Time and behavioural demands of dual-earner families may conceivably be 

similar to dual-career families given that both parents are engaged in employment and 

family roles, although it is also plausible to suggest that parents may engage in these 

roles differently because of variations in the level of identity and value associated with 

their work and family roles.  Including a focus on role identity in future work and 

family studies may stimulate the search for how people achieve a balance between their 

work and family roles by examining the ways in which mothers and fathers construct 

and generate meaning from their life roles.  Role occupancy alone reveals little about 

the meaning and value of life roles for the individual (Lobel, 1993).  Measuring the 

numbers of roles occupied also does help evaluate whether men and women, who career 

or family focused, experience the work and family relationship similarly to individuals 

who have equally salient identities.  It remains to be seen whether individuals who 

equally derive meaning and value from both their work and family roles have similar 

work and family experiences in comparison with those who may have a primary role 

orientation.    
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Summary and Purpose of the Current Research 

The significance of work and family domains as discussed in the first chapter 

provides ample justification for directing research attention towards understanding the 

connection between these two primary life roles (Burke, 1987; Nieva, 1985).  Analysing 

the implications and outcomes of participating in multiple social roles for the role 

participant’s mental health and quality of life is an on-going theme appearing in the 

work and family literature (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000).  Results from research 

investigating work/family role conflict indicate that harmful personal and organisation 

outcomes result from an imbalance between work and family role demands 

(Kofodimos, 1993).  Studies have shown that combining multiple social roles has the 

potential to increase stress, undermine well-being and compromise physical health 

(Burke & Greenglass, 1987).  However, multiple social role participation has also been 

correlated with rewards and gains for the role incumbent, enhancing physical and 

psychological well-being (Crouter, 1984; Kirchmeyer, 1993).  Although exploring 

men’s and women’s participation in work and family roles may have become the “hot” 

career issue of the 1990’s, the processes that explain how individuals simultaneously 

invest in work and family roles in order to achieve work/family balance has not been 

elaborated (Lobel, 1991; Marks & MacDermid, 1996).  Therefore, the first purpose of 

this research is to develop an inclusive understanding of the outcomes associated with 

work and family role participation for parents living in dual-earner families by adopting 

a grounded theoretical approach to examine the parents’ work and family role conflict 

and role enhancement experiences.   

This research is founded upon the premise that assisting employed parents to 

achieve their own desired balance between work and family roles will lead to the 

achievement of optimal outcomes for both employed parents and organisations.  Work 

and family balance for organisations and employees is associated with “providing a 
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workplace that enables employees to balance their work and family commitments, 

ensuring that those with family responsibilities have equal opportunities for 

employment, rewards, advancement and development while at the same time ensuring 

that personal performance and organisational productivity requirements are met” 

(Russell & Bowman, 2000, p. 7).  For employed parents, creating a balanced work and 

family lifestyle may not necessarily be achieved by adopting standardised approaches to 

the investment of time and energy into work and family roles (Kofodimos, 1993).  Thus, 

the second ambition of this research is to identify the process and strategies used by 

dual-earner parents to assist them to balance their work and family role responsibilities 

and commitments. 

Limitations of Work/family Theory 

The foregoing review of the extant work and family literature demonstrates that 

substantial theoretical divergence has developed within this research domain.  

Unfortunately, researchers have been unable to effectively capture the benefits of this 

literature diversity to integrate findings and develop a unifying theoretical position to 

explain the work and family relationship (Barnett, 1998; Grandey & Cropanzano, 

1999).  Accordingly, advances are still necessary to build upon this multi-disciplinary 

background in order to forge integrative theories and research designs that are able to 

effectively capture and mirror the realities and complexities of life for parents living in 

dual-earner families (Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000). 

Within the social science field, explanations of the nature and outcomes of work 

and family role accumulation have been informed by two conflicting human time and 

energy approaches, the role scarcity and role expansion hypotheses.  Although two 

contrasting perspectives exist, an early trend that developed within the role 

accumulation research was adoption of the role scarcity model to examine the conflicts 

associated with work and family role accumulation (Watkins & Subich, 1995).  
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Consequently, a substantial body of research evidence now exists to describe a wide 

range of negative experiences and outcomes which are correlated with the experience of 

interrole conflict and multiple role overload (Burke & Greenglass, 1987).  

Unfortunately treating work and family as mutually constraining has led researchers to 

overlook how work and family may be positively integrated (Bielby & Bielby, 1992).   

Accumulating multiple social roles is not always conflictual (O’Driscoll, 1996).  

Multiple role enhancement studies grounded in the role expansion framework have 

identified a range of benefits and positive outcomes for individuals occupying work and 

family roles (Baruch & Barnett, 1987; Kirchmeyer, 1992).  Accordingly, it is not 

appropriate to automatically assume that interrole conflict will be the dominant outcome 

of work and family role accumulation.   

In addition to the research that has separately investigated the presence of 

work/family conflict and work/family enhancement, there are a small number of studies 

which have found employed parents concurrently report the presence of both conflict 

and enhancement outcomes (e.g., Tiedje et al., 1990).  These results contest the 

underlying assumptions of the mutually exclusive outcomes as predicted by the scarcity 

and expansion hypotheses.  If both the scarcity and expansion outcomes can be 

generated simultaneously, attention then becomes focused on identifying how an 

individual may achieve a relative balance between conflictual and rewarding 

experiences.    

Critics of the human time and energy approach to role accumulation have 

contended that neither the scarcity nor the expansion hypotheses alone are suitable for 

explaining the complexity surrounding the interaction between work and family roles 

because these approaches focus solely on the behavioural and time demands associated 

with each life role (Bielby & Bielby, 1989).  As a result, these approaches largely 

ignore the meaning and the quality of the roles, and fail to take into account the value 

  



Balancing Work and Family 
 

78 
and importance that employed parents attach to their work and family roles (Baruch, 

Bierner, & Barnett, 1987).  Therefore, some researchers are now suggesting that the 

experience of role pressures and role gratification may not be based exclusively upon 

the numbers of roles occupied and the time and energy devoted to those roles, but could 

also be dependent upon the quality and conditions of the role, and the meanings or value 

derived from the occupation of these roles for an individual’s self identity (Kirchmeyer 

1992a; Lobel, 1993).   

To obtain a balanced and holistic portrayal of the work and family relationship 

this study will therefore investigate both the positive and complementary relationships 

between work and family roles, as well as the negative issues associated with work and 

family role participation for employed parents living in dual-earner families.  The 

research will explore the ways in which individuals organise their life roles and the 

implications of this for developing effective processes and strategies for managing the 

complexity of multiple role occupancy.  This research will therefore contribute to theory 

development in the area of work and family balance by expanding our understanding of 

how employed parents combine their work and family roles. 

Demographic Gaps 

Prior research investigating multiple role participation has historically placed an 

emphasis on examining the work and family experiences of dual-career couples, or 

employees (not always parents) occupying professional or managerial positions (Burke, 

1987).  Researchers have now begun to question the appropriateness of work and family 

models developed with managers or people employed in higher-level occupations.  

Authors have suggested that what is missing is evidence about how work and family 

concerns are experienced by individuals engaged at various organisational levels, and 

those employed in blue-collar occupations (Parker & Hall, 1992).  Based upon the 

characteristic differences between lower-level occupations and professional or 
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managerial positions the dual-career model potentially misrepresents the work and 

family experiences of dual-earner parents. 

A further demographic limitation evident in the work and family literature is the 

dominant maternal focus.  Consequently, there is less knowledge and understanding 

surrounding the work and family experiences of men as fathers and as employees 

(Burke, 1987; Russell & Bowman, 2000).  Changing societal attitudes that are placing 

more pressure on men to increase their engagement in the family domain may indicate 

that now and in the future fathers will also be seeking greater opportunities to balance 

their work and family commitments (Raue, 1994).  Consequently, it is important that 

future work and family research be extended from the traditional maternal focus to 

examine the experiences of both employed mothers and fathers. 

In addition to improving occupation and gender diversification, Swanson has 

suggested that researchers studying dual-earner parents must make greater effort to 

study intact couples and family units.  Swanson (1992) claims that many studies have 

used respondent samples consisting of unpaired men and women, and while recognising 

the challenge for researchers in obtaining paired couples or matched samples, 

persuasively argues that these samples are necessary to assist investigators fully capture 

the phenomena under study.   

Given the above demographic limitations, Perry-Jenkins et al. (2000) have thus 

maintained that researchers need to obtain respondent samples diversified in gender, 

ethnicity, class, occupation and family structure in order to be able to address the 

question of to whom do our models of work and family apply.  Therefore, this study 

will help to bridge a gap which currently exists in our knowledge and understanding of 

the work and family issues and concerns of mothers and fathers who are employed in 

lower level organisational positions and blue-collar occupations, and who are living 

within intact dual-earner couple family relationships. 
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Methodological Problems 

Methodological concerns are also uncovered in past work and family research.  

Quantitative research methodologies have been extensively utilised, frequently adopting 

single-method self-report questionnaires which combine both criterion and predictor 

variables.  It is possible within studies using this methodological approach that the 

relationship between criterion and predictor variables is inflated due to common method 

variance (Lease, 1998).  Other difficulties remain embedded within these quantitative 

studies concern the reliability and validity of work and family constructs (Hackett et al., 

1991).  Problems continue to exist because of novel, author-constructed study-specific 

measures of work and family variables, or the measurement of work/family conflict 

with instruments that fail to distinguish the bi-directional and multi-dimensional nature 

of work/family conflict (Rice et al., 1992).  The variability in measures used to 

operationalise critical work/family variables limits the generalisability of findings and 

makes drawing conclusions problematic (Stephens & Sommer, 1996).   

To enhance the accumulation of research on the work and family relationship and 

to develop sound workplace policy decisions it is essential that researchers have at their 

disposal sound measures of the critical work and family variables.  Therefore, it is 

necessary for future work and family research to adopt not only reliable measurement 

scales, but also to establish the construct validity of these scales.  The present research 

is exploratory and therefore seeks to learn about the work and family domain by 

constructing a deeper understanding of the multiple role experiences of the dual-earner 

parents participating in this research.  As such the most appropriate method of inquiry 

for the initial study within this research is a qualitative investigation guided in an 

explanatory way by the existing theories of multiple role participation (Creswell, 1998).   

In summary, the contributions of this research are proposed to be both academic 

and pragmatic.  Academically this research will contribute to the theory development in 
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the area of combining work and family roles through a rigorous investigation of the 

issues and outcomes for mothers and fathers who are employed in a variety of 

occupations whilst simultaneously being the primary care provider for a dependant child 

or children and living within a dual-earner spousal relationship.  This research thus 

expands the population demography traditionally recruited for work and family research 

by including intact dual-earner couples employed in blue-collar, white-collar, and 

professional occupational fields.  Broadening respondent demography will assist this 

research to generate a typology of dual-earner parents, exploring the different work and 

family experiences of these parents as well as identifying the coping strategies and 

support processes they relied upon to assist their combination of work and family role 

responsibilities and commitments.   Pragmatically the outcomes of the research will 

offer working parents, human resource professionals, and policy advisors suggestions 

and recommendations regarding effective family responsive workplace policies.   
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CHAPTER 3 

DISSERTATION METHODOLOGY 

 

Overview 

The methodological design of this research features a two-phase cross-sectional 

approach incorporating both qualitative and quantitative methods.  Historically, research 

in the work and family field has relied extensively upon quantitative methodological 

approaches, with these studies often criticised for a lack of theoretical foundation and 

direction (Kingston, 1989).  Previous work and family research has also demonstrated a 

bias towards investigations of the issues associated with work and family conflict as 

opposed to work and family enhancement using respondent samples that were limited in 

terms of demographic and occupational scope (Burke & Greenglass, 1987; Perry-

Jenkins et al., 2000).   

The current study attempts to redress these concerns by taking advantage of an 

initial qualitative study to explore the work and family experiences of dual-earner 

couple parents employed in lower level and blue-collar occupations.  Commencing the 

research from a qualitative paradigm will promote a vivid and detailed identification of 

the lived experiences of these parents, thus enabling theory and explanation to be 

derived inductively from a rich source of grounded data (Cresswell, 1994; Miles & 

Huberman, 1994).  The insights and theoretical direction gained from the qualitative 

phase will then be used to inform the theoretical foundation to be adopted for the second 

and quantitative phase of the research.  The purpose of this chapter is to provide an 

explanation and rationale for the two-phase research design and to define the critical 

terms of work, family and dual-earner couples that will be adopted in this study.   
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The Research Design 

The overall design of this research is a two-phased mixed research methodology 

incorporating both qualitative and quantitative approaches.  Research designs blending 

qualitative and quantitative approaches are able to capitalise on the unique strengths of 

these two traditionally separate orientations (Cresswell, 1994).  Supporting a mixed 

research methodology, Cresswell (1994) has asserted that research including a 

qualitative study followed by a quantitative survey is particularly useful because the 

grounded theory developed from qualitative analyses can be critically examined and 

generalisations explored through a wider quantitative survey.  Typically however, 

mainstream psychological research has been founded upon a positivist philosophy of 

science, thus qualitative or interpretative approaches to research have sometimes evoked 

critical objections from these quarters (Kvale, 1994).  Even so, several traditionally 

trained quantitative researchers have more recently espoused the value of qualitative 

approaches for studying social psychological phenomena (Bartunek & Seo, 2002; Lee, 

Mitchell, & Sablynski, 1999).  

Sequencing the two-phase qualitative and quantitative process permits the 

current research to apply comparable standards of methodological rigour, triangulating 

data collection and analysis methods.  This process potentially reduces the 

methodological errors due to common method variance and response consistency effects 

that have frequently been encountered by quantitative only investigations within the 

work and family field (Fallon, 1997).  Thus the corroboration or disconfirmation of 

results will strengthen the current research findings (Lee, 1999), ultimately improving 

the quality of the knowledge being contributed to the work and family literature. 
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The Qualitative Research Paradigm 

The two-phase design is founded upon the premise that the data obtained from 

the first and qualitative phase of the research will be used in the development of the 

second and quantitative phase of studies.  To provide a theoretical contribution to the 

work and family literature the qualitative study becomes the essential empirical 

foundation upon which a conceptual framework of important work and family 

constructs may be built.  Therefore, the initial qualitative phase of the project is 

exploratory and seeks to understand the lived experiences of working parents in dual-

earner couple families.  Beginning the project with the qualitative study will help 

prevent later inadvertent omissions of important constructs from the model of work and 

family being generated, while simultaneously providing an understanding of the 

underlying dynamics and meaning of the constructs (Bartunek & Seo, 2002).  Further, 

the open-ended nature of the qualitative process permits the present study to be guided 

by a combination of the existing theories of multiple social role participation as well as 

the explanations emerging out of the current data (Creswell, 1998).  However, it is 

essential that considerable effort be invested into developing a robust and rigorous 

qualitative methodology.   

Qualitative techniques are well suited to exploratory research and can effectively 

tackle questions requiring description, interpretation and explanation (Dick, 1990; Lee 

et al., 1999).  The qualitative approach was chosen for the first phase of the project in 

part because of the types of questions being posed.  For instance Yin (1994) 

recommends qualitative methodologies for “how” and “why” questions, and for studies 

seeking to understand real-life events in a holistic and meaningful way.  Accordingly, 

context forms a deliberate part of the qualitative research design with investigators 

looking for patterns in the lives, actions and words of people in context (Dick 1990; 

Neuman, 1994).  Bartunek and Seo (2002) have contended that qualitative approaches 
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can be “very helpful, and sometimes necessary for exploring local meanings of 

phenomena and the interactions that create these meanings” (p. 240).   

Unlike quantitative approaches, little agreement exists between scholars over the 

precise procedures for collecting, analysing and reporting qualitative research data 

(Creswell, 1994), although broad agreement does exist regarding the assumptions 

underpinning the qualitative paradigm.  While some of these assumptions have been 

alluded to, the following summary offers a synthesis of the commonly reported 

characteristics of qualitative research that have been considered in this research. 

 Qualitative researchers are primarily concerned with describing the phenomena 

under study (Creswell, 1994).  Understanding is not generated solely on the basis 

of numbers as in quantitative research, but rather through the organisation of 

words that permit the researcher to compare, contrast and analyse findings 

(Neuman, 1994; Lee, 1999). 

 Qualitative researchers are interested in capturing the meaning “from the inside” 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 6).  It is a process of gathering the perceptions of 

local actors to develop an understanding of how people make sense of their lives 

and their day-to-day experiences (Creswell, 1994).  The qualitative approach thus 

recognises that there are multiple realities as opposed to one truth (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994). 

 Qualitative research is conducted by intense contact with the field.  The researcher 

physically goes to the people, setting or organisation to observe behaviour and 

gather data in its natural setting.  Qualitative research is, therefore, heavily 

grounded in the local context (Creswell, 1994; Lee, 1999). 

 Qualitative researchers are concerned with understanding how and why things 

occur, often focusing on the process of what is occurring as well as the product or 

outcome (Creswell, 1994; Lee, 1999). 
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 Qualitative research adopts an inductive and interpretative scientific approach as 

distinct from the positivist deductive approach of quantitative research (Neuman, 

1994).  Qualitative researchers build abstraction, concepts, hypotheses and 

theories from emergent data (Creswell, 1994).  

 Little standardisation exists with the instrumentation of qualitative research.  

However, the primary measurement device is usually the researcher.      

Qualitative data are explicitly mediated through the human instrument with 

qualitative researchers favouring greater personal investment in the data 

(Creswell, 1994). 

 As with positivist approaches to research, qualitative researchers are concerned 

with the truthfulness and honesty of their processes and findings.  However, in 

comparison with traditional reliability and validity measures, qualitative 

researchers seek believability based upon a number of verification tactics 

(Creswell, 1994).  Processes such as checking the representativeness of cases, 

triangulating data sources and methods, checking for researcher effects and biases, 

and identifying the limitations of findings are all ways in which the accuracy of 

the qualitative research process is established (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Lee, 

1999). 

The Quantitative Research Paradigm 

In contrast to the interpretative nature of qualitative research, quantitative research 

is a deductive process founded on the assumptions of a positivist philosophy of science 

(Neuman, 1994).  Quantitative approaches enable the researcher to numerically measure 

multiple dependent and independent variables for the purposes of analysis using 

descriptive and inferential statistical techniques (Babbie, 1992).  The use of theory is 

also fundamentally different in qualitative as compared with quantitative research 

approaches.  Within the quantitative paradigm theory, is generally used deductively at 
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the beginning of the study.  Often the quantitative research objective tests or verifies the 

theory as opposed to developing the theory, as is frequently the case in qualitative 

research (Cresswell, 1994).  Rigour in quantitative research is provided through the use 

of established scientific techniques that de-emphasise individual judgement.  

Quantitative methods are therefore well suited for research questions seeking answers of 

prevalence, generalisability, and to explain and predict natural phenomena (Neuman, 

1994; Lee et al., 1999).   

The sequencing of the quantitative studies in the second phase of the current 

project will be used to examine the generalisability of the theory and constructs 

identified from the initial smaller qualitative study.  Therefore, the theoretical 

foundation and explanations developed inductively in the first phase of this research 

will be subjected to further empirical scrutiny in the second phase of studies.  This 

process will permit a refinement of the empirical framework and an assessment of the 

generalisability of the theoretical contribution.  The purpose of combining these distinct 

research methodologies is for sequential triangulation (Creswell, 1994).  Data 

triangulation is based upon the assumption that the biases inherent in the qualitative 

study will be neutralised when the data and results are used in conjunction with another 

data source and method.  The remainder of this chapter is devoted to defining the 

critical work and family constructs to be investigated in this research. 

 

 

Definitions of Critical Terms 

One fundamental assumption upon which this research is founded is that work 

and family are two significant and central life domains (Burke, 1987; Howard, 1992; 

Mortimer et al., 1986; Zedeck & Mosier, 1990).  Further, this research is guided by the 

principle that individuals participate in these domains through the occupation of 
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multiple social roles (Ornstein & Isabella, 1993).  The social roles concept has a long 

academic and practical history, being used for many years to explain human behaviour 

(Mead, 1934, Newcomb, 1981, Merton, 1957), and human organisations (Katz & Kahn, 

1978).  Sociologists and psychologists have claimed that social roles are key building 

blocks of the social system, connecting people with groups, resources and institutions 

(Katz & Kahn, 1978; Reitzes & Mutran, 1994).   

Social roles facilitate individual and group functioning by providing people with 

a sense of meaning and a framework for guiding behaviour that emerges from societal 

norms, values, beliefs, attitudes and expectations (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Vaughan  & 

Hogg, 1995).  For example, family members interact in consistent ways with one 

another dependent upon whether their social role is that of father, grandmother, child, 

sister, uncle, and so on.  Likewise, in the workplace the interactions between people 

generally depend upon position level.  For instance, individuals occupying either a 

supervisor or subordinate social role will interact with one another in expected and 

consistent ways.  As such, it is commonly accepted that the subordinate will comply 

with the work directions provided by the supervisor.  Role performers thus portray 

predictable patterns of behaviour, with role expectations sometimes extending beyond 

behaviour to encompass expectations about personal characteristics, thoughts or beliefs 

(Vaughan & Hogg, 1995).  Therefore, given the underlying importance of the social 

role, studies investigating the social role phenomena must clearly and specifically define 

the social roles being investigated.  Accordingly, the social roles of work and family 

being explored in this research are now defined. 

Defining Work 

Since early industrialisation and the separation of work and family, participation 

in economic activity is generally assumed to occur outside of the family unit within an 

employing organisation.  However, it is important to recognise that this form of role 
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separation is not universal among all employed persons.  There are men and women 

working in developed economies who are engaged in a variety of tasks and activities for 

an employing organisation from their own homes (Ishii-Kuntz, 1994).  For example, 

manual and skilled out-workers labour at home on activities such as assembling 

electronic goods and the production of garments and shoes, while the growth in 

computer technology and telecommunications has meant that the home environment has 

become an extension of the office for many people employed in professional and 

managerial occupations (Hunt, 2001).  Furthermore, approximately 13% of employed 

persons in Australia are classified as “own account workers”, otherwise known as self-

employed people, or owners of their own businesses (ABS, Cat. No. 6104.0, 2001).  It 

is conceivable that the experience of combining work and family may be quite different 

for people working from home, self-employed persons, and small business owners, in 

comparison with workers who are engaged in an employment relationship within an 

employing organisation.  Accordingly out-workers, self-employed persons or small 

business owners are to be excluded from the current research. 

In contrast to the above, for many employed parents the central life domain of 

work is synonymous with the exchange of labour in return for remuneration within an 

employing organisation (Kabanoff, 1980; Near et al., 1980; Probert, 1989).  In an early 

review of work and non-work, Kabanoff (1980) claimed that a remunerated task-based 

approach to work is the definition most commonly accepted in organisational studies, 

defining work as “…the set of prescribed tasks that an individual performs while 

occupying a position in an organisation.  The organisation is generally considered to be 

a work organisation if an agreement is made to supply the individual with monetary 

rewards in return for his or her services to the organisation.” (pp. 67-68).  In a later 

review of the work and family literature, Barling (1990) identified thirty-nine different 

meanings or definitions of the term “work”.  Nonetheless Barling (1990) focused on a 
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meaning of work that placed an emphasis on the performance of tasks in return for 

financial gain (Zedeck, 1992). 

However, Voydanoff (1988) cautions that work and family researchers 

approaching the domain of work with a focus generally limited to paid work or 

employment may experience a criticism that their definition of work is too narrow.  

Work defined to incorporate remuneration therefore excludes tasks and activities 

performed within the systems of the family and non-profit organisations.  Consequently, 

individuals performing unpaid family, childcare and household tasks, or fulfilling 

charity or volunteer activities for non-profit businesses are, therefore, by definition not 

working.  In an attempt to overcome the limitations of previous work definitions Zedeck 

(1992) offered a broader view of work that neither posed restriction on where the work 

was performed, nor insisted on the need for remuneration.  Thus Zedeck (1992) defined 

work as “… a set of tasks performed with an objective or goal in mind” (p. 20).  

Unfortunately, while Zedeck’s (1992) definition is more inclusive, for research 

and practice in the work and family field, defining the domain of work as goal related 

activities without the additional clarifying elements of financial compensation and an 

employing organisation can be problematic.  For instance, activities or tasks requiring 

physical or mental exertion with an objective in mind such as playing a piano or 

mending a roof can be defined as work in one context or leisure in another (Probert, 

1989).  Using another example, Zedeck’s inclusive definition would mean that the task 

of preparing a meal could be defined as “work”, regardless of whether this activity was 

performed by a chef within an employing organisation, by an individual entertaining 

dinner guests at home, or by someone volunteering his or her services to a charitable 

organisation.  Whilst the physical activity and the tasks being performed in each of 

these situations are comparable, the contextual domain differences are significant.  In 

each situation there exists quite distinct reasons for the individual’s decision to pursue 
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the work (e.g., financial, recreational, or community spirit), his or her motivation for 

performing the work, as well as important domain differences in the consequences 

dispensed by role partners for good or poor role performance.  These examples 

demonstrate that, for work and family research, there is a potential for conceptual 

confusion if non-remunerated work performed in the family or community domains, and 

paid work occurring within an employing organisation is considered inclusively to be 

work. 

Work Defined in the Present Research 

Therefore, it is suggested that for research investigating the demands of 

combining work and family responsibilities, it is necessary that a clear distinction be 

drawn between employment within the work domain and unpaid family work performed 

within the family domain.  Differentiating between paid work and family work is 

particularly salient for many employed women who may find that they not only go out 

to “work” but that they also come home to “work” (Gerstel & Gross, 1987).  

Accordingly, the current study defines work as employment, or the performance of tasks 

or activities by an individual in exchange for remuneration, with the goal of producing 

goods or services for an employing organisation (Kabanoff, 1980; Rice et al., 1985; 

Voydanoff, 1988).   

Although the focus of the work definition to be adopted in the current study 

places an emphasis on employment, it is not meant to detract or undervalue the unpaid 

work being performed in the family domain.  Family work “represents household chores 

and childcare tasks that must be performed by families to maintain the household and its 

members” (Pleck, 1977, p.191).  It is acknowledged that valuable work, often hard, 

demanding and time consuming, occurs within the family and community domains 

(Burke, 1987; Moss & Fonda, 1980).  However, distinguishing between employment 
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and family work permits closer scrutiny and analysis of the relationship between the 

work and family domains. 

Defining Family 

The word family derives from the Latin “familia” meaning household 

(Rothausen, 1999).  In societies established in part on Judeo-Christian religious 

foundations the notion of the family household became more commonly known as a 

monogamous patriarchal unit headed by the father (Mortimer et al., 1986).  This nuclear 

family of husband, wife and dependent children of the marriage, excludes family of 

origin, extended and blended families, non-married partners and homosexual families 

(Burke, 1987; Lobel & Kossek, 1996).   Dependent children are defined as infants and 

children up to school leaving age that rely upon their care providers for financial and 

emotional support, physical care and supervision (Moss & Fonda, 1980).  One 

supposition ingrained within the nuclear family description is that the husband’s 

familial role is the economic survival of the family, while the wife is responsible for the 

care of the home and dependent children (Blau et al., 2002; Lobel & Kossek, 1996; 

Mortimer et al., 1986).     

The nuclear male-breadwinner family structure became particularly entrenched 

after the onset of industrialisation when work and family domains were separated (Moss 

& Fonda, 1980; Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1983).  As a result, the typical corporate 

employee became a male with a stay-at-home wife caring for the home and children 

(Lobel & Kossek, 1996).  This analysis is supported by statistics gathered in the early 

1900’s, which reported that 81% of Australian women were classified as dependants 

(Probert, 1989), and were thus not participating in the labour market for paid work.  

These family mores were further embedded when social reformers in the mid 1900’s 

advocated that a man should be paid a “family wage” that was adequate to support his 

wife and children (Blau et al., 2002; Probert, 1989).   
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Today, because of the historical development of the family, the task of 

specifying the term “family” for the purposes of work and family research is a difficult 

and complex undertaking.  There are many competing notions of what constitutes a 

family, both conventional and non-conventional, and any discussion of the 

interdependence between work and family domains must recognise the richness and 

diversity of family life and not assume that any one arrangement is superior (Moss & 

Fonda, 1980).  Less conventional descriptions of family include dual-earner, dual-

career, single parent, blended and extended families, as well as heterosexual or 

homosexual couples living with life partners to whom they are not married, either with 

or without children (Lobel & Kossek, 1996; Rothausen, 1999).  Consequently, the 

establishment of an inclusive definition of family has been elusive (Lobel et al., 1999).    

The challenge for contemporary researchers and organisations is to identify appropriate 

criteria for defining a family, which captures the diversity of modern family life.   

Research in the field of work and family has typically focused on more 

traditional representations of family, such as married spouses living with their biological 

children.  Unfortunately this description fails to capture the complexity and diversity of 

modern family life (Mortimer et al., 1986; Rothausen, 1999).  It has been argued that 

intentionally broader notions of family, such as “a group of people who are interested in 

one another due to dependence, obligation or duty, love, caring, or co-operation” as 

offered by Rothausen (1999, p. 819) is more inclusive of the wide range of family 

structures existing in modern society. 

Family Defined in the Present Research 

The current study adopts the definition of family offered by The Australian 

Bureau of Statistics (ABS).  Family is defined as “two or more persons, one of whom is 

at least 15 years of age, related by blood, marriage (registered or de facto), adoption, 

step or fostering, who are usually resident in the same household” (ABS, Cat No. 
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6102.0, 2001, p. 140).  The ABS definition offers a realistic portrayal of contemporary 

families.  This definition is useful for the study of employed parents because it provides 

a description of family that is broader than the outmoded nuclear representation, and yet 

the definition still offers enough specificity to delimit the construction of family for the 

purposes of research.  Finally, although community opinion may vary considerably on 

what living arrangements constitute a family, the ABS definition does represent what 

many people living in western societies consider a family to be [see Appendix A for the 

results of an American public opinion survey on the structure of families, (Blau et al., 

2001, p.68)].  Therefore, in accordance with the above definition the dual-earner parents 

to be recruited for the current research may consist of individuals who are married or 

unmarried, permanently residing with a spouse (of the same or opposite sex), and who 

are resident with, and responsible for, dependant children to whom they may be 

biologically related or related to by fostering, adoption or marriage (whether registered 

or de facto). 

Dual-earner families defined.  Dual-earner families have been described using 

many terms, including dual-worker, two-paycheck, two-income, two-job, dual-income 

and dual-career families (Sekaran, 1986).  Dual-earner families have also been 

portrayed as 3/2 families, symbolising three jobs (two market and one family job) and 

two adults (Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993; Russell & Bowman, 2000).  Reviewing the 

available research on family structures, Sekaran (1986) maintained that dual-earner 

families were a subset of non-conventional families, a category into which dual-career 

families were also located.  In contrast to Sekaran’s conceptualisation, Gilbert and 

Rachlin (1987) proposed that, on the basis of a spousal relationship, dual-earner families 

were one variation of the nuclear family structure.  Gilbert and Rachlin conceptually 

separated the nuclear family into traditional, dual-earner, and dual-career families.  

Interestingly, although these two proponents differ on where the conceptual category of 
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dual-earner families should be placed in the overall scheme of family structures, both 

are agreed on the need to distinguish between dual-earner and dual-career families. 

There are a number of features that have been suggested which distinguish 

between a job and a career, including the developmental character of the work, job 

demands, working conditions, income level, and the level of education required 

(Falkenberg & Monachello, 1990; Repetti, 1987).  Prior reasoning has concluded that 

both spouses in a dual-career couple are actively pursuing professional careers, as 

opposed to jobs, usually with the expectation of being upwardly or laterally mobile 

(Sekaran, 1986).  Spouses within dual-career families are therefore expected to receive a 

great deal of salience from their work, to be highly involved in their work, and to seek 

personal growth and development through their work (Falkenberg & Monachello, 1990; 

Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993; Sekaran, 1986).  

In comparison, spouses in dual-earner families may both hold jobs, or one 

spouse may hold a job whilst the other pursues a career (Sekaran, 1986).  As such dual-

earner families have been described as families where work is of low importance for at 

least one or both spouses (Falkenberg & Monachello, 1990).  Spouses occupying jobs 

have been described as not being personally involved in their work and not seeking the 

same goals and opportunities from their work as those pursuing a career.  It has been 

proposed that jobholders working primarily to supplement the family’s income are more 

likely to find that their jobs are subject to interruption and a lack clear developmental 

stages (Falkenberg & Monachello, 1990).  Furthermore, it has been suggested that 

women working because of financial reasons would prefer not to be working, and 

consequently may not experience work as being personally motivating or satisfying 

(Gilbert & Rachlin, 1987; Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993; Repetti, 1987; Sekaran, 1986).  

Ferree (1987) has challenged this assumption, claiming that women employed in blue-
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collar occupations are proud of their accomplishments at work and proud of their role as 

family providers. 

Piotrkowski and Hughes (1993) entered the debate by asserting that most two-

income families could be described at dual-earner families, claiming that at least one 

spouse in the majority of families was employed in a job that offered inadequate 

remuneration and limited opportunity for development or autonomy.  If the occupation 

of one spouse could be described using the characteristics of a job as opposed to career, 

then the family could be described as a dual-earner rather than a dual-career family.   

In Australia, understanding the experiences of dual-earner families is 

pragmatically important because of the workplace statistics which detail that 

approximately only one quarter of the labour force is employed in managerial, 

administrative, and professional occupations (the categories of employment normally 

associated with the term career) (ABS Cat. No. 6203.0, 2000) (Figure 3.1).  In contrast, 

the majority of Australian employees are working within occupations that incorporate 

work design characteristics usually considered more representative of jobs as opposed 

to careers.   
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Figure 3.1  Persons between the ages of 15 – 64 employed in Australia by 
occupation (ABS Cat No. 6104.0, 2001) 

 



Balancing work and family 
 

97 
Therefore, it can be reasoned that if the majority of the employed population are 

engaged in positions other than those traditionally considered to be careers, it follows 

that a large proportion of Australian two-income couple families are dual-earner 

families as distinct from dual-career families.  Accordingly, it becomes important for 

future research attention be directed towards understanding the issues and concerns that 

the dual-earner lifestyle promotes in these families. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PHASE ONE: A QUALITATIVE PORTRAIT OF DUAL-EARNER COUPLES 

 

Overview 

The literature reviewed and analysed in the previous chapters reveals that there 

are a number of conceptually distinct theoretical frameworks guiding the work and 

family research field.  Although the extant literature is diverse, considerable attention 

has been given to work/family research informed by the scarcity hypothesis of human 

time and energy from which it is contended that combining work and family results in 

role overload and interrole conflict (Goode, 1960).  In support of this hypothesis 

numerous studies have shown that occupancy of work and family roles is indeed 

associated with interrole conflict.  The experience of work-to-family and family-to-

work conflict has been correlated with negative physical and psychological experiences 

for employed parents, and poor organisational outcomes for the employing organisation 

(refer Chapter 2).  Opposing the scarcity hypothesis are a fewer number of studies 

informed by the expansion hypothesis (Sieber 1974).  These studies have found that 

participation in both work and family roles can lead to work and family enhancement, 

resulting in positive experiences for employed parents (refer Chapter 2).   

While substantial research effort has been invested into the examination of the 

imbalance between work and family roles, few studies have investigated the potential 

for multiple role balance (Marks & MacDermid, 1996).  Work/family role conflict 

studies which have dwelled on the interference between work and family roles have 

resulted in the notion that multiple role balance has been left as an unexplored residual 

category, or the absence of something negative.  Similarly, work/family role 

enhancement studies focussing on gains of multiple role occupancy have ignored the 

potential for multiple role strain experiences.  Interestingly, the results of preliminary 
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research conducted by McLean and Lindorff (2000) have suggested that the absence of 

multiple role conflict may not be an essential characteristic of multiple role balance.  

Instead multiple role conflict may only become an imbalance concern if the conflict 

becomes so extreme as to prevent the role occupant from participating in additional 

social roles.   

Adding to these contradictory findings is the suggestion by some theorists that 

role occupancy frameworks are limited because these approaches do not enable the 

incorporation of the role incumbents’ cognitive or affection orientation towards the role 

(Bielby & Bielby, 1992).  Others have therefore suggested that role identity and value 

perspectives may offer an alternative and superior paradigm for explaining the 

relationship between the two central life domains of work and family (Carlson & 

Kacmar, 2000; Lobel, 1991).  Therefore, this study seeks to clarify the work and family 

relationship by adopting an exploratory process to investigate the work and family role 

experiences of employed parents, and to identify how these parents achieve a balance 

between their work and family social roles.  As such this study will examine both the 

difficulties and tensions encountered by parents, as well as the rewards and benefits that 

they perceive to be associated with their participation in the multiple social roles of 

work and family.   

The participants to be recruited for this study are mothers and fathers living in 

dual-earner couple families.  As discussed in the previous chapters dual-earner couple 

families comprise a significant proportion of all family types in Australia, although 

prior work and family research has tended to concentrate on dual-career couples or 

couples employed in managerial and professional occupations (Burke & Greenglass, 

1987).  There has been appreciably less research investigating the work and family 

concerns of dual-earner parents who are engaged in lower level occupations and blue-

collar jobs (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1980; Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000).  The occupation 
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statistics presented earlier demonstrate that a large proportion of the Australian 

workforce is engaged in jobs that have characteristics not normally associated with 

careers.  As such, the continued lack of understanding of the work and family concerns 

of employees in non-professional and non-managerial occupations is inconsistent with 

the large number of people who are likely to be engaged in these employment fields.   

Some writers have suggested that individuals pursuing careers and occupying 

higher-level occupations may experience increased health and well-being from attaining 

the higher status inherent in these types of positions, further contending that although 

managerial and professional occupations are high in demand they are also high in 

control, potentially providing incumbents with a greater ability to balance work and 

family roles (Beatty, 1996).   In comparison, parents employed in low control jobs may 

have less choice and flexibility to create suitable work and family arrangements.  

Accordingly, dual-earner couples may have quite different experiences of the work and 

family relationship in comparison with dual-career couples.  Therefore, the dual-earner 

couple parents to be recruited for this study will have at least one partner employed in a 

blue-collar occupation.  The expression “blue-collar” is a generic term used to describe 

occupations involving primarily manual work, including “skilled tradespersons as well 

as unskilled or semi-skilled workers” (Sutcliffe & Callus, 1994, p. 24).   

In addition to improving the occupational diversification of work and family 

research, recommendations have been made that researchers make more effort to study 

intact couples and family units.  Swanson (1992) claims that many studies with dual-

income couples have used samples consisting of unpaired men and women.  Swanson 

recognises the difficulty for researchers in obtaining paired couples or matched samples, 

although she persuasively argues that these samples are necessary to fully capture the 

phenomena under investigation.  The current study begins to improve this 

methodological concern by investigating the work and family role participation 
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experiences of both individuals currently living in a dual-earner couple spousal 

relationship.  In summary, this study redresses a gap in the work and family literature by 

investigating how dual-earner couple parents employed in lower level or blue-collar 

occupations experience and balance their responsibilities to the multiple social roles of 

work and family.   

Research Questions 

Two research questions have guided the design of the current study.  The first 

question posed is: What are the work and family role participation experiences of dual-

earner parents who are living in a couple spousal relationship with at least one partner 

working in a blue-collar occupation?  By examining the work and family experiences of 

these parents this study aims to extend previous work/family research by exploring the 

tensions and difficulties as well as the benefits perceived by these parents as a result of 

combining work and family roles.  The second question posed is: How do dual-earner 

parents who are living in a couple spousal relationship with at least one partner working 

in a blue-collar occupation balance their work and family role responsibilities and 

commitments?  This question is asked to ensure that a complete portrait of work and 

family balance is developed through the identification of the processes and strategies 

used by parents to assist in the development of work and family role balance.  

 

Method 

The Researcher’s Role 

The reality of qualitative research is that it is primarily conducted within an 

inductive and interpretive paradigm.  Consequently, the substantial role that the 

researcher plays in this process necessitates the identification of personal values, 

assumptions and biases.  Creswell (1994) has suggested that being open at the outset of 

the study about the researcher’s role in the qualitative process is both useful and 
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positive.  Advice taken from Miles and Huberman’s (1994) text further suggests that 

qualitative researchers ought to be concerned about two potential biases, that is, 

researchers being biased by the effects that the case has had on them or biased because 

of the effects that they have had on the case. 

To evaluate my potential biases I have reflected upon my familiarity with the 

topic, the setting and the informants.  As I am an employed parent of young children my 

perceptions of the experiences of parents with children in this study could potentially be 

shaped by my own experiences.  However, I believe that my personal experiences and 

understanding of work and family issues will provide me with greater awareness and 

increased sensitivity to the daily challenges encountered by the parents participating in 

this study.  However, I have limited personal experience or knowledge of the 

respondents’ work life domain and predict that my work life experiences will be 

reasonably different from that of the parents in this study.   

To make certain that every effort is extended to ensure the objectivity of the data 

collected and analysed, I have engaged the help of colleagues and research associates to 

assist with data collection and analysis.  During the data collection phase an additional 

two research associates will conduct the interviews with me in a rotating fashion, thus, 

the effect of a single interviewer bias will be minimised.  Also, at important junctures in 

the data analysis stage two colleagues experienced with qualitative analysis but who 

have not been associated with the collection of this study’s data will assist with the 

coding and interpretation of the interview findings.  The use of multiple researchers 

during both the data collection and analysis stages of this study will ultimately assist in 

strengthening the quality of the results by minimising the impact of a single researcher 

bias. 
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Research Participants 

Recruitment 

A criterion sampling strategy, a subset of purposeful sampling, was used for 

managing the recruitment and data collection in this current study (Miles & Huberman, 

1994).  It has been suggested that the criterion sampling approach is both beneficial for 

the development of theory and useful for quality assurance because all cases within the 

study are required to meet certain specified criteria (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  The 

participant criteria established for the study are as follows, 

 respondents are to be living as part of a current intact couple spousal relationship 

(married or de-facto) (as defined in Chapter 3); 

 couples are to be primary care providers or parents of a dependent child or 

children who live with them on a regular basis (children may be related by 

blood, adoption, marriage or other guardianship arrangements) (as defined in 

Chapter 3); 

 at least one partner in the couple is to be employed in a blue-collar occupation 

(as defined earlier in this chapter); 

 each individual is to be working for a single employing organisation on a full-

time permanent basis (as defined in Chapter 3); 

 both partners need to be willing to participate in the research. 

Finally, as the intent of this study is to build a conceptual framework to inform 

the following quantitative studies an important consideration was to build some 

diversity into the above criteria.  Bartunek and Seo (2002) have suggested that case 

diversity can be a powerful means of developing and testing grounded theory.  The 

current study therefore included some demographic variability, for example, variance in 

respondent age, ethnicity, the number and ages of dependent children, and the firms that 

employed the participants.   
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No predetermined limits were established concerning the number of dual-earner 

couples to be interviewed, although it was expected that because of the qualitative 

methodology a relatively small sample size would be appropriate (Miles & Huberman, 

1994).  Instead, the recruitment process continued throughout the data collection phase 

until it was determined that the data being gathered had reached a stage where no new 

knowledge or ideas were being generated (sometimes referred to as the saturation point) 

(Cresswell, 1994).   

Participants were recruited for the study through organisations operating within 

industries known to employ large numbers of men and women in blue-collar positions.  

Firm size was an important consideration when selecting the organisations to approach.  

Small firms (those employing less than 100 people) were not considered appropriate 

because approximately 33% of small private sector organisations in Australia are owner 

operated, or family owned and operated businesses (Morehead et al., 1997).  As 

discussed in Chapter 3, the integration of work and family domains could conceivably 

be quite different for working parents who own, or manage a family owned firm.   

Furthermore it is prevalent among small businesses to employ people via 

common law contracts.  There is little regulation of these types of employment 

relationships and it is estimated that employment award compliance or indeed even 

knowledge is somewhat low among small organisations (Nankervis, Compton & Baird, 

2002).  A lack of knowledge or compliance with standard award entitlements may limit 

the availability to employees of policies and practices that can assist people to balance 

work and family roles, thus potentially inflating the difficulty that these employees may 

experience in balancing work and family commitments.  Respondents were thus 

recruited from medium to large sized enterprises that employed staff in accordance with 

employment award conditions or enterprise bargaining agreements (EBA’s).  Although 

EBA’s have become more widespread, and the standard employment award greatly 
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reduced in scope and content, employment awards still specify the minimum benefits 

that employees are legally entitled to receive (Keenoy & Kelly, 1998).  Some of these 

benefits include family responsive policies such as parental or carers leave (Stone, 

2002).  Another important consideration was that the participant be employed by a 

single employing organisation because previous theoretical arguments have suggested 

that multiple role complexity is potentially increased as the number of role partners rises 

(Goode, 1960).  Accordingly, people employed by more than one organisation could 

experience a magnification of the difficulties in balancing multiple social roles because 

of the increase in the number of role partners. 

Having identified the sample criteria, research volunteers were sought from 

appropriate organisations.  Six organisations located in the manufacturing and 

construction industry, four in the wholesale and retail trades, and two in the transport 

and storage industry permitted the posting of recruitment notices on staff noticeboards 

advertising for couples with dependent children to participate in an interview study 

regarding the issues and concerns of working parents.  The notices clearly displayed the 

criteria necessary for eligibility to participate in the study, encouraging readers who 

were potentially interested in becoming participants to telephone the principal 

researcher to register their interest in the project.   

During the initial telephone contact, callers were briefed about the nature and 

scope of the research project.1  They were advised about ethical considerations such as 

the voluntary and confidential nature of their participation, and their right to withdraw 

from the study at any time (see Appendix B).  Callers were also informed that 

publication of the data would occur in a collective form and that individual respondents 

would not be identified.  The caller was then asked if they, and their partner, were 

 
1 All callers registering their interest in participating in this research were mothers, perhaps signifying the importance that the 
mothers, in comparison to the fathers in this study, placed on the issues of balancing work and family. 
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interested in participating in the study.  If so, mutually convenient interview times were 

arranged and the call concluded.  If the caller was interested in participating, however 

their partner was not, the caller was respectfully reminded of the criterion that both 

partners need to be willing to participate in the study, the caller was then thanked for 

their interest in the research project and the call terminated. 

Participant Characteristics 

The final sample contained 16 heterosexual co-habitating couples (N=32) living 

in the greater Brisbane area in the state of Queensland, Australia.  The age range for 

women was 32 - 52 years (mdn = 36.5 years), and the age range for men was 33 - 60 

years (mdn = 39.5 years).  All participants were parents of dependent children ranging 

in age from eight months to 16 years, with a median age of 8.5 years.  Four couples 

were parents of one child and the remaining 12 couples were parents of two children.  

All participants were working for a single employing organisation in a full-time 

permanent capacity outside the home.  Therefore, as employees, all participants were 

governed by a legal contract of employment specifying the mutual duties and 

obligations of the employment relationship (Stone, 2002).   

Fathers were engaged in paid employment for between 42 to 60 hours per week 

(M = 50 hours, SD = 7.04), whilst the employment hours of mothers ranged from 35 to 

42 hours per week (M = 38.2 hours, SD = 2.86) per week. These employment hours 

included both paid and non-paid overtime, and are similar to the trends detailed in the 

1995 AWIRS publication (Morehead et al., 1997).  The AWIRS survey found that male 

carers were normally employed for longer hours than female carers, with men employed 

for an average of 44.0 hours per week and women for 32.9 hours per week.   

All parents in the current study were employed in non-professional and non-

managerial occupations.  Five couples reported that both members of the relationship 

were employed in blue-collar occupations, while the remaining 11 couples reported that 
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at least one partner was employed in a blue-collar occupation (refer Table 4.1).  As 

previously suggested some sample diversity was expected.  There was some sample 

diversity in the age of the respondents, the number and ages of the dependent children, 

the employing organisations, as well as some differences in respondent ethnicity.  Three 

couples had emigrated to Australia: two couples from South Africa, and one from the 

United Kingdom.  None of the couples that had emigrated had any extended family 

currently living in this country. 

Table 4.1 
 
Blue-collar and low-level occupation titles of participants. 
 

 
Occupations  

Fathers 
(N=16) 

Mothers 
(N=16) 

 
Builder’s labourer 
Car detailer 
Concrete worker 
Driver 
Electrical tradesperson 
Engineering tradesperson 
Factory production line worker (food) 
Factory production line worker (packing) 
Glazier 
Gardener/grounds keeper 
Home care worker (cleaning & care) 
Mechanic 
Retail store assistant 
Retail store packer (wholesale) 
Sewing machinist (clothing) 
Sewing machinist (footwear) 
Sheet metal fabricator 
Teachers aide (childcare centre / school) 

 
1 
 

1 
2 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
 

1 
 
 
 
 

2 
 

 
 

1 
 
 
 
 

1 
1 
 
 

2 
 

3 
2 
3 
1 
 

2 
 

 
 

Data Collection Design and Procedure 

Interview Materials  

The qualitative data was gathered using in-depth semi-structured interviews 

conducted with each parent individually.  Interviews were considered an appropriate 

research technique particularly as the study was exploratory and was required to inform 
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a larger quantitative study (King et al., 1994).  Qualitative researchers have claimed that 

interviews are an effective way of collecting data about people’s attitudes and beliefs, 

and are particularly useful for identifying how and why a respondent comes to have a 

particular perspective (Dick, 1990).  In-depth interviews were therefore considered an 

appropriate method to gather a rich description of the interviewee’s work and family 

life-world for the purposes of interpretation and explanation.   

An interview protocol was developed to enable some standardisation of the data 

collection, ensuring that all interviewees were guided towards discussing the same topic 

areas (a copy of the interview protocol is attached as Appendix C).  However, flexibility 

is also considered an important factor in successful qualitative interviewing, therefore, a 

rigid interview structure was avoided (Kvale, 1994).  Instead the interview protocol was 

semi-structured containing a series of open-ended main questions (Stewart & Cash Jnr., 

2003), combined with additional probe questions to allow for respondent individuality 

and to help the flow of the interaction by encouraging interviewees to explore some 

topics in greater depth (King et al., 1994; Minichiello, Aroni, Timewell & Alexander, 

1990).  The semi-structured interview protocol enabled standardisation across the 

interviews by guiding the topic of conversation with the respondents (Abrahamson, 

1983), but also provided the opportunity for depth by allowing respondents to develop 

answers outside of a stringently structured format (Burgess, 1984).   

The main questions included in the interview protocol were developed after a 

review of the appropriate work and family literature, combined with my knowledge and 

experience of the topic, and an informed preliminary discussion with another 

experienced researcher (King et al., 1994).  The main interview questions were 

generated to gather information in response to the study’s two primary research 

questions.  Therefore, the interviewers first sought the perceptions of parents about their 

experiences of participating in multiple social roles (both the difficulties or conflict and 
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the benefits or enhancement).  The parents were asked the main question, “Tell me what 

last week was like for you, begin by describing your week starting Monday morning 

when you got up and finish Sunday night when you went to bed”.  Participants were 

minimally encouraged using a variety of interviewing and interpersonal communication 

techniques to persuade them to fully explore their work and family role experiences 

(Stewart & Cash Jnr., 2003).  If the parents did not discuss issues relating to the 

interface between their work and family roles they were then asked a series of probe 

questions to gather this data.  For example, “Could you describe any situations where 

your work and family commitments may have interfered with one another”?  Or, “What 

do you think or feel are the main advantages and disadvantages of combining your work 

and family commitments”?   

Main interview protocol questions were also designed to seek answers to the 

second research question.  Respondents were thus asked about the coping strategies and 

support processes that they relied upon to assist them balance their work and family 

commitments.  An example main question used to gather data for this theme included, 

“What coping methods do you use to manage your work and family commitments”?  In 

addition to personal coping resources, respondents were asked about any formal or 

informal family-friendly policies or practices that may occur within their workplace.  

For example, “Please describe any formal policies that your company has in place that 

assist workers to balance their work and family commitments”.  Once again participants 

were minimally encouraged throughout the interview and prompted with probe 

questions where necessary. 

Interview Procedure   

Individuals within each couple were interviewed separately by one of three 

interviewers.  This process was implemented to provide an atmosphere of openness and 

privacy, and to ensure the confidentiality of the data being provided.  In addition, as 
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previously contended, the use of multiple interviewers and the same interview protocol 

adds rigour to the qualitative process and reliability to the results by removing the 

potential bias of a single interviewer (King et al., 1994).  However, a critical success 

factor in qualitative research interviews is the competency of the interviewer 

(Abrahamson, 1983).  When selecting interviewers consideration was given to the 

individual’s ability to be a capable listener, to be open and non-judgmental, to establish 

and maintain rapport, and to elicit candid responses from the participant (Stewart & 

Cash Jnr., 2003).  Thus, in conjunction with myself two, behavioural science graduates 

trained in interviewing and active listening techniques were recruited to perform the 

interviews.   

Prior to the commencement of the interview each participant was provided with 

an information sheet that reiterated the information previously given to the interviewee 

over the telephone.  The information sheet outlined the purpose of the study, gave the 

telephone contact details of the principal investigator, and provided information 

regarding the ethical considerations guiding the interviewee’s participation in the study 

(see Appendix D).  The interviews were recorded on audiotape with the interviewees’ 

permission, and later after the interviews were transcribed the audiotapes were 

destroyed.2  The interviews ranged in length from forty-five minutes to just over two 

hours, with an average length of one hour and twenty minutes.  All participants were 

interviewed in their own homes outside of their regular work hours.  This was an 

important consideration as previous researchers have confirmed that being interviewed 

at home or on neutral territory is less anxiety provoking, helping the respondent to feel 

more at ease and potentially increasing the likelihood that he or she will be more open 

and candid with question responses (Abrahamson, 1983; Dick 1990). 

 
2 During one interview with a father the audio tape recorder failed.  The researcher then sought the approval of the respondent to 
take notes of the interview, and as such a completely verbatim recording of this interview was not obtained. 
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Finally it is important to acknowledge that from the perspective of the 

respondent the interview itself may not simply be a data gathering technique, but could 

potentially be an intervention.  Exploring a meaningful topic with an interviewer can be 

enjoyable for the interviewee and can help them clarify their thoughts (Dick, 1990).  As 

such, a potential benefit for the parents in this study is the opportunity of discussing 

their work and family lives with somebody who is genuinely interested in hearing their 

story.  Alternatively, the interview could raise sensitive experiences or issues that may 

result in the interviewee experiencing feelings of discomfort or distress.  Interviewers 

must therefore make certain that all interview participants are adequately debriefed to 

ensure that there are no outstanding concerns, and that if the interview process has 

raised any sensitive issues for the participant, they had been effectively dealt with 

during the interview.  However, if during the course of the interview the interviewer 

becomes aware that the respondent is currently experiencing serious psychological or 

physical problems or concerns, then the interviewer has an ethical obligation to help the 

respondent obtain further assistance regarding their situation.  As the principal 

investigator my research associates were to inform me of any concerns or problems.  I 

would then support the interviewee with referrals to appropriate agencies for 

assistance.3   

Each interview was concluded when, after being given the opportunity to add 

any final comments or raise any final issues, the respondent had no further detail to add, 

or questions to ask (Dick, 1990).  Participants were then advised that, if they wished, a 

summary of the study results would be made available to them.  Finally, participants 

were reminded that if they had any further questions or wanted to clarify anything about 

 
3 Most participants in the current study appeared open with their comments as evident by their willingness to discuss personal 
feelings and emotions about work and family.  While some people reported experiencing difficulties managing their multiple social 
roles, none of the respondents raised any serious psychological or physical problems or concerns, and similarly the interviewers did 
not perceive any serious issues.  Therefore, it was not necessary for the principal investigator to take any further action after the 
completion of the interviews. 
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the project, they could contact the principal investigator on the private or business 

telephone numbers supplied to them on the participant information sheet.  

 

Analysis and Results 

Data Analysis and Interpretation 

The coding and analytical methodology used in the current study applied the 

three levels of analysis recommended by Carney (1990) for the examination of the 

qualitative data (see Figure E.1, Appendix E) (cited in Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 92).  

The principal strategy guiding the analysis is a pattern matching logic where emerging 

themes are coded and compared with several alternative themes identified in previously 

published research (Yin, 1994).  This study, similar to many empirical studies, does not 

propose to create new theory, but rather aims at extending and developing the existing 

theory (Cresswell, 1994).  Previously published research findings are therefore used to 

support, challenge and analyse the themes and conceptual frameworks emerging in the 

current study.  An awareness of multiple conceptual frameworks is also a good defence 

against bias or tunnel vision, which may occur during the collection and analysis of 

qualitative data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

 

First Level of Analysis: Summarising and Packaging the Data

To facilitate analysis and create a set of organised texts on which to work, the 

audio taped interviews were transcribed verbatim with the transcriptions edited to note 

non-verbal communication, such as pauses and changes of tone (Breakwell, 1990; 

Creswell, 1998).  To ensure that the anonymity of the respondents was preserved, all 

reference to the interviewees’ name, the name of their partner, child or children, or any 

other element identifying the individual was removed from the transcript.  Each 
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transcribed and edited interview was then allocated a code to classify and identify the 

transcript, saved as a computer word document and a copy of the raw data printed.4  

In the first instance, the principal investigator and a second independent research 

assistant read four of the interview transcripts coding them for emergent themes.  The 

analysts coded independently without consultation, allowing for inter-rater reliability 

comparisons to be considered (King et al., 1994).  During the first coding of the data the 

analysts were overly inclusive and included all pieces of data thought to be relevant.   

The four transcripts (two couples) that were used for the first level of coding were 

chosen because of their different demographic characteristics.  The parents in the first 

case had immigrated to Australia, had no extended family living in this country, and 

were caring for a single infant child.  In contrast the parents in the second case were 

both employed in blue-collar occupations, were parents of a high school aged child, and 

had extended family living close by.   

During analysis the researchers selected chunks of text from the interview 

transcripts on the basis of searching for the comprehended meaning of the text (Spiggle, 

1994), as opposed to searching for distinct grammatical units of text (such as word or 

phrase) (Weber, 1990).  As Miles and Huberman (1994) have argued, “for our purposes 

it is not the words themselves but their meaning that matters” (p. 56).  Miles and 

Huberman (1994) have also recommended that collating data segments directly into 

research questions or conceptual frameworks is an important early step in the qualitative 

analysis process.  Consequently during this first level of analysis chunks of data (pieces 

of text) were sought that represented either of the two major research questions of 

interest, that is, work and family role participation experiences, or strategies and 

processes to facilitate balancing work and family roles.  Although some of the coded 

chunks of data were phrases or sentence fragments, many of the chunks selected at this 

 
4 Copies of the transcribed and edited raw data files can be made available upon request. 
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stage were entire sentences.  The reason that larger chunks of text were included during 

this first level of analysis was to encourage the analysts to be overly inclusive.   

After the two analysts had independently coded these four transcripts the chunks 

of data selected were compared to determine the level of agreement and disagreement.  

Miles and Huberman’s (1994, p. 64) (see Figure 4.1) formula for calculating the 

percentage of inter-rater reliability was adopted to determine the level of similarity 

between the analysts at this first level of analysis.  Using this formula Miles and 

Huberman have suggested that it is unlikely in the first instance that analysts could hope 

for greater than 70% agreement.  Thus they recommended that analysts code only a 

sample of data in the first instance and then come together to discuss the results.  The 

inter-rater reliability percentage calculated after the first level of analysis in this study 

was 81.2% agreement.  The two analysts discussed and compared the coded data 

exploring reasons for the agreements and similarities, and the disagreements and 

differences.  Coding solutions were reached by consensus for all pieces of data that 

were inconsistently coded by either analyst.  Interestingly most of the differences that 

occurred between the two analysts were not because different chunks of data were 

placed under different themes, but because analysts chose to include either more or less 

of the same data chunk. 

 
 
Reliability =                     number of agreements                    x 100 
                      total number of agreements + disagreements 
 

Figure 4.1 Inter-rater Reliability Formula (Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

 

Second Level of Analysis: Repackaging and Aggregating the Data

Next the data previously selected as representative of the two broad research 

themes were analysed and coded to identify key patterns and categories (Creswell, 
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1998).  The second level of analysis specifically searched for relationships within the 

data, seeking patterns or small groups of data that represented sub-themes or constructs 

within the two major themes.  Once again as in the first level of analysis two analysts 

(the principal investigator and an independent research assistant) independently coded 

the data.  The process of using two analysts was continued at this stage because it has 

been suggested by qualitative researchers that coding definitions become sharper when 

two researchers code the same data set and discuss their initial difficulties (Creswell, 

1994).  However, a different research assistant was engaged for this stage of the analysis 

to prevent any potential bias that the first research assistant may have obtained after 

having participated in the coding of the data during the first level of analysis.  The data 

at this stage was already grouped into previously coded chunks that represented either 

the parents’ experiences in participating in multiple social roles or the coping strategies 

and processes that they used to facilitate multiple role participation.  Each analyst was 

provided with the same sample of the data chunks to code.   

To offer an example of how the chunks of data were grouped, the following 

collection of remarks by mothers were grouped together and classified as instrumental 

spousal social support wanted.  “I always feel that I expect more of him that he actually 

does, but I just want some help [referring to housework]”, “I feel like he could do a little 

bit more to help around the house”, “I would like to get some help [from husband] with 

the housework”, “I feel like he [husband] could provide more help around the house and 

with the children”, “I would like my husband to take more of a role with our baby…I 

get up every night to feed her”, “I wish he’d do more around the house”. 

Once again, as with the first round of coding, inter-rater reliability percentages 

were calculated using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) formula (see Figure 4.1).  During 

this round the inter-rater reliability percentage had increased to 88.7%.  Once again the 

two analysts came together, discussed their results, and agreed upon the coding 
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framework that the principal investigator would then use to complete the data reduction 

and coding process.   

During this discussion it was decided that the results for mothers and fathers 

should be kept separate, as a small number of important differences had become evident 

in the data.  For instance when providing information about the coping strategies and 

support processes used by these parents to balance their work and family roles, it 

became obvious that mothers had developed more varied practices than had fathers.  

Therefore, to enable later comparisons of the similarities and differences between the 

responses of mothers and fathers their respective responses were coded separately. 

To interpret the work and family framework emerging in the current study, 

comparisons were made with conceptual perspectives already existing in the work and 

family literature (Neuman, 1994).  Consequently the labels associated with the various 

concepts and themes identified in this study were chosen to reflect those that had 

previously been identified in the work and family literature.  Tables 4.2 and 4.3 

summarise the data representing the themes and concepts reflecting the work and family 

role participation experiences of mothers and fathers.  Tables 4.4 and 4.5 summarise the 

results of the coping processes and strategy themes that the mothers and fathers reported 

relying upon to assist them balance their work and family roles.   The discussion 

appearing after the summary of results integrates the findings evident in this study with 

the research results published in previous studies.   



 

Table 4.2 
 
Summarising the experience of combining the multiple social roles of work and family for mothers.

 
Multiple role participation experiences: Mothers (N=16) 

No. cases with the 
theme 

Role tension:   
Work-to-family tension: many women discussed the concerns that they had with their work role obligations making them tired and 
reducing their available energy generally, or to fulfil family role obligations.  For example:  
 “I do blow my cool sometimes, when I come home really tired” 
 “When I come home, I am always tired, I always ache” 
 “it takes a lot out of you - it’s like having two jobs - you know your job at work and here at home” 
 “..on the weekend if I get a really big dealership in….well I have to go and do it, and then I feel too buggered to do the ironing and 

washing” 

 
 

11 

Role tension: 
Family-to-work tension: all mothers reported instances when their family role responsibilities made it difficult to fulfil their work role 
obligations, particularly in case of children suffering from an illness.  For example: 
 “I like to do my job properly, but it’s hard to focus if you’ve got a child that is sick… you’re torn between the two” 
 “… if they (children) are sick for a few days, you have to take time off work” 
 “…it can be tough – if the school rings up then you have no choice, you have to leave work - what else can you do?” 
 “…sometimes I go to work but have to leave early to take my daughter to the [medical practitioner]” 

 

 
 

16 
 

Role enhancement:   
All mothers reported that their participation in paid employment offered them various types of rewards.  Every mother referred to the 
financial benefits for themselves and their family, for example: 
 “I want to ensure my kids get what I never had - by working I can help pay for them to have a good education.”  

Other benefits included personal fulfilment, developing friendships and social interaction, and cognitive stimulation, e.g., 
 “I find working very fulfilling … I love to work and I will continue to work.” 
  “I enjoy being with people, big people…. I like to have a yarn - there are some really good people who work there.”  
 “…I have made some good friends.”  
 “…of course you get some brain stimulation rather than just talking baby talk...” 

 
 

16 
 

4 
7 
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Table 4.3 
 
Summarising the experience of combining the multiple social roles of work and family for fathers.

 
Multiple role participation experiences: Fathers (N=16) 

No. of cases with the 
theme 

Role tension:   
Work-to-family tension:  All of the fathers discussed how work role hours reduced their available time for family commitments.  For 
example:  
 “… the hours I work puts a lot of pressure on my family” 
 “… my work has effected what we [as a family] were going to do on the weekend or whatever…” 
 “You are away from your family for big amount of the day – this forces you into a rushed family life” 
 “I’m only supposed to work until 5pm, but I am usually there until 6pm and this makes for a lot of trouble over the family meal” 

 

 
 

16 
 

Role tension: 
Family-to-work tension:  Just over half of the fathers offered examples of specific instances when their family responsibilities 
interfered with their work role responsibilities, in particular during times when dependent children have been ill.  For example: 
 “…I have missed about three days this year already because it has been too difficult to get my son picked up” 
 “I think I have had to have two days off work to look after [son] when he was sick” 
 “…[daughter] couldn’t go to day care because she was too sick, so I had to have a sickie” 
 “I have had to come home from work because my [son] wouldn’t go to school” 

 

 
9 

Role enhancement:   
All of the fathers discussed the financial benefits of their participation in the work role.  For example: 
 “…the money is good…you’ve got to have money” 
 “… you have to live, you have to pay for the house and all your bills” 
 “… the financial rewards…I can send my kids to a private school” 

 
Four fathers also mentioned other benefits such as friendship and interests outside the home.  For example: 
 “you have friendships at work” 

 

 
16 

 
 
 
 

4 
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Table 4.4 
 
Coping processes and strategies used by employed mothers to manage work and family role participation.

 
 

Multiple role coping processes and strategies: Mothers (N = 16) 
No. of cases with 

the theme 
Social support received:   

Spouse:  All mothers reported receiving instrumental social support from their spouse, e.g., 
 “my husband will do the clearing up, putting things into the dishwasher” 

     Just over half reported receiving emotional social support from their spouse, e.g., 
 “he’s very supportive of me working – I think he is quite proud” 

 
16 

 
9 

Friends and family: Just under half of the mothers reported receiving instrumental and emotional social support from friends and 
extended family, e.g., 
 “I have got good friends … I do have that support there” 
 “my eldest daughter will help out … things like the ironing” 

7 
 

 

Employers:  Half of the mothers also reported receiving instrumental social support from their employers, particularly in relation to 
flexibility in leave arrangements, e.g., 
 “… it’s a good factory … they are very flexible” 
 “I’m permitted to take time off work to take care of the children if they become sick” 

8 

Social support wanted:  Just over half of the mothers reported wanting greater levels of instrumental social support from their spouse, e.g.,  
 “I would like my husband to take more of a role with our baby…I get up every night to feed her” 
 “I wish he’d do more around the house” 

Two of the mothers who had immigrated to Australia also commented on wanting the emotional support of their own mother, e.g., 
 “… I feel isolated … I wish my Mum was around the corner” 

9 
 
 

2 

Other coping strategies:  Most of the mothers also reported other types of copings strategies such as allocating time for relaxation with 
family, friends or alone; providing a routine schedule of household tasks; allocating household tasks to family members; or outsourcing 
household tasks, e.g., 

 “…when I come home in the summer I like to hose my plants – it’s sort of a therapy thing” 
 “working parents should set time for themselves – it’s very important” 
 “grocery shopping is mine, the cars and garden is his” 

12 
 

Accommodating work for family:  Some mothers reported adjusting their work role so that they protected their family time from work 
role intrusions, e.g., 

 “…. my boss has asked me to work on the weekends – but I won’t do it … family comes first”  
 “I don’t start work until 9am – most days I don’t have lunch so that I can finish around 4pm and come home” 

5 
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Table 4.5 
 
Coping processes and strategies used by employed fathers to manage work and family role participation. 
 
 

Multiple Role Coping Processes and Strategies: Fathers (N=16) 
No. of with the 

theme 
Social support received:   

Spouse:  All fathers reported receiving emotional social support from their spouses, e.g., 
 “My wife is very, very supportive…I don’t think I’d have lasted without her” 
 “My wife is very supportive…you know” 
 “My wife is 100% supportive of my work commitments” 

 

 
16 

 

Friends and family:  Some fathers indicated receiving instrumental and emotional social support from friends and extended family, e.g., 
 “support from our friends is very important … we have no relatives living in this country” 
 “my mother looks after our daughter after school” 
 “there are times when we have asked them [friends] to look after the kids” 

 

5 

Employers:  Many fathers reported receiving both instrumental and emotional social support from employers, e.g.,  
 “my boss has offered me good hours…I start at 6am so that I can leave work and go home again at 8am and take my children to  

school – then I come back to work again” 
 “we don’t have flexitime but the Manager said that I could start later in the morning…which made things just a bit more  

manageable” 
 “my wife has been in and out of hospital a few times...they [employer] were very good with that, quite supportive” 
 “my employer is very supportive” 

10 

Social support wanted:   
Three fathers indicated that they would like to receive greater instrumental social support from their employer in the form of formal 
workplace practices, e.g., 
 “I would like to see flexitime brought in – I’m sure that it would benefit most employees at some stage” 
 “… I think they could do something like the City Council [referring to no limit on sick days] 

 

3 
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Discussion 

The purpose of the first and qualitative phase of this research was to explore the 

work and family role experiences of employed parents living in a dual-earner couple 

relationship, and to identify how these parents achieve a balance between their work and 

family social roles.  This study was exploratory and examined both the strains and gains 

of work and family role occupancy, and the strategies and processes that facilitated 

work and family role balance.  Analysis of the interview data indicates that for these 

employed parents combining work and family roles can at times be beneficial and 

provide rewarding experiences, but that this combination of roles can also be a source of 

tension and conflict.  Gender differences were apparent in the responses of mothers and 

fathers regarding the direction of conflict between their work and family roles and the 

enhancement opportunities achieved by occupying both work and family roles.  Gender 

differences were further evident in the types of strategies and processes that these 

parents used to manage multiple role occupancy.  Although the parents in this study 

relied extensively upon each other for support and assistance, they appeared to construct 

their contemporary dual-earner lifestyle by adopting values and expectations historically 

associated with conventional single income male breadwinner couple families.  These 

findings are now discussed in more detail followed by the conclusion and limitations of 

the study. 

Work and Family Role Participation 

Work and Family Role Tension

Analysis of the interview data indicates that both mothers and fathers in the 

current study have experienced tension or strain in their efforts to combine their 

multiple social roles of work and family.  The participants reported experiencing bi-

directional role tensions, specifically, work responsibilities interrupted family life and 

family commitments interrupted work life.  These findings are explained and supported 
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by the notions advanced by the scarcity hypothesis of multiple role accumulation, which 

specifies that an individual’s total role obligations can be over-demanding creating 

tension and role overload and conflict experiences (Goode, 1960).  Although both 

mothers and fathers reported work/family role tension, gender differences did emerge in 

the patterns of bi-directional role tensions reported.   

Work-to-family tension. Previous research has demonstrated that the family role 

boundary is often permeable to the demands of the work role (Duxbury & Higgins, 

1991; Eagle, Miles, & Icenogle, 1997; Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992; Pleck, 1977).  

Both men and women in the current study reported instances when their work role 

responsibilities spilled over into their family time.  By and large the interference 

reported by men was reflective of the long hours or the amount of time that the fathers 

in the current study spent in paid employment.  The interview results indicated that 

fathers were employed on average for 50 hours per week, whereas mothers spent an 

average of 38.2 hours per week in paid employment.  All fathers in the current study 

reported instances where their work role responsibilities (primarily the hours spent at 

work) prevented them from participating in the family domain.  For example, “… I have 

had to work ridiculous hours – it interrupts your family life.”   These results concur 

with findings of previous research supporting the notion of time-based conflict and the 

spillover of work demands into the family domain (e.g., Greenhaus et al., 1989; Gutek 

et al., 1991; Staines & O’Connor, 1980). 

To offer an interpretation of why the fathers, as opposed to the mothers, in this 

study more frequently reported time-based conflict, a gender role explanation is 

tendered.  For example, perhaps the acceptance of the traditional male gender role of 

family provider explains why these fathers have opted for participating in extended 

working hours or working overtime.  Research by Simon (1995) with dual-earner 

parents investigating the meanings associated with work and family roles identified that 
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for men providing economic support was a key component of their family role.  In 

contrast only a minority of the women in Simon’s (1995) study viewed the provision of 

economic support as an important component of their family role.  Male breadwinner or 

provider role obligations are evident in many of the responses provided by the fathers in 

this study, for instance, “…it’s a job that has to be done - working the overtime gives 

you more money to support your family.”  Similarly in Loscocco’s (1997) study of self-

employed men and women, a clearly emergent theme was that the amount that work 

contributed to the family’s standard of living was critical to the degree to which men 

allowed work to interfere with the family domain.  Loscocco further noted that male 

business owners often “took for granted their status as primary breadwinner” (1997, p. 

216).   

An alternative, but still economic, reason for the increased participation of 

fathers in the work role could be the greater earning potential of men in comparison 

with the women. Although an enduring component of Australia’s industrial relations 

system has been comparative wage justice, the principle has historically been uneven in 

its application.  Male blue-collar workers have generally held relatively stronger 

bargaining positions and for that reason stronger wages and conditions in comparison 

with female service workers (ACIRRT, 1999).  However, this explanation is speculative 

because the interviewers in this study did not probe into the earnings or the earning 

potential of the respondents.  

In addition to the fathers in this study, mothers also indicated that work role 

obligations or demands impacted upon their family responsibilities.  Although both 

mothers and fathers reported experiencing work-to-family tension, quantitatively more 

fathers perceived this type of interference in comparison with mothers.  It was also 

interesting to note that the tensions experienced by the mothers in this study were 

qualitatively different to that reported by fathers.  As noted above, the fathers generally 
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experienced the conflict to be time-based, that is they were spending time in the work 

role that could have been (or which was supposed to be) spent in the family domain.  

However, mothers reported that because of their participation in the work role they were 

tired and that this depletion of energy impacted upon their ability to fulfil family needs.  

For instance one mother reported, “I am always tired…when I’m home I find it hard to 

muster up the strength I need to look after my baby.”  One possible interpretation of 

these results is that for these mothers the tension they experienced in their family role as 

a result of their work role could be attributed to strain-based conflict.   Past research has 

similarly supported the occurrence of strain-based conflict from work domain pressures 

spilling over into the family domain resulting in symptoms such as tension, anxiety, 

fatigue and depression (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Jackson et al., 1985).  

Family-to-work tension.  In addition to the work-to-family tension, parents also 

commented on the tension created when family domain commitments or responsibilities 

impacted upon their ability to fulfil work domain commitments.  Although family role 

requirements impacted on the work obligations of mothers and fathers, gender 

differences were once again apparent.  All of the mothers in this study reported 

experiencing the spillover of family responsibilities into the work domain.  In contrast, 

just over half of the fathers reported this type of tension.  In all cases the parents in this 

study offered examples of instances when children were ill or required the care 

provision of a parent as being the routine type of family responsibility that impacted 

upon their ability to adequately perform their work role.  Previous research with dual-

income families has also demonstrated that spillover of family and personal life into the 

work role is more apparent for women than for men (e.g., Duxbury & Higgins, 1991).  

Although the responses provided by the mothers and fathers in this study demonstrated 

that both men and women reported taking time off work to care for sick children, it was 

further interpreted from these responses that mothers generally took primary 
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responsibility for childcare.  For example one father commented, “If something should 

happen and my wife couldn’t look after them [children], I would take the time off”.  The 

adequacy of the above conclusion is further supported quantifiably given that all 

mothers in the current study reported family-to-work tension, whereas just over half of 

the fathers indicated being troubled by this type of tension.  

Once again the differences reported by the mothers and fathers in this study 

regarding their experiences of family-to-work tension may be explained by taking into 

consideration the obligations usually associated with the acceptance of traditional 

gender roles.  For instance, although both mothers and fathers reported experiencing 

family-to-work tensions, the work boundaries for mothers appeared to be more 

permeable to the needs of the family as compared with the work boundaries for fathers 

as evidenced by the greater amount of this type of tension experienced by mothers.  

Perhaps the seemingly greater acceptance of family-to-work tension as reported by 

many of the women in this study reflects the traditional female gender role of family 

caregiver.  These findings are complimented by the results of Aryee and Luk’s (1996) 

large survey into the work and family identities of dual-earner couples, which reported 

that women defined themselves in terms of their family role. 

At first, the findings of this study appear to be explained using Goode’s (1960) 

scarcity hypothesis, which articulates that an individual’s total role system can be over 

demanding.  Tension is evident in the responses of the mothers and fathers who 

discussed the strains and difficulties that they have experienced in their simultaneous 

occupancy of work and family roles.  However, the way mothers and fathers perceived 

and acted upon the role tensions and conflict appeared to accord with traditional gender 

role notions of father as primary income provider and mothers as primary family care 

provider.   Consequently, for mothers as compared with fathers the work role boundary 

appeared more permeable to the needs of the family domain, whereas for fathers as 
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opposed to mothers the family domain appeared more permeable to the demands of the 

work domain.  The work and family tensions reported by the men and women in this 

study are similar to those reported by the employed mothers and fathers interviewed by 

Simon (1995).  Simon concluded that, for men, participation in paid employment was a 

central and important feature of their family role as primary income provider, whereas 

the addition of the employment role for mothers made fulfilling their traditional gender 

role of primary caregiver more difficult. 

The findings of this study may be further explained using Milkie and Peltola’s 

(1999) contention that meeting perceived family demands is more critical for a woman’s 

sense of well-being, whereas meeting the needs of the provider role is more important 

for men.  It appears plausible to suggest then, that for the parents in the current study, 

the gender differences in the experience of work and family tension can be additionally 

explained by Pleck’s (1977) classic paper on the asymmetrically permeable boundaries 

between the work and family domains.  That is, work seemed to have a greater 

influence on the family domain for men, while family appeared to be permitted greater 

intrusion into the work role for women.  Pleck posited this asymmetry because of the 

assumption that women were more likely to take primary responsibility for managing 

home-related demands and crises, and that men were more likely to take work home or 

use family time to recuperate from stresses experienced in the workplace. 

In contrast to the work and family tensions reported in the current study, 

research by Frone et al. (1992), and Eagle et al. (1997) found no evidence to support 

gender differences in the permeability of work and family boundaries.  Frone et al.’s 

research with 631 employed parents (58% women), and Eagle et al.’s (1997) research 

with 393 employed parents (43% women) were both designed to specifically test 

Pleck’s asymmetry hypothesis.  Although the studies did find support for Pleck’s notion 

that family boundaries were more permeable than work boundaries, neither study 
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supported Pleck’s conclusion of gender differences in work and family boundary 

asymmetry.  Eagle et al. (1997) reasoned that the lack of support for Pleck’s notion of a 

gendered pattern in the permeability of work and family boundaries was apparent 

because of contemporary changes in the social conception of gender, parenthood and 

work identity.   

Work and Family Role Enhancement.   

In addition to the abovementioned role tensions, many of the parents in the 

current study also reported experiencing benefits and positive consequences as a result 

of their multiple role involvement.   These results potentially lend support to the role 

expansion hypothesis (Sieber, 1974).  In one of the few studies to investigate 

perceptions of both multiple role conflict and enhancement Tiedje et al. (1990) revealed 

that, for the professional women in their study, conflict and enhancement were not 

necessarily mutually exclusive.  Tiedje and her colleagues found that some women 

viewed their work and family roles as both a source of conflict and enhancement while 

others reported little conflict or enhancement, or either conflict or enhancement alone.   

When discussing the benefits of combining both work and family roles, an 

important consideration for many parents in the current study were the financial benefits 

made available to the family because both adults were employed in the paid workforce.  

In discussing the benefits of their lifestyle choice, fathers oftentimes revealed 

acceptance of their traditional role of primary income earner.  For example, the father of 

young children explained, “I work the long hours to support my family and that’s 

basically it…to support the lifestyle that we are used to.”  All of the mothers too 

commented on the financial benefits that were afforded to them and their families 

because of the two incomes.  However, it is interesting to note that mothers in 

comparison to fathers offered perceptions of a wider range of benefits that were made 

available to them and their families because of their participation in the paid workforce.  
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In addition to the financial rewards, three-quarters of the mothers discussed receiving a 

number of additional personal benefits, referring to the emotional fulfilment that 

participation in the paid workforce offered them, the friendships and sources of social 

interaction that took place, as well as the cognitive stimulation they received by being 

employed.  Although generally focussed on providing for the family financially, four 

fathers did mention additional benefits associated with their work role, such as 

friendship and interests outside of the home.   

The positive consequences of participation in both work and family roles as 

offered by these respondents is supported by Reitzes and Mutran’s (1994) proposition 

that accumulating multiple roles provides individuals with a source of social integration 

and material rewards.   Prior research investigating the multiple social role occupancy of 

women has reported positive outcomes such as increased self-esteem and psychological 

well-being (Elliott, 1996; Hong & Seltzer, 1995; Pietromonaco et al., 1986; Ruderman 

et al., 2002), better general health (Collijn et al., 1996), increased job performance 

(Campbell et al., 1994); and greater job satisfaction (Pietromonaco et al., 1986). 

Unfortunately a deeper analysis and interpretation of potential bi-directional 

multiple role enhancement outcomes are not possible from the current research findings.  

A limitation of the interview protocol used in this study became evident during the data 

analysis and interpretation because participants were not probed for the possibility of bi-

directional benefits.  In other words, the benefits for the individual and their family 

because of the respondent’s participation in the work role were canvassed, however, 

benefits occurring in the respondent’s work role as a result of their choice to become a 

parent were not.   

In summary, the interview data obtained in the current study provides evidence 

to suggest that dual-earner parents employed in blue-collar occupations face similar 

work/family concerns and difficulties as parents in dual-career families who occupy 
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professional and managerial positions (e.g., Duxbury & Higgins, 1991).  The results 

also demonstrate that for both mothers and fathers combining the multiple roles of work 

and family can at times be beneficial providing them with rewarding experiences.  

Therefore, to provide a complete and accurate portrait of the multiple social role 

experiences of dual-earner parents it is essential that future research measure both the 

tensions and conflict experienced by dual-earner parents, as well as their perception of 

the benefits and rewards that arise out of their multiple role occupancy.   

Furthermore, the results of this study also indicate that these dual-earner parents 

are making choices about their multiple role obligations by using traditional gender role 

solutions.  For example, mothers appeared to take the primary responsibility for meeting 

the needs of the family, with all mothers to some extent allowing family demands to 

intrude into their work role.  Some women went beyond allowing family to intrude into 

their work role by reporting that wherever possible they accommodated and adjusted 

their work role obligations in order to meet family responsibilities.  In comparison, the 

work role behaviours reported by the fathers in this sample appeared to suggest that it 

was more permissible for them to allow work role responsibilities and obligations to 

spillover into their family role.  This became particularly evident as the fathers (in 

comparison with the mothers) reported engaging in overtime and longer work hours.  

The foregoing results perhaps suggest that even in the year 2000 Pleck’s frequently 

cited notion of  “asymmetrical permeable boundaries” (1977, p. 423) may still be 

evident in the linkages that the fathers and mothers in the dual-earner couple families 

make with respect to their responsibilities in the work and family domains.   

Similar results were reported in the research published by Marks, Huston, 

Johnson and MacDermid (2001) with 80 working class parents in Pennsylvania.  Marks 

et al. sought to develop a greater understanding of how multiple role balance was 

achieved by working parents.  The authors claimed that their most provocative finding 
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was that, within their sample of mainly two-income families, the correlation between 

husbands and wives balance score was zero.  Therefore, the feeling of multiple role 

balance was not a joint phenomenon and not lived and experienced in the same way 

between husbands and wives.  Marks et al. further contended that the results of their 

study suggested that the marital dynamics in these families was a fine-tuned 

contemporary variant of a traditional marriage, as responsibilities were clearly 

differentiated between male earning capacity and female care taking, even though the 

mothers were employed in paid work.  The wives in Marks et al.’s research increased 

their overall work and family balance by participating in paid work and by expanding 

their leisure outward to make contact with family and friends, while the husbands 

increased their role balance by upholding their central position as the family provider, 

earning as much as they could, reconnecting with their spouse and children through 

leisure.  The findings of the study reported herein, in conjunction with the results 

discussed from previous research, suggest that the role scarcity (Goode, 1960) and the 

role expansion (Sieber, 1974) hypotheses alone are not sufficient for explaining the 

complex relationship between the two primary life domains of work and family.   

Processes Facilitating Multiple Role Balance 

The second major area of investigation in the current study was the identification 

of strategies and coping processes used by dual-earner parents to assist them balance 

their commitments and responsibilities across both work and family roles.  A global 

finding drawn from the interpretation of the data is that these parents relied extensively 

upon each other to help manage their work and family lives.  This overall finding is 

perhaps explained by considering the results reported by Marks et al. (2001) with their 

study working class married couples.  Marks and his colleagues speculated that spouse’s 

feelings of role balance are linked to the specifics of how their marital lifestyles were 

constructed.  For instance how often the couple participated in activities together, their 
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respective work hours, contributions to housework and childcare, and their attention to 

relationship maintenance. 

The parents in this study, in addition to the support of their spouse, also 

maintained that balancing work and family was facilitated by the social support offered 

to them by their friends, family and employer.  The stress-reducing effect of social 

support has long been demonstrated in a comprehensive range of research  (for reviews 

see Barrera, 1986; Cohen & Wills, 1985; Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1988).  Once 

again, the responses provided by the mothers and fathers in the current study revealed a 

number of similarities and some equally noteworthy differences.  Therefore, as with the 

results presented previously the analysis of the parents coping strategies and processes 

may be explained using the knowledge of traditional gender role expectations.  These 

findings generally concur with the striking gender differences that Lee and Duxbury 

(1998) found when investigating how spouses, friends and employers supported 

employed parents’ efforts to balance work and family demands.  The following 

discussion integrates the findings from the current study with that of past research. 

Social Support 

From spouse. All of the dual-earner parents in the current study described 

receiving instrumental or emotional forms of social support from his or her spouse.  

Similar findings are reported in Lee and Duxbury’s (1998) study of 490 well-educated 

employed parents.  Once again, comparing the interview responses of the mothers and 

fathers in this study reveals a range of notable gender differences regarding the forms of 

spousal social support perceived.  Overall, mothers reported receiving many forms of 

instrumental or tangible assistance from their spouse as well as emotional social 

support.  In comparison, fathers only referred to the emotional social support given to 

them by their spouse.  Interestingly, even in Lee and Duxbury’s privileged sample, 
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comparable gender differences were also evident in the mothers’ and fathers’ 

perceptions of social support.   

Almost half of the mothers in the current study expressed receiving emotional 

support from their partner.  For example, “he has always been very supportive of me 

working - I think that he is quite proud of me.”  None of the mothers interviewed in the 

current study indicated that they wished to receive any additional emotional spousal 

support.  In contrast some of the mothers in Lee and Duxbury’s (1998) study indicated 

that they wanted more emotional support from their spouse.  However, it is important to 

note that no prompts were included in the current interview to specifically inquire about 

whether or not more emotional support was sought.   

In comparison to the mothers, every father in the current study claimed to 

receive emotional spousal support, for example, “my wife is very, very supportive - I 

don’t think I would have lasted without her.”  As with the mothers, none of the fathers 

in the current study suggested any desire to receive any additional spousal emotional 

support.  However, three fathers did make a comment that implicitly suggested a desire 

for more support from children, for example, “I don’t think the children understand ...I 

try to help them understand…but I don’t think that they like that I am always at work.”   

Likewise, the husbands in Lee and Duxbury’s (1998) research did not mention any 

additional ways that their wife could help.  The benefits for men of receiving emotional 

social support from their spouse is also reported in a large scale multi-nation survey of 

1136 dual-career men and women (Bures, Henderson, Mayfield, Mayfield, & Worley, 

1995), which discovered that men receiving high levels of spousal social support had 

significantly lower levels of stress.  Although a causal relationship cannot be 

established, the results of this study similarly suggested that the mothers and fathers 

receiving emotional social support from their spouse are better able to balance their 

work and family responsibilities because of this perceived emotional assistance. 
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While the above analysis demonstrates that there are a number of similarities 

and some differences between the mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions of emotional social 

support, gender differences in the perception of instrumental social support are 

particularly noticeable.  For instance, none of the fathers in this study referred to 

instrumental social support being provided to them by their spouse, and yet all the 

mothers in the current study referred to a variety of instrumentally supportive activities 

provided to them by their spouse.  Mothers reported receiving assistance with meal 

preparation, for example, “if my husband gets home before me he will always put the 

vegetables on”; with laundry and household duties, with outdoor household 

maintenance, “my husband does all the gardening, like mowing the lawns and clearing 

up the pergola area and the pool”; and finally with caring for their children “... because 

he’s a shift worker, my husband picks the children up from school and gets them started 

on their homework before I get home.”   

In addition, just over half of the mothers interviewed also stated that they would 

like to receive greater instrumental support from their spouse, particularly in terms of 

help with childcare and housework, for instance, “when I come home and I have 

washing or something to do …I wish my husband could feed and bath [ baby] … or if I 

bath [baby] then my husband could dress him”.  Lee and Duxbury (1998) also found 

that women wanted more help from their husbands with house cleaning, meal 

preparation and childcare.  What is particularly interesting in the findings of this study 

and that of past research is the unspoken assumption that the responsibility for 

household tasks and childcare is primarily the domain of the mother and, that if the 

father participated in these activities then he was offering his spouse instrumental social 

support as opposed to simply fulfilling his family domain responsibilities.  The 

following comment from one mother perhaps highlights her dilemma between desiring 

more assistance from her husband and her responsibility as the family’s primary care 
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provider, “I feel that he [husband] could help a little more around the house - but then 

again I don’t like to ask for it - so I suppose I can’t complain.” 

Additional evidence suggesting the importance of spousal social support for 

assisting employed men and women balance their work and family commitments is 

provided in a number of quantitative studies.  Husbands’ social support (emotional and 

instrumental) acted as a buffer between parental demands and the level of work and 

family conflict experienced by married Japanese women who were employed in clerical, 

sales and information processing occupations (Matsui, Ohsawam, & Onglatco, 1995).  

Similarly, perceived emotional social support from their husband reduced the level of 

distress experienced by employed Israeli mothers living in non-equalitarian marriages 

(Rosenbaum & Cohen, 1999).  Stress levels of employed men have also been reported 

to be significantly lower for those in receipt of high levels of emotional spousal support 

(Bures, Henderson, Mayfield, Mayfield & Worley, 1995). 

Curiously, counterintuitive results have also been reported in studies 

investigating the impact of emotional and instrumental social support on a variety of 

well-being outcomes for employed women and mothers.  In the large international 

survey of dual-career marriages discussed earlier, women reported significantly higher 

stress levels than men when spousal support was high (Bures et al., 1995).  However, a 

more comprehensive interpretation of these results is limited because spousal support 

was measured using a single item that asked for the respondents general opinion about 

how supportive their spouse was of them working.  Consequently, it is not possible to 

distinguish whether the responses are related to instrumental or emotional social 

support, but perhaps these results can be explained using the findings from the current 

study.  For instance, the mothers in the current study reported perceiving both emotional 

and instrumental forms of social support from their spouse, however, they also wanted 

greater levels of instrumental support.  The single item measuring social support in 
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Bures et al.’s study may have been tapping emotional social support, and although this 

was present, perhaps these women were still suffering from the stress of juggling work 

and family commitments because their relationship lacked instrumental support and thus 

the support received did not help to reduce the time and energy demands that these 

women may have been experiencing. 

Additional evidence for the counterintuitive effect of social support is presented 

in Ray and Miller’s (1994) study of female nursing professionals (half of whom were 

mothers), and Rosenbaum and Cohen’s (1999) study of Israeli women in equalitarian 

marriages.  Ray and Miller discovered that a high level of support was associated with 

high levels of emotional exhaustion, both in the main effect for family support and the 

interaction effect for co-worker support.  Similarly Rosenbaum and Cohen found that 

women in equalitarian marriages felt less anxious when receiving low levels of 

emotional spousal support.  A number of explanations have been tended for these 

counterintuitive findings, including that developing and maintaining supportive 

relationships is inherently stressful, or the experience of stress has lead women to 

mobilise support although the support may have been ineffective because it was offered 

from co-workers, spouse or family members who may not have been able to help 

change the situation (Ray & Miller, 1994).   

From friends and family.  All of the mothers and three of the fathers in the 

current study reported receiving emotional and instrumental social support from their 

friends and extended family.  The following statement by the mother of an infant child 

reflects the emotional support perceived by these parents, “I have got good friends, so 

I’m lucky, I do have that support.”   Similarly Lee and Duxbury (1998) reported that 

most participants in their study claimed to have friends with whom they could share 

work and family concerns, with women more frequently than men reporting to have 

many friends.  Generally, the instrumental support that the parents in the current study 
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reported receiving from friends was focused on the provision of occasional child 

minding.  The following statement is from the father of school aged children, he 

explained that “...we try not to use our friends too much, but there are times when we 

have to ask them to look after the kids.”   Echoed in the previous statement and further 

highlighted by the additional comments made by both other mothers and fathers was a 

sense that these parents were keenly aware of the pressure potentially placed upon their 

friendships if they were to rely upon their friends too often.  For instance the mother of 

two school-aged children commented, “I will ask my friends for help if it is extremely 

important - but I don’t like to use them too much because they will get sick of it.”   

Another interesting finding involves the reported need for support from extended 

family.  Perhaps not surprisingly two of the mothers from families that have migrated to 

Australia commented on their wish to have extended family living nearby, in particular 

their own mothers.  For example, “I feel isolated...because I don’t have family here, you 

know my Mum is not here.”   Although, with some exceptions, the vast majority of 

parents did not mention extended family, nor commented upon the need for more help 

from this referent group.  The lack of dependency upon extended family is perhaps an 

indication of the parents’ desire to manage the task of balancing work and family roles 

from within their own nuclear unit.  Recalling that when initially asked to explain how 

they managed to balance their multiple role commitments, both mothers and fathers 

began by articulating the importance of their spouse in this process.  Furthermore, when 

asked to discuss any other support networks, a number of parents indicated that they 

have relied upon friends or family, although they also added that they did not want to 

rely upon them too much, implying that requests for help were an imposition upon the 

other party.   

From employers.  Two mothers and just over half of the fathers reported 

receiving emotional support from their supervisor.  For instance, “my wife has been in 
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and out of hospital a few times...they were very good with that, quite supportive.”  

Although one father and two mothers did comment that their employers were not at all 

supportive of their family commitments, for example, “my boss is very difficult - you 

know he has that attitude that you work, and that your wife should look after the kids.”  

However, none of the parents suggested wanting to receive any additional emotional 

support from their employer.  In contrast, Lee and Duxbury (1998) found that the dual-

income parents in their study perceived a gap between the actual and desirable levels of 

emotional support received from employers, highlighting the importance that those 

parents placed on supportive managers.   

When discussing the instrumental support received from employers, both the 

mothers and fathers in the current study cited flexibility in leave arrangements as a key 

factor in their ability to balance work and family commitments.  For example “you can 

use your sick days to take time off to care for the children when they are sick.”  When 

comparing the comments made by the parents in this study with those found in previous 

research, a number of similarities are visible.  For example, Lee and Duxbury (1998) 

indicated that dual-income parents commonly mentioned that family-responsibility 

leave enabled them to take time off work to attend to family matters without being 

forced to be deceptive or to use their sick leave.   

In addition to family leave arrangements, the parents in this study also 

mentioned other forms of workplace flexibility, for instance one mother claimed that 

having the flexibility to work from home for a small period of time whilst she was 

expecting a child was beneficial.  Fathers also reported being offered flexible work 

arrangements, for example “my boss has offered me good hours…I start at 6am so that 

I can leave work and go home again at 8am and take my children to school – then I 

come back to work again”.  Similarly, the parents in Lee and Duxbury’s study also 
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indicated that flexible work arrangements were important instrumental workplace 

supports that helped them balance their multiple role commitments. 

Surprisingly, when the parents in the current study were probed about the 

existence of formal family-friendly policies at their workplace, the majority of them 

(both mothers and fathers) claimed that they were either unaware of the policies offered, 

or indicated that no official family-friendly policies were in practice at their workplace.  

When asked to explore the types of policies or practices that they believed would be 

helpful for them in balancing their multiple role commitments, two fathers commented 

on the benefit that flexible working hours would provide, and another raised the need 

for greater flexibility with the use of sick leave for attending to family matters.  For 

example, “I would like to see flexitime brought in”, and “I think they could bring in 

something like... no limit per year on sick days.”  In contrast to these findings the dual-

income parents in Lee and Duxbury’s (1998) research suggested the introduction of a 

wide variety of policies and practices that would assist them, such as the opportunity to 

work at home, increased family-responsibility leave, child-care provisions (on-site day 

care or subsidies), a more supportive work environment, fewer work hours, changes that 

would permit fathers to become more involved in their children’s lives, work-time 

flexibility and family-responsibility leave. 

Additional Coping Strategies   

In addition to the differences in the perception of social support found in this 

study, another noticeable gender difference arose in the data provided by mothers and 

fathers about additional coping strategies used to balance work and family.  Apart from 

the previously mentioned perceptions of social support and workplace policies, none of 

the fathers indicated relying upon any additional coping strategies.  In contrast, mothers 

identified an extensive range of additional strategies including making time for 
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relaxation, scheduling household and family tasks, allocating tasks and roles to family 

members, as well as outsourcing family and household tasks. 

Relaxation.  All of the mothers in this study identified the importance of making 

time in their busy lives for relaxation, either alone or with family or friends.  Marks et 

al. (2001) equally claimed that couple leisure time with friends and relatives was a 

significant link between wives’ work and family balance, but was not so for husbands’.   

Mothers in the current study highlighted the importance of making time to be with their 

partner or family, for example the mother of two school-aged children said, “…working 

parents should set times for themselves…your relationship with your partner is very 

important, even if it’s just out for coffee once a week or that little talk when the children 

are asleep.”   

Scheduling household tasks.  Three quarters of the mothers in this study 

commented on the importance of creating a household routine and schedule of 

activities, chores and childcare.  For example, “I leave work at 3.00pm and go and get 

the kids from school, then I come home and I do the washing and ironing, supervise the 

children doing their homework, and then start getting dinner ready.”  Once again, 

inherent in the comments provided by these mothers was the leadership and 

responsibility that they maintained over family domestic and childcare activities.   

Half of the mothers also commented on the need to ensure that all members of 

the family participated in some of the household tasks and chores.  For instance, the 

mother of two high school-aged children said, “… I get everyone to do his or her fair 

share around the house.”  Other mothers referred to distribution of household tasks 

between themselves and their partners, for instance, “I’ll do the cooking, my husband 

will do the clearing up and putting things into the dishwasher.”  Although, once again, 

gender differences were evident in the mothers’ descriptions of the distribution of 

household tasks with fathers more likely to be allocated domestic chores traditionally 
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performed by men, such as putting the garbage out for collection, mowing the lawns, 

and caring for the family’s vehicles. 

Four mothers also reported relying upon the assistance of paid outsourced help 

as a strategy to help them balance their work and family responsibilities.  The paid 

services ranged from assistance with a variety of household tasks such as 

housecleaning, ironing and gardening, to the provision of childcare services.  One 

mother offered the following piece of advice for others who are trying to balance work 

and family roles, “I recommend that you have some outside help if you can - someone to 

do the house or the ironing or the lawns - so that you can have some sort of life.” 

Accommodating work for family.  Five mothers in the current study reported 

making permanent work role arrangements that helped them to better manage their 

family role obligations.  Previous research has also identified that it is more common for 

mothers in comparison with fathers to make work role adjustments in order to 

accommodate family needs (Lee & Duxbury, 1996).  The mothers in this study reported 

declining additional workplace requests for working overtime, or for working on 

weekends, and one mother shared the negotiations she had had with her employer about 

arranging work hours that were more convenient for the family.  One of the mothers in 

this study even reported changing her job because the location of her new job was more 

suitable for collecting her children from school and day care.  Once again, one possible 

interpretation that could be drawn from this data is that by accommodating work for 

family the mothers in the current study are fulfilling their gender role expectations of 

maintaining their role as the family’s primary care-provider (Loscocco, 1997).   

Perhaps the refusal by these women to let work obligations further intrude into 

family time is reflective of Duxbury and Higgins’ (1991) observations that participation 

in the work role for women is non-traditional and therefore increases in the work role 

may lead to greater work and family conflict.  Therefore, it could be interpreted that 
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some of the mothers in the current study have sought to minimise or avoid the conflict 

between work and family by choosing to reduce the amount of hours that they are 

required to participate in the work role.  This analysis once more appears to support the 

interpretation derived earlier that the mothers (and fathers) in this study are using 

traditional gender role solutions to balance their work and family roles, with mothers 

appearing to place more value and priority on their family role responsibilities than their 

work role obligations.  The “family comes first” quote provided by one of the mothers 

in this study is a clear example of such a value judgement. 

 

Summary 

Third Level of Analysis: Constructing an Explanatory Framework 

The aim of the current study was to explore and describe the lived experiences 

of a group of working parents in dual-earner couple families, specifically seeking to 

understand how these parents experienced the occupation of the multiple social roles of 

worker, spouse and parent, as well as identifying the strategies and processes used by 

these parents to facilitate multiple role balance.  The data provided by the parents in this 

study attest to the spillover description of the work/family interface (e.g., Staines, 

1980).  Specifically, the work and family experiences described by these parents 

highlighted that the boundaries between the work and family domains were permeable 

and that experiences encountered in one domain impacted upon their ability to 

participate fully in the other domain.   

Analysis of the interview data indicated that, for these parents, combining work 

and family roles is at times difficult and demanding resulting in tension and interrole 

interference.  Nevertheless, it was also established that the respondents in this study 

found participating in both work and family roles rewarding and beneficial.  At first 

glance these findings suggest that the data paradoxically provides evidence to support 
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both of the competing established theoretical frameworks offered to explain the 

outcomes of multiple social role participation, that is the role scarcity (Goode, 1960), 

and role expansion hypotheses (Sieber, 1974).  However, further scrutiny of the data 

reveals that the role scarcity and role expansion hypotheses alone may not be sufficient 

for explaining the choices that these employed parents have made about how they 

distribute their time and commitment between work and family roles.  Instead, it 

appears that the choices and therefore the linkages that the mothers and fathers in the 

current study have made between their work and family roles are deeply embedded 

within traditional gender role identities and values.   

The evidence for this conclusion is provided in the responses that parents have 

offered which articulate traditional male and female gender role values and priorities.  

For instance, many parents gave descriptions of their own behaviour (as well as that of 

their spouse), which represented female care provision and male income provision.  

These behaviours perhaps denote that the dual-earner parents in this study either value 

and identify with traditional gender role responsibilities and orientations, or 

alternatively have at least recognised and conformed to customary gender roles by 

adjusting their participation and commitment to each primary life domain accordingly.  

Thus, the parents in the current study appeared to manage and construct their 

contemporary dual-earner lifestyle by adopting the expectations historically associated 

with conventional single income male breadwinner couple families.  These findings are 

not unique.  Loscocco (1997) similarly found in her qualitative study of self-employed 

men and women that family role values and identities held by the respondents replicated 

those associated with traditional male and female parental roles. 

The implication of the above general finding is that role identity value and 

commitment may be an underlying central concept able to link both role conflict and 

role enhancement outcomes.  As such, role identity theory may become a useful 
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theoretical orientation for unravelling the complex relationship between work and 

family.  These results and the similar results reported by other researchers add strength 

to Lobel’s (1992) suggestion that the personal values guiding an individual’s behaviour 

in work and family life are important contributors to the experience of work and family 

conflict.  Furthermore the findings of this study are consistent with Milkie and Peltola’s 

(1999) conclusion that gender does not necessarily predict the level of success that 

people feel in combining their work and family roles.  However, gender does matter.  

Milkie and Peltola claimed that meeting perceived family demands is more critical for a 

woman’s sense of well-being, whereas maintaining the provider role was more 

important for men.   

Limitations and Conclusions 

In evaluating the results of the current study the limitations of the research need 

to be considered.  While considerable effort was devoted to obtaining a sample of intact 

dual-earner couples with partners who were currently combining the multiple social 

roles of worker, parent and spouse, the small number of participants and the 

occupational restrictions posed on the respondents do raise questions over the 

generalisability of the results to the wider population of employed parents.  

Furthermore, all of the data obtained for the study were derived from self-report 

personal interviews.  When interviewing participants face-to-face there is a possible risk 

that interviewees may not be completely open or candid with information and 

responses.  In addition there was a large ratio between the number of variables 

identified and the number of respondents participating in the research.  However, in 

order to fully capture and identify the critical variables to be included in the following 

quantitative phase of the project it was essential that this study obtain the breadth of 

experiences and opinions from these parents about their entire role system.  The results 
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of the current study may not apply to people living in non-gendered spousal patterns, or 

couples who have based their relationship on egalitarian grounds.   

To recapitulate, the experiences of participating in the multiple social roles of 

work and family by parents in dual-earner couple families is, as it is for parents in dual-

career relationships, a source of tension and conflict but also a source of benefit and 

enhancement.  The interpretation of the interview data contained herein further 

indicated that these dual-earner parents working in lower level and blue-collar 

occupations subscribed to traditional gender notions.  Fathers attempted to maximise 

their earning potential while the mothers, although employed, maintained the primary 

responsibility for the family and the home.  Gender role values and identity appeared to 

be an important determinant of the choices and decisions that these parents made when 

coping and dealing with the tension or conflict between their work and family roles.  

The major conclusion thus drawn from this qualitative study is that balancing work and 

family roles for these parents is guided by historically established gender role 

prescriptions.  These findings may also be explained using the suggestion by Kofodimos 

(1993) that employed parents are able to achieve a balanced work/family lifestyle by 

devoting an appropriate amount of time and energy into their work and family roles to 

compliment individual values, needs, and personal goals.  The results of this study in 

conjunction with the similar findings reported in other recent research suggests that it is 

fundamental for future conceptual models of work and family to incorporate the 

measurement of an individual’s personal role identity and value.  
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CHAPTER 5 

PHASE TWO: QUANTITATIVE METHOD 

 

Overview 

The findings of the first and qualitative phase of this research demonstrated that 

for dual-earner couple parents working in lower level and blue-collar occupations the 

experience of combining work and family roles is characterised by both tension and 

reward.  These results challenge the dominant conflictual position of role accumulation 

as offered by the scarcity model of human time and energy (Goode, 1960), and question 

the accuracy of the past emphasis in the multiple role occupancy literature on work-

family conflict.  However, while these findings do offer some support for the 

enhancement side of the role accumulation argument (Sieber, 1974), the picture is not a 

singularly positive one either.  While parents did communicate positive experiences and 

rewards that became available to them or their family because of their participation in 

the work role, a number of these parents suggested that achieving these benefits 

depended upon their ability to manage the competing demands of work and family, and 

as one mother suggested her life was “… definitely a balancing act.”   Therefore, one 

conclusion drawn from the interpretation of the previous qualitative data is that the 

theories of human time and energy (both the scarcity and the expansion hypotheses) are 

insufficient alone in explaining the work and family relationship of dual-earner parents.   

When the dual-earner parents participating in the qualitative study were asked to 

discuss how they maintained the balance between competing work and family role 

commitments, most appeared to base their choices and decisions upon traditional male 

and female gender role solutions.  These attitudes and behaviours suggest that the 

parents either identified with traditional gender roles, or recognised and conformed to 
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gender role expectations, adjusting their participation and commitment to each primary 

life domain accordingly.  Consequently, many of the parents in the qualitative study 

appeared to manage and construct their modern dual-earner lifestyle by maintaining the 

values and expectations associated with a more traditional family arrangement.  It was 

proposed that these results might be explained by considering the theoretical argument 

expressed in the social role identity perspective (Reitzes & Mutran, 1994; Thoits, 1992).  

The role identity perspective has been suggested recently to be an alternative position 

for analysing the work and family relationship.  It has been claimed that role identity 

theory can provide the researcher with the opportunity of examining and understanding 

the choices that employed parents make when linking their work and family roles by 

exploring the value and inherent importance of specific roles to an individual’s role 

identity (Marks & MacDermid, 1996; Lobel, 1991).  Adopting the role identity 

perspective assisted the analysis and interpretation of the work and family role 

involvement behaviours and attitudes detected in the responses of the parents in the 

previous qualitative study.  

The results of the qualitative study raise a number of additional questions.  For 

instance, did the parents in the qualitative study make traditional work and family role 

involvement choices based upon their own work and family role values and role identity 

or were they simply conforming to societal expectations?  Some theorists have 

suggested that women more so than men consider family needs when they work in paid 

employment and are more likely than men to cut back on work time if there is an 

increase in the needs of the family (Thompson & Walker, 1989).  Another question 

arising out of the previous results is whether the work and family role choices made by 

the parents in the qualitative study were determined in part by the demands associated 

with the occupations within which these parents were employed.  On the whole, the 
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participants in the previous study were all parents of dependent children and were 

employed in occupations offering limited flexibility or control, with generally limited 

career opportunities (Hunt, 2001).  Would employed parents involved in more flexible 

occupations or those pursuing a career demonstrate different values and commitment 

towards their work and family role identities?  Research investigating the centrality of 

work and family roles has in the past demonstrated that, for blue-collar workers, family 

rather than work is frequently identified as their central life interest (Dubin, 1963; 

Caplan et al., 1980; Kelly & Kelly, 1994).  Recent research has also shown that work 

involvement has a significant impact on the work/family conflict variance of both men 

and women, with those people demonstrating a stronger preoccupation for work 

devoting more energy to their work role at the expense of their family role (Hammer et 

al., 1997).  However, before generalisations about the data obtained from the qualitative 

study can be offered, a more detailed investigation of the work and family role identity 

and values, as well as the work and family role demands of a broader representation of 

employed parents living in dual-earner couple families needs to occur.  

Therefore, data for the second and quantitative phase of this research were 

collected from a large heterogenous group of parents who were participating in the 

multiple social roles of work and family.  Many of the respondents were living in dual-

earner couple families, while a smaller proportion of the sample were living in single-

earner single-parent families (see Table 5.1 for details of the demographic 

characteristics of the entire sample).  The data were collected using standardised 

psychometrically stable pencil-and-paper research instruments, to be analysed 

systematically using both descriptive and inferential statistical techniques.  Where 

possible short-form versions of the constructs to be measured were chosen to enable a 

reduction in the total number of items presented to parents on the questionnaire. 
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Research Aims 

The second stage of this research is designed to explore the generalisability and 

stability of the theoretical direction provided by the results generated in the previous 

qualitative study.  Specifically, one of the most substantial outcomes of the earlier study 

was the importance that role identity appeared to have on the choices and decisions that 

mothers and fathers made regarding their work and family roles.  Therefore, it is 

important to determine whether differences occur in the levels of work and family role 

value and commitment in a more heterogenous sample of dual-earner parents.  

Similarly, it is important to question whether the work and family role demands (both 

time and stressors) of the parents involved in the qualitative study are representative of 

the role demands experienced by a larger group of dual-earner parents.  It is proposed 

that a more diverse group of parents will have more varied work and family values and 

demand experiences.  Consequently, the aim of the first quantitative study is to 

investigate whether it is possible to generate a typology of dual-earner parents by 

analysing the differences in the parents’ level of work and family involvement (both 

value and commitment), as well as the differences between the parents’ level of work 

and family role demands (both time and stressors).   

If distinguishable clusters of dual-earner parents are formed on the basis of their 

work and family involvement and work and family demands, the next stage of the 

research process will explore and compare the characteristics of each cluster on the 

range of work and family constructs identified in the previous qualitative study as 

important contributors to the parents ability to maintain occupancy in both work and 

family roles.  For instance, do the work and family conflict and the work and family 

enhancement experiences of parents vary between the clusters?  Are there differences 

between the clusters on the psychological affective outcomes such as work and family 
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satisfaction, emotional exhaustion, satisfaction with childcare, or the parents’ intention 

to leave their current employment?  Finally, are there any detectable differences 

between the clusters on potential coping strategies and processes such as the level of 

social support tended by spouse, friends and family, the level of family adaptability and 

cohesion, and the availability of family-friendly workplace policies?  Are there 

differences between the parents in separate clusters on the adoption of more varied 

coping behaviours?   

The process of creating a typology of dual-earner parents followed by an 

examination of the various characteristics of that typology will begin to answer the 

question of, for whom and under what conditions do dual-earner parents experience 

work/family conflict and work/family enhancement.  The identification of different 

clusters of parents and analysis of the variety of coping and social support process 

which are used by different groups of dual-earner parents will thus provide important 

data for the future development of family-friendly workplace policies and practices. 

 

Method 

Participants 

The participants in the second phase of the research project consisted of 

respondents who were combining the multiple social roles of parent and worker.  All 

respondents were engaged in paid employment outside of the home and were primary 

care providers for a dependent child or children, many were also living in a spousal 

relationship with a life partner.  Details of the demographic characteristics of the 

participant sample are contained in Table 5.1.   
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Recruitment 

Participants were recruited via the distribution of questionnaire packages to 

employing organisations, childcare organisations and associations, and a 

businesswoman’s network association.  A total of one thousand five hundred (1,500) 

questionnaire packages were distributed throughout the greater Brisbane area of 

Queensland, Australia.   Almost half of the questionnaire packages were supplied to two 

large employing organisations - 500 to an independent retailer and 200 to a 

manufacturing organisation.  In both organisations a representative of the company 

acting on my behalf distributed questionnaire packages to staff through the company’s 

internal mail system.  One hundred questionnaire packages were posted to members of a 

businesswoman’s network association.  The names of members to receive questionnaire 

packages were randomly selected by the association’s Secretary, who then also 

administered the labelling and distribution of the questionnaire packages.  The 

remaining 700 questionnaire packages were circulated to parents of children who were 

enrolled in long day care, before and after school care, and vacation care through family 

day care units, community childcare centres, and private independent childcare centres.  

A total of 356 completed questionnaires were returned, representing an overall response 

rate of 23.7%.   

Response rate issues.  The self-report questionnaire is by far the most popular 

method of obtaining the subjective perceptions of respondents to a vast array of 

phenomena studied in the behavioural sciences (Mitchell, 1998; Spector, 1992).  

Unfortunately it is common for surveys to suffer from poor response rates (Mitchell, 

1998).  Low response rates, such as the one obtained in this study, are considered 

typical in large mail-out surveys conducted by marketing and hospitality researchers 

and practitioners (Paxson, 1995).  Shermis and Lombard (1999) similarly cite claims by 
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Herberlein and Baumgertner (1978) and Fowler (1988) that response rates of 30-61% 

are typical, and response rates below 30% prevalent in mailed self-report 

questionnaires.  Although recently, Baruch (1999) calculated an average response rate 

of 55.6% (SD=19.7) for studies published in reputable peer reviewed management and 

behavioural science journals.  The response rate obtained in this study is considerably 

lower than the average response rate reported by Baruch (1999), but within Baruch’s 

recommended range for senior management respondents (e.g., 36% +/- 13%).   

There are a number of plausible reasons for why the current study achieved a 

lower than desired response rate.  For example, researchers have suggested that mail-out 

surveys are particularly hampered as people are not willing to expend the time and 

energy required for completing questionnaires, or because they have been bombarded 

with questionnaire surveys, or because they disbelieve in the value of social science 

research (Baruch, 1999; Mitchell, 1998; Paxson, 1995).  Baruch (1999) offers two 

principal reasons for questionnaire non-response.  First, the recipient did not wish to 

respond, and second the potential respondent did not receive the questionnaire.   

Taking into consideration Baruch’s (1999) first principal reason for survey non-

response (i.e. the willingness of people to reply) requires speculation, because the 

opinions of those not responding are not available for analysis.  However, when 

designing the current questionnaire package recommendations regarding the attention to 

visual stimuli and the appearance of the questionnaire were considered (Mitchell, 1998; 

Paxson, 1995).  Accordingly, the final questionnaire package was typed in a sizeable, 

clear, and easily readable serif font typeface (Garamond, 11 point), and included 

computer generated clip-art using Microsoft Word software (see Appendix F).  

Unfortunately the questionnaire was lengthy and considerably longer than Mitchell’s 

(1998) recommended four pages.  Other suggestions for increasing response rates were 
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also followed, such as including a detailed cover letter, and a self-addressed reply paid 

return envelope.  The topic order of the scales within the questionnaire booklet was also 

designed to enhance response rates (Roberson & Sundstrom, 1990).  Unfortunately, 

because of the procedure adopted for delivery of the questionnaire packages, alternative 

processes to increase the response rate such as follow up mailings (e.g., Mitchell, 1998) 

were not possible. 

Given the overall length of the questionnaire package (anticipated to take 

approximately one hour to complete), combined with the knowledge that the 

questionnaire recipients could not have anticipated being recruited for the research, it 

was decided that booklet design alone would not provide sufficient motivation for 

participation in the study.  The offer of an inducement for completion of the 

questionnaires was therefore considered appropriate.  Hence, a participation inducement 

by way of a lottery type prize draw for a family pass to a local tourist attraction was 

included.  All parents completing the questionnaire booklet were offered the 

opportunity of being placed into a draw to receive one, of three, family passes for two 

adults and two children to visit the ‘Dreamworld’ theme park on the Gold Coast.  To be 

eligible for the ‘Dreamworld’ draw respondents were asked to return their 

questionnaires within a specified time period.   

Replying to Baruch’s (1999) second principal reason for non-response (e.g., the 

questionnaire was not received) also requires some speculation.  An element of the 

questionnaire distribution procedure adopted to ensure the anonymity of respondents 

relied upon the participation of third parties for the delivery of the questionnaire 

packages.  Thus I had no way of confirming (or controlling) the number of 

questionnaire packages successfully delivered to potential respondents, nor can I 

reliability estimate the total number of employed parents that were located within the 
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population receiving questionnaire packages.  Therefore it is possible that, (a) not all 

questionnaire packages were successfully distributed to potential respondents, and (b) 

that some individuals receiving the questionnaire packages did not meet the research 

selection criteria (e.g., an employed parent of dependent children currently living with a 

life partner who was also employed).    

The covering letter distributed with the questionnaire package clearly encouraged 

only those employed parents who met the research selection criteria to participate in the 

study by completing and returning the questionnaires.  As such, although the response 

rate calculated for the current study appears low, it is not possible to accurately 

determine the true participant response rate.  The figure cited previously is therefore 

considered to be a conservative estimate, with the exact response rate potentially higher 

than the percentage calculated. 

Respondents 

After the initial data screening (discussed later in this chapter) ten cases were 

removed from the sample because these cases contained substantial amounts of missing 

data or were calculated to be extreme univariate outliers on a number of variables.  

Therefore 346 cases remained available for further analysis.  Two hundred and forty-

one (241) employed mothers with an age range of 23 to 49 years (M = 35.18, SD = 5.6), 

and 104 employed fathers with an age range of 22 to 61 years (M = 38.09, SD = 7.27) 

and one father who did not indicate his age.  These participants were parents of between 

one and three children (mode = 2) ranging in age from 4 months to 24 years (M = 6.3, 

SD = 4.5).  The majority of the sample, 101 men and 185 women (82.7%), also stated 

that they were currently in a spousal relationship with an employed partner.  Two 

hundred and eighty-six (286) respondents were thus classified as being a member of a 

dual-earner family as per the definition provided in Chapter 3.  Sixty (17.3%) 
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questionnaire packages were also received from employed parents who were not 

currently living with a spouse.  These parents were therefore defined as being a member 

of a single-earner, single-parent family, with 56 of these family households headed by 

mothers and four by fathers.   

Just over half of the respondents (50.3%) were employed in the white-collar 

occupational field (e.g., clerical, sales, service), 35% in a managerial or professional 

capacity, and 14.7% in the blue-collar occupational field (e.g., trade and related 

positions).  The classification information used to define occupational and industry 

groups was obtained using the Australian Standard Classification of Occupations 

(ASCO) (Australia Bureau of Statistics, 1990).  Many of the parents in the sample were 

employed full-time (69.1%), while 30.9% were working part-time or casually.  The 

distribution of participants between dual-earner couple families and single-earner 

single-parent families in the current sample is comparable with family structure 

statistics published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.3).  

Similarly, the distribution of parents between full-time and part-time employment is 

reflective of current workforce trends (see Chapter 1, Figure 1.1).  Accordingly, 

although a lower than desired sample size, the received random sample is considered to 

be an appropriate representation of the population of Australian families.  While the 

data for the single-earner single-parent families are reported here to fully describe the 

respondent sample, these data will not be used in the forthcoming studies because the 

focus of the current research is on dual-earner parents and seeks to explore the work and 

family experiences of parents who are currently living in a couple spousal relationship 

while employed outside of the home.  Consequently, 286 cases of dual-earner parents 

remained for further analysis. 
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Table 5.1   

Respondent demographic characteristics. 

 
Demographic characteristics 

 
Mothers  
(n = 185) 

 
Fathers  

(n = 101) 

 
Total  

(N = 286) 
  

Number (%) 
 

Number (%) 
 

Number (%) 

Employment status 
Part-time / casual  
Full-time 

 
  71 (38.4) 
114 (61.6) 

 
  9   (8.9) 
92  (91.1) 

 
  80  (28.0) 
206  (72.0) 

Regular shift 
Day 
Other 

 
176  (95.1) 
    9   (4.9) 

 
92 (91.1) 
  9   (8.9) 

 
268  (93.7) 
  18    (6.3) 

Education level 
Secondary school 
TAFE / Trade or equivalent 
University Graduate 

 
74  (40.0) 
36  (19.5) 
75  (40.5) 

 
24  (23.8) 
49  (48.5) 
28  (27.7) 

 
  98  (33.3) 
  85  (29.7) 
103  (36.0) 

Occupational field 
Professional & managerial 
White collar: clerical, paraprofessional 
Blue collar: trade & related 

 
  70  (37.8) 
 101 (57.8) 
    8    (4.3) 

 
33  (32.7) 
25  (24.8) 
43  (42.6) 

 
103  (36.0) 
132  (46.2) 
  51  (17.8) 

Industry 
Private sector 
Public sector 

 
77  (41.6) 

     108   (58.4) 

 
74  (73.3) 
27  (26.7) 

 
151  (52.8) 
135  (47.2) 

Tenure 
Less than 2 years 
3 to 10 years 
More than 10 years 

 
  66  (35.7) 
  86  (46.5) 
  33  (17.8) 

 
24  (24.5) 
48  (49.0) 
26  (26.5) 

 
  90  (31.8) 
134  (47.3) 

59  (20.8) 
Spouse employment status 

Part-time / casual 
Full-time 

 
        21  (11.4) 
      164  (88.6) 

 
      47  (46.5) 

        54  (53.5) 

 
  68  (23.8) 
218  (76.2) 

 

 
 

Procedure 

Prior to data collection, Griffith University’s School of Applied Psychology’s 

Ethics Committee screened and approved the research project.  Questionnaire packages 

were then supplied to the organisations, associations, and child-care centres that had 

previously agreed to participate in the research by distributing the questionnaire 

packages.  The packages comprised a covering letter, two questionnaire booklets, two 

separate ‘Dreamworld’ lottery entry forms, two ‘Dreamworld’ entry envelopes, and two 

self-addressed reply-paid questionnaire return envelopes.   
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The covering letter invited recipients who met the selection criteria to participate 

in the research, presented a brief introduction about the research project, and provided 

general instructions for completing the questionnaires.  Potential respondents were also 

requested to provide the second questionnaire to their spouse or partner if applicable. 

The letter further advised recipients of the ethical principals guiding the research, 

assured them that their responses would be completely confidential and anonymous, and 

informed them that they could withdraw from the study at any time (see Appendix F).  

The telephone contact number of the principal investigator was provided for recipients 

if they wished to obtain further clarification or any additional information about the 

research.4  The covering letter also detailed the procedure and entry process for the 

‘Dreamworld’ lottery incentive.  To maintain the confidentiality and anonymity of the 

questionnaire return process it was requested that parents place their completed 

‘Dreamworld’ entry forms into the separate envelopes provided.  The received 

‘Dreamworld’ entries were then kept separately in a secure location until the draw date, 

after which all entries were destroyed. 

The questionnaires did not seek any data that would enable individual 

respondents to be identified, and completed questionnaires were returned anonymously 

to the principal investigator in the reply-paid self-addressed envelopes provided.  

Accordingly, all questionnaires remained completely confidential and anonymous with 

the personal identity of the respondents unknown by the principal researcher.  The 

return of a completed questionnaire was taken as informed consent having been 

provided by the participant.   

Materials

                                            
4 Although the telephone contact number was provided, no calls were received from parents requiring clarification about completing 
the questionnaires or further information regarding the research. 
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Data were gathered using self-report pencil-and-paper questionnaires.  A copy 

of the survey booklet and the raw data are attached as Appendix F and G respectively.  

As previously stated the first page contained an introduction and covering letter that 

outlined the purpose of the research and invited employed parents to become involved 

in the study.  The questionnaire booklet was then divided into the following 13 sections: 

 Section 1: biographical and demographic work and family information; 

 Section 2: family environment (adaptability and cohesion); 

 Section 3: work and family satisfaction, and propensity to leave current job; 

 Section 4: work/family role enhancement; 

 Section 5: work/family role conflict; 

 Section 6: work and parent role involvement; 

 Section 7: coping strategies; 

 Section 8: perception of social support; 

 Section 9: social embeddness; 

 Section 10: enacted social support; 

 Section 11: employer and child-care; 

 Section 12: work and family stressors; 

 Section 13: emotional exhaustion. 

Independent Variables 

Life role salience scales.  Amatea and her colleagues (1986) developed the Life 

Role Salience Scales (LRSS) to measure the attitudes of men and women towards work 

and family role involvement.  The scales were designed to be equally applicable to men 

and women at various stages of role anticipation and/or participation.  The complete 

instrument contains scales divided into four major life roles, occupational, parental, 

marital, and home-care (Amatea et al., 1986).  The instrument is based upon the 
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conceptualisation that work and family life roles are separate life dimensions that may 

be participated in simultaneously, as opposed to mutually exclusive or competing 

domains (Chi-Ching, 1995).  Each life role is measured with two subscales designed to 

assess the conceptually distinct dimensions of role reward value and role commitment.  

The role value dimension assesses the personal importance or value attributed by the 

respondent to the particular role, and the role commitment dimension determines the 

level of commitment of personal time and energy resources that the respondent is 

willing to provide to perform the role (Burke, 1994).  The value and commitment 

dimensions of each role are assessed with five statements asking the respondent to 

indicate their level of agreement with the statements on a five point Likert type scale 

ranging from (1) disagree to (5) agree (Amatea et al., 1986).  Prior to scoring the scales 

reverse worded items need to be recoded.  These items are included in attitudinal 

questionnaires because it has been estimated that such items help reduce the probability 

of respondent response set bias (Price & Mueller, 1986).  The responses for each item 

of the subscale are then summed resulting in a total score for the subscales of between 5 

and 25.  Taken together the role value and role commitment dimensions provide an 

assessment of the participants’ involvement in each particular role.   

It was anticipated that the sample range for the present study would contain a 

diverse population of employed parents occupying a variety of social roles.  However, 

the study’s selection criteria required that all participants occupy both the employment 

and parental social roles.  Therefore, the occupational and parental role scales of the 

LRSS were included in the questionnaire package.  Sample scale items include, 

“Having work/a career that is interesting and exciting to me is my most important life 

goal” (occupational) and “My life would be empty if I never had children” (parental) 

(Amatea et al., 1986). 



Balancing work and family 
 

159 

 

The LRSS instrument was initially developed and validated with over 900 

undergraduate men and women, academic career women and employed couples.  The 

scale developers report factor analytic results that support the eight theoretical 

dimensions (Amatea et al., 1986).  Relatively high internal consistency reliability 

estimates have also been calculated, providing further psychometric validation of the 

instrument (Amatea et al., 1986).  In addition, Campbell and Campbell’s (1995) study 

of women working in non-professional occupations, and Chi-Ching’s (1995) study of 

dual-career couples in Singapore has provided further independent psychometric 

validation and support of the LRSS scales.  These studies reported internal consistency 

reliability estimates ranging from .69 to .79.  Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients for 

the LRSS scales used in the current study were .86 for work involvement (occupational 

role value and commitment), and .84 for parental involvement (parental role value and 

commitment). 

Role stressors.  Work role stress defined as “the extent to which a person 

experiences incompatible role pressures within the work domain” (Kopelman, 

Greenhaus, & Connolly, 1983) was measured with an eight-item self-report 

questionnaire developed by Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh (1979, cited in 

Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981).  The instrument assesses work role conflict, role 

clarity and role overload.  The measure adopts a seven point Likert type scale format 

with responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.  An example 

item from this questionnaire is, “I never seem to have enough time to get everything 

done.”  Items 3, 4, 5 and 7 are reversed worded and thus require recoding prior to 

scoring and analysis.  A summed score is derived from the responses to the eight items 

providing a possible score range for the work role stressors scale of between 8 and 56.   

Higher scores represent a stronger perception of work role stressors.  Early 
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psychometric validation of the scales are reported in Cook et al. (1981), and further 

supported by recent research confirming the internal consistency of the work role 

stressors scale with alpha reliability coefficients of .79 (Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 

1997) and .84 (Aryee, Luk, Leung, & Lo, 1999).  A Cronbach alpha internal 

consistency reliability coefficient of .75 was calculated for the work role stressors scale 

in the current study. 

Family Role Stress defined as “the extent to which a person experiences 

incompatible role pressures within the family domain” was assessed using seven items 

from the family conflict inventory developed by Kopelman et al. (1983), and one item 

from Aryee et al.’s (1999) parental overload measure.  Combing the two measures 

ensured that the present study was able to measure the substantive family role stressors 

of relationship, life style, personal interests (Kopelman et al., 1983), and parental 

demands (Aryee et al., 1999).  Consistent with the work role stressors scale, the self-

report measure of family role stressors adopts a seven point Likert type scale format 

with responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.  Example items 

from this questionnaire are, “My family does not enjoy doing some of the things that I 

like to do” (Kopelman et al., 1983, p. 204) and, “I often feel overwhelmed by the 

demands of parenting” (Aryee et al., 1999, p. 267).  A summed score is computed from 

the responses to the eight items providing a possible score range for the family role 

stressors scale of between 8 and 56.  Once again, as with the work role stressors scale, 

higher scores suggest stronger perceptions of family role stressors.  Measurement of the 

scale’s internal consistency in the current study resulted in a Cronbach alpha reliability 

coefficient of .81. 

Dependent Variables 
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Childcare Arrangements.  Previous research has suggested that the quality of 

childcare and the ease with which parents have been able to locate childcare 

arrangements are important variables to consider in work/family research (Lechner & 

Creedon, 1994).  The present study asked parents to nominate the type or types of 

childcare arrangements that they regularly accessed for their dependent children.  

Respondents were asked to select from a list of commonly used childcare arrangements, 

or to nominate an arrangement if it was not listed.  The provided list included centre-

based care, family day care, before/after school care, vacation care, parent/primary 

caregiver, grandparent or other relative, friend or neighbour, or nanny/private 

babysitter.  Parents were then asked to rate how difficult it was for them to locate 

suitable childcare for their children using a rating scale ranging from (1) easy, not at all 

difficult, to (7) very difficult.  Finally, the respondents were asked to indicate how 

happy they were with their current childcare arrangements using a rating scale from (1) 

very unhappy, to (7) very happy. 

Coping.  The Dual Employed Coping Scale (DECS) was developed to identify 

and measure coping behaviours that spouses find helpful for managing work and family 

roles (Skinner & McCubbin, 1981).  The focus of the DECS questionnaire is to 

systematically assess coping behaviours and patterns enabling an analysis of an 

individual’s adaptation to the stresses of dual-earner living.  Participants are instructed 

to read the list of coping behaviours and consider how well each statement reflects his 

or her approach to coping.  The participant rates the items on a five point Likert type 

scale with responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.   

The original DECS questionnaire contained 58 items representing five 

subscales, although after additional validation research the number of items and the 

number of subscales were reduced to a set of 49 items grouped into four subscales 
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(Skinner & McCubbin, 1987).  The four subscales include - Maintain Family System, 

Procurement of Support, Modifying Roles and Standards, and Maintaining Perspective 

Reducing Tension.  Example items from each of these subscales include respectively, 

“Planning for various family relations to occur at a certain regular time each day or 

week (e.g., “from the time we get home until their bedtime, is the ‘children’s time’)”, 

“Relying on extended family members for childcare help”, “Limiting job involvement 

in order to have time for my family”, and “Believing that, overall, there are more 

advantages than disadvantages to our lifestyle”.  The DECS is scored by summing the 

items, with higher scores indicating greater use of the specified coping patterns and 

behaviours.   

Adequate reliability and validity data for the DECS instrument are reported by 

the scale developers with Cronbach alpha estimates of internal consistency ranging 

from .72 to .78 for the four subscales, and .86 for the instrument overall.  Limited 

independent research is available regarding the psychometric properties of the 

questionnaire.  However, in a study of anticipated work-family conflict with 256 mainly 

single male and female university students, Burley (1994) confirmed the overall 

integrity of the DECS factor structure after having deleted items that loaded less than 

.50.  Burley’s short-form version of the DECS questionnaire derived a four factor 

solution with 28 items accounting for 50.5% of the variance and alpha reliability 

estimates ranging from .54 to .91 for the four subscales.   

As discussed previously the overall length of the current questionnaire package 

was of concern, as such where possible short-form versions of the measurement 

instruments were adopted.  Therefore the DECS instrument was shortened for use in 

this research based upon the original factor loadings supplied by the scale developers.  

A number of publications and authors have suggested guidelines for interpreting 
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meaningful factor loadings.  For instance, Ford and his colleagues (1986) have claimed 

that when interpreting factors a commonly used rule stipulates that only variables with 

loadings greater than .40 should be considered.  In a more precise and comprehensive 

specification, Comrey and Lee (1992) describe factors loadings in excess of .71 as 

excellent, .63 as very good, .55 as good, .45 as fair, and .32 as poor.  Inspection of the 

original factor analysis loadings for the DECS instrument indicated that 22 items loaded 

.39 or below.  Therefore, in order to short-form the DECS scale for use in the current 

study items that loaded less than .40 were excluded, resulting in a refined version of the 

instrument containing a total of 27 items.  The internal consistency of the short-formed 

version of the DECS questionnaire was adequate as demonstrated in the calculation of a 

Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient of .78 for the current study.    

Emotional Exhaustion.  Burnout is a psychological syndrome referring to a state 

of emotional exhaustion and cynicism caused by excessive psychological and emotional 

demands (Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Jackson, Schwab, & Schuler, 1986).  Job burnout 

is defined and studied primarily as an affective response to stressors experienced within 

the work domain.  The Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) 

was used in the current study to assess the frequency with which the employed parents 

in the current study reported experiencing the affective response of burnout in relation 

to their job.  The complete MBI yields four statistically and conceptually distinct 

subscales - emotional exhaustion, depersonalisation, personal accomplishment, and 

involvement (Boles et al., 2000; Maslach & Jackson, 1981).  Recent research has 

indicated that the emotional exhaustion subscale is more likely to be correlated with 

stress related variables (including work and family conflict) than the other subscales 

(Boles et al., 2000).  Therefore, the emotional exhaustion subscale was employed in the 
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present study to assess the frequency with which this sample of employed parents 

reported experiencing emotional exhaustion in relation to their work.   

The emotional exhaustion subscale contains nine items scored using the 

following seven point scale, (0) never, (1) a few times a year or less, (2) once a month 

or less, (3) a few times a month, (4) once a week, (5) a few times a week, and (6) every 

day.  An example item from this questionnaire is, “I feel fatigued when I get up in the 

morning and have to face another day”.  To score the emotional exhaustion subscale the 

nine items are summed with greater values indicating that the respondent has 

experienced those feelings with increasing frequency (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).  

Strong internal consistency reliability estimates have been previously published for the 

emotional exhaustion subscale range from .89 (Maslach & Jackson, 1981) to .90 (Boles 

et al., 2000; Zedeck et al., 1988).  The current study has further supported the internal 

consistency of the MBI’s emotional exhaustion subscale calculating a Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficient of .91. 

Family adaptability and cohesion evaluation scales III. The Family Adaptability 

and Cohesion Evaluation Scales (FACES) is a self-report inventory designed by Olson 

and his colleagues (Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 1985) to operationalise the Circumplex 

Model of marital and family environments.  Since establishment, the Circumplex Model 

has continued to be revised and extended (Munton & Reynolds, 1995), with the FACES 

III version of the questionnaire the measurement instrument available at the time of this 

study’s data collection.  The original intent of the FACES instrument was to measure 

the two major orthogonal dimensions of the Circumplex Model - family cohesion and 

family adaptability (Olson, 1991).  Cohesion refers to the extent of emotional bonding 

between family members, with the scale assessing the degree to which members are 

separated from, or connected to their family (Munton & Reynolds, 1995; Olson et al., 
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1985).  The original model proposed four levels of family cohesion ranging at one 

extreme from highly cohesive enmeshed families through two balanced (separated and 

connected) levels, to disengaged low cohesive families at the other extreme (Olson et 

al., 1985).  The adaptability dimension describes the extent to which the family system 

is flexible and able to change.  Likewise with the cohesion dimension the adaptability 

dimension has four levels, with rigid (low change) and chaotic (high change) families 

occupying the extreme ranges, while flexible and structured families occupy the two 

balanced ranges (Munton & Reynolds, 1995; Olson et al., 1985).  The FACES III 

instrument was originally designed to classify families into one of 16 family types or 

three general bands (balanced, mid-range, and extreme)  (Olson et al., 1985).   

The Circumplex Model was based upon the hypothesis that a curvilinear 

relationship occurs between family type and psychological well-being, with balanced 

families functioning more adequately than extreme families (Olson et al., 1985).  

However, after inconsistent empirical findings with a number of studies failing to 

support a curvilinear relationship (see Green, Harris, Forte, & Robinson, 1991, for more 

detail), Olson (1991) introduced a three-dimensional version of the Circumplex Model 

and revised the scoring of the FACES III instrument.  Under the revised scoring 

conditions, Olson claimed that researchers should assume a linear as opposed to a 

curvilinear relationship.  Thus, balanced family types are located at the top of the 

hierarchy (representing high scores on the two dimensions), mid-range types occupying 

the central position and extreme types at the bottom of the hierarchy (representing low 

scores on the two dimensions) (Olson, 1991).   

Two versions of the FACES III scales have been developed, a “family” and a 

“couple” version.  It was considered appropriate for the current study to use the 

“family” version of the instrument given that all of the participants in the current study 
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were parents of dependent children.  Included on the family version are items such as 

“The children make the decisions in our family”, and “Parents and children discuss 

punishment together” (Olson et al., 1985).  The family version of the FACES III 

instrument contains 20 items that were designed to be understandable by children 12 

years of age and over, therefore it was estimated that the adult respondents in the 

current study should have little difficulty in understanding the statements and 

completing the questionnaire.   

To complete the questionnaire the parents indicated the degree to which each 

statement describes their family on a five point scale ranging from (1) almost never, (2) 

once in a while, (3) sometimes, (4) frequently, and (5) almost always.  Summing all of 

the odd items produces a score for the cohesion scale, with a score for the adaptability 

scale derived from the sum of all even items.  The possible results for each scale range 

from 10 (extreme) through to 50 (balanced).  Olson and his colleagues (1985) provide 

evidence of generally sound psychometric data relating to the reliability and validity of 

the FACES III instrument, with internal consistency estimates ranging from .67 to .68, 

and 4-week interval test-retest reliability estimates yielding correlation coefficient 

results ranging from .80 to .83.  Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients for the two 

FACES III scales used in the current study were .76 for cohesion and .72 for 

adaptability. 

Family-Friendly HR Policies.  A number of authors have suggested that the 

presence of family-friendly human resource policies and practices has the potential to 

assist employed parents to reduce the difficulty in balancing their multiple role 

commitments (DeCieri et al., 2003; Russell & Bowman, 2000; Schermerhorn, Jr., 

2002).  After reviewing the available literature regarding family-friendly workplace 

policies, the present study first provided the respondents with a list of family-friendly 
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policies and practices and asked the parents to indicate whether or not these benefits 

were available to them at their workplace.  Second, the respondents were asked to rate 

how helpful these policies were (or would be) to them using a rating scale ranging from 

(1) not at all helpful, to (5) very helpful.   

Interrole conflict. As contended in Chapter 2 work-family conflict (WFC) and 

family-work conflict (FWC) are distinct but related forms of work and family interrole 

role conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).  Interrole conflict occurs when fulfilling the 

role expectations in one role makes compliance with role expectations in another other 

role more difficult (Katz & Kahn, 1978).  Interrole conflict from the perspective of 

work and family domains occurs when “participation in the work (family) role is made 

more difficult by virtue of participation in the family (work) role” (Greenhaus & 

Beutell, 1985, p. 77).  Although many studies have investigated the conflict between 

work and family roles, the operationalisation of the construct has varied widely.  

Measures have ranged from single item open ended or closed ended questions (Pleck et 

al., 1980; Rice et al., 1992; Voydanoff, 1988) to lengthy 50 item questionnaires (Burke, 

Weir, & DuWors, 1980).  Some studies have highlighted the distinction between work-

family conflict and family-work conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), whilst others 

have employed global or general measures that ignore the bi-directional nature of work 

and family role conflict (Cooke & Rousseau, 1984; Kopelman et al., 1983; Thomas & 

Ganster, 1995).  

In the current study WFC and FWC are measured using the self-report scales 

psychometrically developed and validated by Netemeyer, Boles, and McMurrian 

(1996).  The WFC and FWC questionnaire contains a total of ten items (5 items per 

subscale) measuring bi-directional general demand, as well as time and strain based role 

conflict.  Respondents are requested to rate whether they agree or disagree with the 
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questionnaire statements using a seven point Likert scale with responses ranging from 

(1) strongly disagree through to (7) strongly agree. An example item from the work-

family conflict scale is, “The demands of my work interfere with my home and family 

life”.  An example item from the family-work conflict scale is, “I have to put off doing 

things at work because of demands on my time at home”.  Item responses are summed 

across the five items on each scale to arrive at a total score for WFC and FWC, with a 

possible score range of between 5 and 35 for each subscale.  Higher scores indicate a 

greater perception of conflict.  Netemeyer et al. (1996) reported strong internal 

consistency (.88 for WFC and .86 for FWC), and adequate levels of construct and 

discriminant validity with the scales across three sample groups.  The internal 

consistency of the questionnaire is further supported with the current study computing 

Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients of .89 for the WFC scale, and .85 for the FWC 

scale. 

Interrole enhancement. The construct of work and family enhancement is 

primarily founded upon Sieber’s (1974) theory of role expansion that focuses on the 

rewards or privileges associated with the accumulation of multiple social roles.  As 

argued in the Chapter 2, there are a limited number of studies investigating the 

enhancement side of the work and family debate, consequently only a few instruments 

exist that purport to measure work and family enhancement.  Studies investigating work 

and family enhancement have differed widely in the operationalisation of this construct, 

with many articulating the benefits for women of participation in multiple social roles 

using indices of family or life satisfaction (Danes, 1998; Duncan & Goddard, 1993; 

Kinnier, Katz, & Berry, 1991), self-esteem (Elliott, 1996; Kinnier et al., 1991), job 

performance (Campbell, Campbell, & Kennard, 1994), physical health (Collijn, Appels, 
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& Nijhuis, 1996), psychological health (Hong & Seltzer, 1995), general well-being 

(Haw, 1995; Noor, 1995), or a combination of benefits (Pietromanaco, 1986).   

In contrast to the above research, some authors have developed measurement 

techniques to specifically assess multiple role enhancements.  For instance, in a study of 

female nursing staff Lengacher (1997) measured role strain, role enhancement and role 

support with a multiple item self-report questionnaire.  The author reported a strong 

internal consistency coefficient for the instrument.  However, some of the items 

contained within the questionnaire appear to assess satisfaction with coping ability or 

skill (e.g., “manage my time for roles”, p.146) as opposed to measuring the rewards or 

privileges associated with multiple role participation.   

In a rare longitudinal study of dual-earner couples, Marshall and Barnett (1993) 

developed a questionnaire that assessed the respondents’ perception of gains as a result 

of their participation in work and family roles.  Although this instrument was 

specifically designed to assess multiple role enhancements, it was limited because no 

distinction was made about the direction of the gain, for instance whether enhancement 

occurred from work to family or from family to work.  However, directionality of 

enhancement was assessed in two studies - Kirchmeyer’s (1992) research with business 

alumni, and Tiedje, Wortman, Downey, Emmons, Biernat, and Lang’s (1990) study of 

female university faculty.   

Work and family enhancement in the current study is measured using the nine-

item self-report enhancement subscale from Tiedje et al.’s (1990) Role Concurrence 

Perception Scale.  The nine items are further subdivided with three items each 

measuring family-career, career-marriage, and career-parenting enhancement.  

Respondents are asked to indicate on a five point Likert-type scale how true the 

statements are of their thoughts about combining work and family.  The response 
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options range from (1) very true to (5) not true at all.  An example item measuring 

family-career enhancement is, “Having a family gives me good organisational skills that 

I can use at work”, and an example of career-marriage enhancement is, “Having a 

job/career makes me more interesting and intellectually stimulating to my husband.”   

Prior to analysis all items are reversed scored so that higher scale responses 

reflect stronger perceptions of multiple role enhancement.  The instrument is then 

scored by summing the nine items to calculate the total enhancement score, resulting in 

a possible score range of between 9 and 45.  Tiedje et al. (1987) reported adequate 

internal consistency for the enhancement scale with a reliability coefficient of .79.  To 

enable use of the scale by both the mothers and fathers in the current study the scale 

was adjusted slightly so that the reference to ‘husband’ was changed to 

‘spouse/partner’.  This minor word change also removed the potential bias towards 

marital partners.  The slight modification of the questionnaire did not appear to have an 

adverse effect on the scale’s internal consistency with a Cronbach alpha reliability 

coefficient of .80 calculated for the adjusted measure of work and family enhancement 

used in the current study. 

Propensity to leave.  The intention of the participants to leave their current 

employer is considered an important construct because it is an immediate precursor to 

an individual’s choice to leave their job (Boles, Johnston, & Hair, 1997).  Intention to 

turnover is measured using a two item self-report questionnaire (Cook et al, 1981).  The 

measure adopts a seven point Likert scale with a response format ranging from (1) 

strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.  An example item from this measure is, “I am 

actively searching for a new job”.  The items are summed to provide a possible score 

range for intention to turnover scale of between 2 and 14.  Higher scores suggest that 

the respondent has a greater intention of leaving their current position.  The Cronbach 
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alpha internal consistency reliability coefficient of .78 was calculated in the current 

study. 

Satisfaction.  Job satisfaction is frequently defined as an individual's positive or 

negative evaluation of their work and work environment (O'Reilly, 1991).  Job 

satisfaction in the current study was measured using the Job Diagnostic Survey’s three 

item short-form job satisfaction subscale (Hackman & Oldham, 1975).  Global rather 

than facet measures of job and family satisfaction were chosen for the current study to 

enable a general assessment of job and family affect.  Although global satisfaction 

measures have received criticism, there is evidence to suggest the psychometric 

adequacy of global satisfaction scales (Robinson & Shaver, 1973).   

In a study of 658 employees, Hackman and Oldham (1975) demonstrated the 

internal consistency of the full five-item scale reporting a Spearman-Brown reliability 

coefficient of .76, and in a replication of Hackman and Oldham’s study with blue-collar 

employees, Wall, Clegg, and Jackson (1987) reported a coefficient alpha of .74.  

Additional reliability and validity data are available from a large number of studies that 

have used Hackman and Oldham’s global measure of job satisfaction (for details see 

Cook et al., 1981).   

The job satisfaction scale measures the respondent’s general level of affect with 

respect to their job.  The measure is scored using a seven point Likert scale with 

responses ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree.  An example item 

from this questionnaire is, “Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job”.  Item 

2 is reversed worded and thus requires recoding prior to scoring and analysis.  A total 

score is derived from the sum of the three items providing a possible score range for the 

job satisfaction scale of between 3 and 21.  Higher scores indicate a greater degree of 
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global job satisfaction.  The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient calculated in the 

current study was .81 for the short form measure of global job satisfaction. 

Family Satisfaction has been proposed as a conceptually distinct facet of life 

satisfaction (Near, Smith, Rice, & Hunt, 1984), referring to family related affect 

(Kinnunen & Mauno, 1998).  The current study measures family satisfaction using 

Kopelman, Greenhaus, and Connolly’s (1987) modification of Hackman and Oldham’s 

(1975) three-item General Job Satisfaction scale.  Like the job satisfaction scale, the 

family satisfaction questionnaire employs a seven point Likert scale with responses 

ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. An example item from this 

questionnaire is, “I am generally satisfied with my role in this family”.    Item 2 is 

reversed worded and therefore needs to be recoded prior to scoring and analysis.  A 

total score is derived from the sum of the three items providing a possible score range 

for the family satisfaction scale of between 3 and 21.  Higher scores indicate a greater 

perception of family satisfaction.  The change in orientation from job to family has not 

adversely affected the internal consistency of the scale, with Cronbach alpha reliability 

coefficients of .90 reported by Kopelman et al. (1987), and .73 in the current study. 

Social support.  Social support is multifaceted concept supporting three main 

subsidiary conceptualisations, perceived social support, social embeddedness, and 

enacted social support (Pierce et al., 1996; Vaux et al., 1987).  The current project 

included measures of all three conceptualisations of social support in the questionnaire 

package distributed to parents. 

Perceived Social Support is a prominent concept characterised by an 

individual’s cognitive appraisal of being reliably connected to others, and confident that 

adequate support would be available if it was needed (Barrera, 1986).  The present 

study measured perceived social support using scale items developed by Caplan, Cobb, 
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French, Harrison, and Pinneau (1980).  The inventory used in the current study 

contained a total of 20 items.  The complete inventory was divided into five role 

partners with four items measuring the respondent’s perception of the availability of 

emotional and instrumental social support from the specified role partner.  The five role 

partners referred to in the current study were the participant’s supervisor, their co-

workers, family, spouse, and friends.  Respondents indicated their level of agreement 

with items using a 7-point Likert type scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) 

strongly agree.  Higher scores indicated a greater perception of social support.  An 

example item from this measure is “My friends can be relied on when things get tough 

for me at work”.  Ray and Miller (1994) used a similar inventory to assess perceived 

social support in a study of female nursing professionals, reporting internal consistency 

reliability estimates ranging from .90 to .92.  In the current study Cronbach alpha 

estimates of internal consistency were calculated ranging from .88 to .95 for the five 

subscales, and .90 for the instrument overall.   

Social Embeddedness refers to the network of connections that individuals have 

to significant others within their social environment (Barrera, 1986).  Social 

embeddedness was assessed using the short-form version (SSQ6) of Sarason et al.’s, 

(1983) Social Support Questionnaire.  The SSQ6 contains six questions that quantify 

two dimensions of social support, the number or availability of social support contacts 

(SSQ6-N), and the respondent’s level of satisfaction with the support from those 

contacts (SSQ6-S).  An example item from the questionnaire is, “Whom can you really 

count on to listen to you when you need to talk?”  For each of the six questions the 

respondent is asked to identify the support persons available to deal with a given 

problem, and then asked to rate their level of satisfaction with the available social 

support using a rating scale ranging from (1) very dissatisfied to (6) very satisfied.  
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Calculating the average number of support persons identified across the six questions 

scores the SSQ6-N, and calculating the average of the ratings across the six questions 

scores the SSQ6-S.  Sarason et al., (1983) have reported that the SSQ-N and SSQ-S 

have favourable psychometric properties with internal consistency reliability 

coefficients of .97 (SSQ6-N) and .94 (SSQ6-S) calculated previously.  The current 

study similarly calculated strong internal consistency results for the scales, with 

Cronbach alpha reliability coefficients of .90 for the SSQ6-N and .93 for the SSQ6-S.  

Enacted Social Support is conceptualised as the actions that others perform 

when they render social support or assistance (Barrera, 1986).  Enacted support is often 

distinguished from available or perceived social support through the use of behavioural 

descriptions that measure what an individual actually does when he or she provides 

support.  Enacted social support was assessed using Vaux, Riedel, and Stewart’s (1987) 

Socially Support Behaviours (SS-B) scale.  The SS-B contains 45 items designed to 

assess five modes of socially supportive behaviours, emotional support (10 items), 

socialising (7 items), practical assistance (8 items), financial assistance (8 items), and 

advice/guidance (12 items) (Vaux et al., 1987).  The respondents are asked to rate how 

likely it is (on the basis of previous experience) that someone would provide them with 

the specific support indicated using a scale ranging from (1) no one would do this, to (5) 

someone would always do this.  A mean score is derived by dividing the sum of the 

items by the number of items in the scale (45).  An example item from the inventory is 

“Would show me that they understood how I was feeling”.  Vaux et al. (1987) provide 

research evidence demonstrating adequate psychometric reliability and validity 

properties of the SS-B scale.  A Cronbach alpha estimate of internal consistency 

reliability of .98 was calculated for the SS-B instrument used in the current study.   
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Data Screening 

The raw data contained within the 356 returned questionnaires were entered into 

an SPSS version 10 data file to enable analysis using a variety of descriptive and 

multivariate statistical procedures (SPSS Inc., 1999).  Prior to statistical analysis the 

data set was carefully examined and screened to ensure the accuracy of the data entry, 

an important initial process recommended by Babbie (1992) as being fundamental to 

honest statistical analysis.   

  Data accuracy.  Univariate descriptive statistics were used in the first instance to 

examine the accuracy of the data input using SPSS FREQUENCIES and SPSS 

DESCRIPTIVES (SPSS Inc., 1999).  Data entry errors in both discrete and continuous 

variables, such as out of range values, were identified and corrected by referring back to 

the original questionnaires.  Means, ranges and standard deviations were also inspected 

to assess whether the data were plausible. 

  Missing data.  Missing data can be a serious problem in quantitative research, 

potentially threatening the reliability and validity of the constructs measured (Neuman, 

1994).  However, Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) have suggested that the pattern of 

missing data can sometimes be more significant that the actual amount of data missing.  

Tabachnick and Fidell have further contended that in large data sets missing values that 

are randomly scattered throughout the matrix pose less of a problem for analysts in 

comparison with a pattern of missing values that are non-randomly distributed 

throughout a smaller number of variables.  Inspection of the current data matrix 

revealed the presence of both random and patterned occurrences of missing data in the 

data set.  In random cases there were a number of respondents who did not respond to 

an item on a scale.  This nonresponse appeared to be random because it was not 

possible to detect a pattern or reason for the nonresponse either from within the case or 
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the within the item.  Therefore, in these cases the missing value was replaced with the 

mean score for that item to ensure the missing value did not adversely affect the overall 

score of the constructs being measured.   

In addition to a number of random cases of missing values, case based patterns 

were detectable in other missing values.  In a small number of cases respondents from 

single-earner single-parent families left blank items that referred to a spouse or partner, 

even though all questions regarding spouses and partners offered a “not applicable 

(N/A)” response option.  Analysis of other respondents in single-parent families 

revealed that the majority of the sample chose the N/A category when asked questions 

regarding a spouse or partner.  Therefore, the decision was made to replace all missing 

values by single parent respondents to questions regarding a spouse or partner with the 

N/A option.  Finally, four cases were deleted from the data matrix as these cases 

contained substantial amounts of missing data, with missing values appearing in both 

discrete and continuous variables. 

  Outliers.  Outliers are cases with extreme values occurring within discrete or 

continuous variables, either on a single variable (univariate outlier) or on a combination 

of scores on two or more variables (multivariate outlier) (Tilley, 1990).  Outliers are a 

pervasive problem in statistical analyses and potentially lead to both Type I and Type II 

errors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996; Tilley, 1990).  The cause of outliers could be related 

to incorrect data entry, failure to specify missing value codes, the outlier not being a 

member of the intended population, or the outlier may be from the intended population 

but with a more extreme value on the variable in comparison with the normal 

distribution for the population (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).    

The presence of univariate outliers was examined in the discrete variables using 

SPSS FREQUENCIES (SPSS Inc., 1999).  Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) have advised 
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that uneven splits between categories in dichotomous variables can lead to outliers, and 

therefore recommended Rummel’s (1970) suggestion of deleting cases with 90%-10% 

splits.  After recoding, managing missing data and correction of incorrect data entry, 

none of the dichotomous variables in the data set contained outliers.  Attention was then 

directed towards identification of outliers in the continuous variables.   

Among the continuous variables, detection of univariate outliers was examined 

using SPSS DESCRIPTIVES EXPLORE (SPSS Inc., 1999).  This technique produced a 

series of graphical representations of each variable including a histogram, box plot, 

normal probability plot and detrended normal probability plots.  In addition to 

graphically representing the variables, values were standardised to enable inspection of 

z scores.  Potential univariate outliers are cases with standardised scores in excess of 

3.29 (p<.001, two-tailed test) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  Inspection of the 

continuous variables using a combination of z score results and graphs highlighted a 

number of cases that contained extreme results on more than one of the variables.  The 

identified cases were then checked to ensure the accuracy of the data entry and incorrect 

entries rectified.  After the accuracy of the data was confirmed, six cases remained that 

contained extreme values on more than one of the continuous variables.  Although 

extreme cases are to be expected in a large data set (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996), the 

decision was made to delete these cases from the data file to prevent any possible 

disruption in the planned statistical analyses.   

Normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, multicollinearity, and singularity.  Many 

statistical tests and procedures depend upon the data meeting the fundamental 

assumption of multivariate normality.  Assessment of whether or not the data in the 

current data set violate this assumption can be partially checked through the inspection 

of the normality, linearity and homoscedasticity of the variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
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1996).  All continuous variables were assessed for any statistical variation from 

normality, linearity and homoscedasticity using SPSS FREQUENCIES and PLOT 

(SPSS Inc., 1999).  The results demonstrated that there were no extreme variations from 

normality in the skewness and the kurtosis of the variables and no evidence of departure 

from linearity.  Therefore, the data do not violate the assumptions of normality, linearity 

and homoscedasticity and consequently no data transformations were deemed 

necessary.   

The correlation matrix of the data set was also examined to detect variables that 

could potentially suffer from multicollinearity or singularity.  The largest correlation 

occurring within the matrix was 0.649 (p<.01) for the variables of respondent age and 

the age of the youngest child, indicating that older parents were more likely to have 

older children, an expected and seemingly normal situation.  It was not considered 

necessary to conduct any further screening of the variables as none of the other 

variables exhibited large correlations (see Appendix H).  Therefore, after thoroughly 

screening and examining the accuracy of the data a total of 346 cases remained for 

analysis. 

Data Reduction 

The scores for many of the self-report instruments used in the quantitative study 

are established through the calculation of the instrument’s total score.  However, 

included in the questionnaire package were a number of instruments designed not only 

to assess a single construct, but also to measure distinct components of that construct 

with the use of subscales.  Moreover, as these subscales will be relied upon in future 

statistical analyses it was considered important to examine the empirical validity of the 

instruments’ proposed factor structure.  Exploratory factor analyses were therefore 

conducted with the following four instruments: Family Adaptability and Cohesion 
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Evaluation Scales III (FACES III) (Olson et al., 1991), Life Role Salience Scales 

(LRSS) (Amatea et al., 1986), the scales measuring work to family conflict, and family 

to work conflict (Netemeyer et al., 1996), and the scales measuring perceived social 

support (Caplan et al., 1980).  

Statisticians have cautioned that the reliability of factor solutions can be limited in 

small data sets.  However, the current sample size of 346 cases exceeds Tabachnick and 

Fidell’s (1996) “rule of thumb” recommendation for a good factor analysis of 300 cases 

(p. 640).  With the size of the sample deemed appropriate, the factorability of the 

correlation matrices for each instrument was then assessed.  First, inspection of the 

correlation matrices revealed that the matrices for all four instruments met the 

requirement of containing a number of correlations >.30.  Next, for each instrument 

Bartlett’s (1954) test of sphericity was calculated.  The results of these tests yielded chi 

squared (χ2) values of 2026.23 (df 190) for FACES III, 3267.93 (df 190) for LRSS, 

1976.27 (df 45) for the scales measuring interrole conflict, and 6032.30 (df 190) for the 

scales measuring perceived social support, with all of the results calculated to be 

statistically significant (p <.001).  Finally, the sampling adequacy for each instrument 

was assessed using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s measure (cited in Tabachnick & Fidell, 

1996).  Values of .745, .788, .820, and .803 respectively for the previously cited four 

instruments demonstrate that all matrices exceed the value of .60 described as suitable 

for factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). 

The factor structure for all of the measures was then explored using SPSS 

FACTOR principal components analysis (PCA) with varimax orthogonal rotation 

(SPSS Inc., 1999).  The commonly used PCA with varimax rotation was adopted 

because it simplifies factors by maximising the variance of the loadings within factors, 

and across variables.  Thus, loadings that are high after extraction are higher after 
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rotation, and similarly lower loadings become lower after rotation (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 1996).  The remainder of this chapter reports the results of the principal 

components analyses for the Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales III, 

Life Role Salience Scales, Interrole Conflict Scales, and the scales measuring perceived 

social support. 

Family adaptability and cohesion evaluation scales III.  Principal components 

extraction with varimax rotation was performed on the 20 items of the FACES III scale 

with the sample of 346 employed parents, the questionnaire items loaded onto two 

components accounting for 34.71% of the cumulative variance.  The components 

extracted concur with results previously published by Olson and his colleagues (1991).  

All of the odd items were loaded onto the first component, or the cohesion scale, and all 

of the even items loaded on the second component, or adaptability scale.  Loadings of 

variables on components, communalities, Cronbach’s alphas and the percentages of 

variance are shown in Table 5.2.  The variables are ordered and grouped according to 

item number to facilitate interpretation.



 

 

Table 5.2  

FACES III Rotated factor item loadings, Communalities (h²), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s alphas and Percentages of variance for Principal 
Components Extraction with Varimax Rotation. 
 
 

FACES III Questionnaire item number and component label 
 
1 

Component 
2 

 
h² 

 
Cohesion 
1.  Family members ask each other for help 
3.  We approve of each other’s friends. 
5.  We like to do things with just our immediate family. 
7.   Family members feel closer to other family members than to people outside the family. 
9.   Family members like to spend free time with each other. 
11. Family members feel very close to each other. 
13. When our family gets together for activities, everybody is present. 
15. We can easily think of things to do together as a family. 
17. Family members consult other family members on their decisions. 
19. Family togetherness is very important. 
 

 
 

.51 

.61 

.33 

.40 

.67 

.82 

.54 

.73 

.48 

.71 

 
 

.33 
-.08 
.13 
-.09 
.03 
-.07 
.14 
.02 
.25 
.12 

 
 

.37 

.38 

.11 

.17 

.45 

.68 

.31 

.54 

.29 

.52 
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Table 5.2 continued 
 

 

 FACES III Questionnaire item number and component label 
 
1 

Component 
2 

 
h² 

 
Adaptability 
2.   In solving problems, the children’s suggestions are followed. 
4.   Children have a say in their discipline. 
6.   Different persons act as leaders in our family. 
8.   Our family changes its way of handling tasks. 
10. Parents and children discuss punishment together. 
12. The children make the decisions in our family. 
14. Rules change in our family. 
16. We shift household responsibilities from person to person. 
18. It is hard to identify the leader(s) in our family. 
20. It is hard to tell who does which household chores. 
 

 
 

.21 

.19 

.12 
-.05 
.26 
-.06 
-.32 
-.09 
-.09 
-.06 

 

 
 

.57 

.52 

.49 

.55 

.33 

.55 

.52 

.62 

.60 

.51 

 
 

.37 

.31 

.26 

.31 

.18 

.30 

.37 

.39 

.36 

.26 

Eigenvalues 
Variance (%) 
Cronbach’s alpha 

3.9 
17.84 
.76 

3.0 
16.87 
.72 
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Life role salience scales.  The LRSS instrument is based upon the 

conceptualisation that work and family life roles are separate life dimensions (Chi-

Ching, 1995).  Subscales assessing the parental and occupational life roles were 

included in the current questionnaire package.  Each life role is measured with two 

subscales designed to assess the conceptually distinct dimensions of role reward value 

and role commitment (Burke, 1994).  Principal components extraction with varimax 

rotation was performed on the 20 items of the LRSS subscales.  However, in contrast to 

the research by Amatea and her colleagues (1986) which indicates that each life role can 

be further divided between value and commitment dimensions, the present principal 

components solution using two of the four life roles is best explained with a two 

component solution.  This two-component result distinguishes between the ten items 

measuring parental role involvement and the ten items measuring occupational role 

involvement.  The two-component solution accounted for 45.59% of the cumulative 

variance.  The loadings of variables on components, communalities, Cronbach’s alphas 

and the percentages of variance are shown in Table 5.3.  The variables are ordered and 

grouped according to item number to facilitate interpretation.

 



 

 

 

Table 5.3 

LRSS Rotated factor item loadings, Communalities (h²), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s alphas and Percentages of variance for Principal 
Components Extraction with Varimax Rotation. 
 

 

 LRSS Questionnaire item number and component label 
 
1 

Component 
2 

 
h² 

 
Occupational Role Involvement 
1.  Having work/a career that is interesting and exciting to me is my most important life goal. 
2.  I expect my job/career to give me more real satisfaction than anything else I do. 
3.  Building a name and reputation for myself through work/a career is not one of my life goals. 
4.  It is important to me that I have a job/career in which I can achieve something of importance. 
5.  It is important to me to feel successful in my work/career. 
6.  I want to work, but I do not want to have a demanding career. 
7.  I expect to make as many sacrifices as are necessary in order to advance in my work/career. 
8.  I value being involved in a career and expect to devote the time and effort needed to develop it. 
9.  I expect to devote a significant amount of my time to building my career and developing the    
     skills necessary to advance in my career. 
10.I expect to devote whatever time and energy it takes to move up in my job/career field. 
 

 
 

.62 

.57 

.54 

.76 

.61 

.49 

.61 

.79 

.84 
 

.70 

 
 

-.33 
-.30 
.11 
.10 
.11 
-.16 
-.28 
-.04 
-.04 

 
-.20 

 
 

.48 

.41 

.31 

.59 

.39 

.27 

.46 

.62 

.71 
 

.54 
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Table 5.3 continued 
 

 

 LRSS Questionnaire item number and component label 
 
1 

Component 
2 

 
h² 

 
Parental Role Involvement 
11. Although parenthood requires many sacrifices, the love and enjoyment of children of one’s  
      own are worth it all. 
12. If I chose not to have children, I would regret it. 
13. It is important to me to feel I am (will be) an effective parent. 
14. The whole idea of having children and raising them is not attractive to me. 
15. My life would be empty if I never had children. 
16. It is important to me to have time for myself and my own development rather than have    
      children and be responsible for their care. 
17. I expect to devote a significant amount of my time and energy to the rearing of children of  
      my own. 
18. I expect to be very involved in the day-to-day matters of rearing my children. 
19. Becoming involved in the day-to-day details of rearing children involves costs in other 
areas  
      of my life which I am unwilling to make. 
20. I do not expect to be very involved in child rearing. 
 

 
 

-.11 
 

-.05 
.09 
-.12 
-.02 
-.35 

 
-.02 

 
-.08 
-.29 

 
-.10 

 
 

.70 
 

.68 

.58 

.76 

.67 

.49 
 

.62 
 

.69 

.46 
 

.68 

 
 

.50 
 

.47 

.34 

.59 

.45 

.36 
 

.39 
 

.48 

.29 
 

.47 

Eigenvalues 
Variance (%) 
Cronbach’s alpha 

4.6 
23.26 
.86 

4.4 
22.34 
.84 
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Interrole conflict.  As contented in Chapter 2, work to family conflict (WFC) and 

family to work conflict (FWC) are distinct but related forms of interrole role conflict 

(Netemeyer et al., 1996).  Principal components extraction with varimax rotation was 

performed on the 10 items of the interrole conflict scales with the 346 cases.  As 

suggested by Netemeyer et al. (1996) the questionnaire items were loaded on two 

components accounting for 66.99% of the cumulative variance.  The components 

extracted demonstrated that family-to-work conflict and work-to-family conflict are two 

distinct forms of interrole conflict.  The loadings of variables on components, 

communalities, Cronbach’s alphas and the percentages of variance are shown in Table 

5.4.  The variables are ordered and grouped according to item number to facilitate 

interpretation.

 



 

  

  

  

Table 5.4 Table 5.4 

Work to Family Conflict (WFC) and Family to Work Conflict (FWC) Scales Rotated factor item loadings, Communalities (h²), Work to Family Conflict (WFC) and Family to Work Conflict (FWC) Scales Rotated factor item loadings, Communalities (h²), 
Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s alphas and Percentages of variance for Principal Components Extraction with Varimax Rotation. 
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 WFC and FWC Questionnaire item number and component label 
 
1 

Component 
2 

 
h² 

 
Work to Family Conflict 
1.  The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life. 
2.  The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfil my family responsibilities. 
3.  Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my job puts on me. 
4.  My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfil my family duties. 
5.  Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for family activities. 
 
Family to Work Conflict 
6.  The demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with work-related activities. 
7.  I have to put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home. 
8.  Things I want to do at work don’t get done because of family demands. 
9.  My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work such as getting to work on time,  
     accomplishing daily tasks, and working overtime. 
10.Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform job-related duties. 

 
 

.85 

.85 

.79 

.85 

.77 
 
 

.24 

.13 

.08 

.07 
 

.24 

 
 

.12 

.20 

.24 

.19 

.05 
 
 

.70 

.83 

.85 

.80 
 

.67 

 
 

.74 

.77 

.68 

.76 

.60 
 

 
.54 
.71 
.74 
.65 

 
.51 

Eigenvalues 
Variance (%) 
Cronbach’s alpha 

3.5 
35.45 
.89 

3.1 
31.55 
.85 
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Social support.  Perceived Social Support is a prominent concept characterised by 

an individual’s cognitive appraisal of being reliably connected to others, and confident 

that adequate support would be available if it was needed (Barrera, 1986).  The present 

study measured perceived social support using scale items developed by Caplan et al. 

(1980).  The inventory used in the current study contained a total of 20 items divided 

into five role partners.  Four items per role partner measured the respondent’s 

perception of the availability of emotional and instrumental social support from the 

specified role partner.    Principal components extraction with varimax rotation was 

performed on the 20 items with the 346 cases.  The questionnaire items loaded on five 

components, one for each role partner, accounting for 80.06% of the cumulative 

variance.  The loadings of variables on components, communalities, Cronbach’s alphas 

and the percentages of variance are shown in Table 5.5.

 



 

  

  

  

Table 5.5 Table 5.5 

Perceptions of Social Support Scales Rotated factor item loadings, Communalities (h²), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s alphas and Percentages Perceptions of Social Support Scales Rotated factor item loadings, Communalities (h²), Eigenvalues, Cronbach’s alphas and Percentages 
of variance for Principal Components Extraction with Varimax Rotation. 
 

B
alancing W

ork and Fam
ily  

189 

 Component 
 Social Support Questionnaire item number and component label 1 2 3 4 5 h² 
 
Spousal Social Support 
13. My spouse/partner goes out of his/her way to make my life easier. 
14. It is easy to talk with my spouse/partner. 
15. My spouse/partner can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 
16. My spouse/partner is willing to listen to my personal problems. 
 
Supervisor Social Support 
1.  My supervisor goes out of his/her way to make my life easier. 
2.  It is easy to talk with my supervisor. 
3.  My supervisor can be relied on when things get tough for me at work 
4.  My supervisor is willing to listen to my personal problems. 
 
Friends Social Support 
17. My friends go out of their way to make my life easier. 
18. It is easy to talk with my friends. 
19. My friends can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 
20. My friends are willing to listen to my personal problems. 
 

 
 

.82 

.91 

.89 

.89 
 
 

.14 
-.05 
.08 
.05 

 
 

.20 

.17 

.05 

.14 

 
 

.13 

.02 

.04 

.08 
 
 

.84 

.84 

.91 

.85 
 
 

.09 

.08 

.15 

.09 

 
 

.15 

.14 

.10 

.18 
 
 

.06 

.15 

.11 

.07 
 
 

.81 

.87 

.80 

.86 

 
 

-.02 
.03 
.07 
.04 

 
 

.16 

.20 

.18 

.14 
 
 

.10 

.12 

.18 

.16 

 
 

.33 

.27 

.31 

.24 
 
 

.03 

.08 

.12 

.04 
 
 

.16 

.10 

.24 

.11 

 
 

.82 

.92 

.89 

.89 
 
 

.76 

.77 

.89 

.75 
 
 

.74 

.83 

.76 

.81 

 

 

 



 

  

  

Table 5.5 continued Table 5.5 continued 

  
  Component Component 

 Social Support Questionnaire item number and component label 1 2 3 4 5 h² 
 
Co-workers Social Support 
5.  My co-workers go out of their way to make my life easier. 
6.  It is easy to talk with my co-workers. 
7.  My co-workers can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 
8.  My co-workers are willing to listen to my personal problems. 
 
Family Social Support 
9.   My family goes out of their way to make my life easier. 
10. It is easy to talk with my family. 
11. My family can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 
12. My family is willing to listen to my personal problems. 
 
 

 
 

.09 

.06 
-.01 
-.01 

 
 

.28 

.27 

.35 

.33 

 
 

.23 

.10 

.20 

.17 
 
 

.20 

.03 

.04 

.03 

 
 

.05 

.23 

.12 

.15 
 
 

.16 

.14 

.34 

.15 

 
 

.84 

.85 

.88 

.84 
 
 

.07 

.09 

.08 

.13 

 
 

.17 

.04 

.05 

.09 
 
 

.70 

.81 

.81 

.86 

 
 

.79 

.78 

.89 

.76 
 
 

.63 

.77 

.82 

.79 
 

Eigenvalues 
Variance (%) 
Cronbach’s alpha 

3.5 
17.96 
.95 

3.2 
16.02 
.91 

3.2 
16.01 
.90 

3.1 
15.73 
.90 

2.8 
14.34 
.88 
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CHAPTER 6 

PHASE TWO: A TYPOLOGY OF DUAL-EARNER PARENTS 

 

Overview 

The need to develop a more comprehensive understanding of the work and family 

values and identity of employed parents in dual-earner families became apparent as a 

result of the data obtained in the previous qualitative study (refer Chapter 4).  Of the 

themes that emerged, notable differences became apparent between the respondents in 

the amount of time that they invested in work and family roles, and the importance that 

they placed on their work and family roles.  Specifically, the parents in the previous 

study appeared to address potential work and family conflicts or dilemmas by using a 

priority or values approach which enabled them to defer to the most salient role identity 

when faced with interrole tension.  Mothers and fathers frequently reported adopting 

solutions that were characterised by traditional gender divisions of labour.  For example 

mothers made numerous comments within which they emphasised that they were 

primarily responsible for domestic tasks and childcare, while fathers appeared to be 

more preoccupied with generating income for the family.   

Therefore, both the demands of work and family roles and the value and 

commitment of parents to those roles appeared to influence how the respondents 

constructed their work and family role responsibilities.  However, it is important to 

recognise that the mothers and fathers participating in the qualitative study were a 

relatively distinct group of dual-earner couple parents who were employed in lower-

level and blue-collar occupations.  Previous research investigating the involvement of 

employees in work and family roles has reported that significant differences do occur 
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between people in the value and commitment that is conferred to the variety of roles in 

an individual’s overall role set (Hammer et al., 1997).   

However, when practitioners and researchers discuss the human resource 

practices that will be necessary to meet the requirements of modern organisations and 

the demands of the contemporary workforce, dual-earner parents are often considered a 

homogeneous group, frequently contrasted with other types of family arrangements 

such as single income families or non-parents (e.g., Galinsky, Bond, & Friedman, 1996; 

Johnson, 1995; Reed & Bruce, 1993).  Conversely, some authors have suggested that 

substantive differences occur within dual-earner families (Lobel & Kossek, 1996), 

particularly between those with partners who are considered to be occupying a job 

versus those pursuing a career (e.g., Duxbury & Higgins, 1994; Gilbert & Rachlin, 

1987; Lewis & Cooper, 1988; Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993).   

Several theorists have proposed taxonomies of dual-earner families in an attempt 

to capture the important characteristic differences within this potentially diverse family 

category (e.g., Gilbert & Rachlin, 1987; Sekaran, 1986; Schwartz, 1989).  For instance, 

Hall and Hall (1979) describe dual-career couples based upon their degree of 

involvement in career and family roles, distinguishing four different groups - 

accommodators, adversaries, allies, acrobats, and those in transition.  Other theorists 

have compared traditional with non-traditional couples, or dual-earner with single-

earner couples.  Unfortunately, in the main these taxonomies and descriptions have not 

been tested empirically or independently confirmed. 

Consequently, while there is interest in the heterogeneity of the dual-earner family 

structure, there has been little research effort to systematically explore and empirically 

establish the variability within this dominant family arrangement.  With exception are 

two studies that have empirically created typologies of dual-earner families (e.g., 
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Crouter & Manke, 1997; Yogev & Brett, 1985).  Crouter and Manke (1997) interviewed 

parents in 85 dual-earner couples and derived a typology based upon the parents’ 

description of four dimensions of their work role, that is, work hours, job prestige, role 

overload, and job involvement.  The results of their cluster analysis suggested that three 

statistically different groups of parents existed in their data: high-status dual-earner 

families, low-stress dual-earner families and main-secondary provider families.   

The findings of Crouter and Manke’s (1997) research statistically supported the 

notion that differences do occur within the dual-earner family structure.  Curiously 

however, their typology did not consider the impact of any family domain variables.  As 

proposed by Kanter (1977), and verified in the work/family conflict literature, family 

role demands and expectations make important contributions to an employed parent’s 

experience of his or her dual role responsibilities.  Indeed, the results of the previous 

qualitative study also confirm that family role variables, such as the individual’s 

perception of their family role identity, impact upon the work role choices made by 

parents.  As such, family role variables make a notable contribution to parents’ overall 

work and family experiences.  Therefore, in order to create a comprehensive typology 

of dual-earner parents it is recommended that consideration be given to variables within 

both the work and family domains. 

In contrast to Crouter and Manke’s (1997) typology, the classification scheme 

developed by Yogev and Brett (1985) did include both work and family domain 

variables.  Yogev and Brett created a typology based upon their research findings with 

136 dual-earner and 103 single-earner couples, all of whom were parents of children 

under the age of 18 years.  They proposed a general typology of couples based upon 

high and low levels on the two psychological attributes of work and family role 

involvement.  Yogev and Brett hypothesised that these variables would distinguish 
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between four different patterns of couples, symmetrical (all roles), asymmetrical (all 

roles), symmetric-family asymmetric work, and asymmetric-family symmetric work.  

Including single-earner couples within the classification scheme resulted in a complex 

grid containing twenty-four cells, each describing a different work/family involvement 

arrangement.   

Although a complex model, couples characterised by equally moderate 

involvement in work and family (or variants of moderate score combinations) could not 

be identified within the typology.  The results of canonical analyses with attitudinal and 

behavioural variables demonstrated that the dual-earner couples’ dimensions 

corresponded with the typology, although the single-earners did not.  In conclusion, 

while Yogev and Brett’s (1985) typology includes both work and family domain 

variables, the application of the classification scheme is limited by its complexity and 

the necessity for couples to be classified as having high or low role involvement levels 

with role demand dimensions used as correlates.  Even so, the findings reported in 

Crouter and Manke’s (1997) and Yogev and Brett’s (1985) studies make a valuable 

contribution to the analysis of the homogeneity of employed parents in the dual-earner 

family structure, identifying that statistically significant groups of parents exist within 

the non-traditional family category of dual-earner parents.   

Research Aims 

The current study proposes to draw together the variables identified in the earlier 

qualitative study with the findings published in previous research in order to generate a 

comprehensive, yet simplified, typology of dual-earner parents.  Both the time and 

behavioural demands associated with work and family roles and the value and 

commitment that parents attach to their work and family roles were identified in the 

previous study as important contributors to the parents’ construction of their dual- 
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domain commitments.  Thus, this study extends previous research by including in the 

development of a typology of dual-earner parents’ characteristics that describe the 

respondent’s work and family demands as well as the respondent’s work and family 

involvement.  Work and family role demands will be assessed by measuring work stress 

in the form of overload, conflict, and ambiguity; family stress in the form of overload 

and conflict, with time measured using the estimated number of hours spent in work and 

family roles.  The typology will also include assessment of the parent’s value and 

commitment to work and family roles by measuring their levels of work and family 

involvement.   

On the basis of the findings reported in previous attempts to develop a typology of 

dual-earner parents it is proposed that differences will occur in the levels of work and 

family involvement, and the amount of work and family demands perceived by 

respondents in a large and diverse group of employed parents.  As such the question for 

the current study becomes: Can a meaningful typology of dual-earner parents be created 

based upon the parents’ reported level of work and family role involvement, and level 

of work and family role demands? 

 

Cluster Analysis 

Overview of Analysis 
 

Cluster analysis is a term referring to a collection of statistical procedures 

designed to discover classifications within data sets (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984; 

Gore, 2000).  The objective of cluster analysis is “to group objects into clusters such 

that objects within one cluster share more in common with one another than they do 

with the objects of other clusters” (Gore, 2000, p.298).  The most frequent reasons 

within social science research for using clustering methods are the reduction of data, 

and the development of a typology or classification system through the search for 
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natural groupings within a data set (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984; Everitt, 1977; 

Gore, 2000).  Cluster analysis may be performed with either cases or variables 

(Milligan, 1996), and therefore provides a means of clustering people (i.e., cases) into 

relatively homogenous groups based upon specified multivariate characteristics.  Unlike 

discriminant analysis, which is capable of distinguishing among pre-determined groups, 

cluster analysis is generally used when the group membership for all cases is unknown 

or indeed even the number of groups is unknown (Norusis, 1993b).   

In the current study the number of groups (if any) and the group membership of 

each case is unknown.  Cluster analysis was therefore chosen to statistically identify the 

similarities and differences between the dual-earner parents in this study.  The use of 

cluster analysis as opposed to an a priori classification approach was deemed 

appropriate because, although two previous studies have empirically derived typologies 

of dual-earner families (e.g., Crouter & Manke, 1997, and Yogev & Brett, 1985), 

neither study incorporated both work and family role involvement and work and family 

role demand variables.  For instance, Crouter and Manke (1997) developed their 

typology solely on the basis of work characteristics (demands and involvement), whilst 

Yogev and Brett (1985) considered the level of involvement in work and family roles 

but did not consider work and family demand variables.  The current study is thus 

exploratory and will attempt to develop a typology of dual-earner parents based upon a 

comprehensive combination of work and family characteristics, which includes both 

work and family involvement and work and family demand variables.  A second reason 

that an a priori classification would be awkward for this study is that such a process 

requires cut-offs to be established for high and low values within each variable, this is a 

potentially problematic course of action when multiple constructs with substantially 
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different distributions exist (Crouter & Manke, 1997), as is the case with the variables 

to be used in this study. 

To accurately generate a cluster analysis solution Milligan (1996) presents a 

number of fundamental steps that he recommends applied researchers follow.  These 

steps indicate the specific actions and decisions that are required to be taken at each 

stage of the cluster analysis procedure.  The procedure begins with the identification of 

the cases and variables for clustering, followed by the standardisation of the clustering 

variables, and a decision about the measure of association and clustering method to be 

employed.  The procedure concludes with the interpretation of the clusters and the 

execution of additional statistical computations to assist with examination of the 

stability and replicability of the identified classification solution.  The steps 

recommended by Milligan were adopted in this study to inform the cluster analysis 

process and guide the development of the typology of dual-earner parents.  Therefore, 

the remainder of this chapter is structured using the abovementioned steps to ensure that 

a thorough explanation of the cluster analysis procedure and interpretation of the 

findings is provided.   

Analysis and Results 

Cases and Variables for Clustering 

The choice of data elements (both cases and variables) to be included in the 

cluster analysis is the first and one of the most critical steps in the procedure 

(Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984).  If important variables are excluded or spurious 

variables included, it may have a detrimental effect on the performance of the cluster 

analysis and result in poor or misleading findings (Dowling & Kabanoff, 1996; Gore, 

2000; Norusis, 1993b).  Therefore, it is fundamentally important to determine whether 

the variables chosen are relevant to the type of classification scheme being sought  
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(Everitt, 1980).  Ideally the variables should be chosen within the context of an 

explicitly stated theory to ensure that the best representation of the concept to be 

classified is identified (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984).  However, whilst cluster 

variables are derived using theory it is more typical for cluster solutions to be identified 

by an exploratory, empirical process (Everitt, 1980; Kabanoff, Waldersee, & Cohen, 

1995)  

Selecting the Variables 

The current study is designed to explore whether parents in dual-earner families 

are a homogeneous group or whether discrete groups of parents exist based upon the 

demand characteristics of their work and family roles (time and stressors), and their 

level of involvement (role value and role commitment) in work and family roles.  The 

theoretical foundation for these characteristics derives from the multiple role 

accumulation and role identity literature.  As discussed in the literature review 

researchers have explained multiple role accumulation using two competing theoretical 

positions regarding the distribution of human time and energy, the scarcity and 

expansion hypotheses.  Paradoxically, the findings of the previous qualitative study 

with a sample of dual-earner parents employed in blue-collar occupations demonstrated 

some support for both the scarcity and expansion hypotheses.  These parents reported 

that the amount of time and/or energy that was required at work sometimes impacted 

upon their ability to fulfil family responsibilities.  Likewise family demands also had 

some impact on the parents’ ability to perform or participate in their work role (refer 

Chapter 4).  The results also established that, for these parents, the relationship between 

work and family roles was not singularly negative, with many parents providing 

commentary regarding the benefits they perceived as a result of combining work and 

family roles.   
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In addition, the interview results also revealed that mothers and fathers generally 

adopted fairly traditional gendered family roles, with mothers performing more of the 

family work, and fathers participating more heavily in the work domain.  It was 

therefore deduced from the parents’ comments that the value and commitment that they 

placed upon their work and family roles was a motivating force behind how they 

allocated their time to, and maintained a balance between, these sometimes competing 

life roles.  Therefore, it was concluded that the parents’ role identities made an 

important contribution to the choices that they made regarding the construction of their 

work and family social roles.  However, the generalisability of the data from the 

qualitative study is limited because the parents were carefully selected to portray a 

select group of dual-earner parents who have previously not been well represented in 

work and family research, that is, parents employed full-time in blue-collar occupations.  

Consequently, one of the questions generated from these outcomes is whether different 

groups of parents, based upon the characteristics of their work and family role 

involvement and their work and family role demands, exist within the greater 

population of employed parents who live in dual-earner couple families. 

Six clustering variables were thus chosen for the development of the typology, 

three variables assessing role demands and role involvement characteristics in the work 

domain, and three variables assessing role demands and role involvement characteristics 

in the family domain (Figure 6.1).  Work demand characteristics were assessed with two 

variables.  First a composite scale of work stress measured the parents’ perception of 

work role overload, conflict, and clarity (Cook et al., 1981), while the second variable 

asked parents to calculate the total number of hours they invested during a regular work 

day in the fulfilment of work tasks (including travel to and from work).  The selection 

of these variables to measure the time and psychological energy demands of work is 

supported by the scarcity theory of human time and energy, which has frequently been 
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used to explain the experiences of multiple role participation.  The inclusion of work 

demand characteristics also replicates the dimensions of role overload and work hours 

adopted by Crouter and Manke (1996) in their study of dual-earner parents, as well as 

mapping two of the five features of work argued by Kanter (1977) to be the most 

relevant to family life, the emotional climate and the time requirements of work. 

Family demand characteristics were similarly measured, with two variables 

chosen to parallel in the family domain those measured in the work domain.  The first 

family demand variable consisted of a composite family stress scale (role overload and 

conflict), which measured the psychological demands of the family (Aryee et al., 1999; 

Kopelman et al., 1983).  The second demand variable assessed the number of hours that 

parents spent during an average (work) day in the performance of family related tasks 

and activities including caring for children, and domestic tasks such as housework, 

shopping and home maintenance.   

In addition to work and family role demands, an assessment of the parents’ 

emotional involvement in their work and family roles was also undertaken.  As reported 

in the results of the previous qualitative study, parents’ role identity or the value and 

commitment that they placed on their work and family roles featured strongly in their 

decisions about work and family role participation.  In this study work and family role 

involvement is assessed through the calculation of the parents’ value and commitment 

to work and parental roles.  The work role involvement variable maps in the work 

domain Kanter’s (1977) dimension of work absorption, another feature of work, which 

she argued is relevant to family life.   

Value and commitment to work and family roles were assessed using the Life 

Roles Salience Scales developed by Amatea and her colleagues (1996) to measure the  
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attitudes of men and women towards work and parental role involvement.  Amatea et al. 

(1996) claim that the LRSS scales can produce subscale scores for values and 

commitment in each life role (i.e., work and parental role value and work and parental 

role commitment).  However, in this study an exploratory principal components analysis 

performed during the earlier data screening process with the work and parental LRSS 

scales derived a two, not four, component factor structure (refer Chapter 5).  The value 

and commitment variables for each domain were therefore summed to derive a 

composite work and parental role involvement score to more accurately reflect the 

factor structure identified in this study.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Figure 6.1 Work and family domain variables (in italics) selected for the development 

of a typology of dual-earner parents.  
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interest in the current study are employed parents who are living in a dual-earner couple 

relationship (as defined in Chapter 3).  The dual-earner sample consisted of 101 fathers 

(35.3%) with an age range of 24 to 61 years (M = 38.2, SD = 7.4) and 185 mothers 

(64.7%) with an age range of 23 to 49 years (M = 35.6, SD = 5.4).  The participants 

were parents of between one and three dependent children (mode = 2), ranging in age 

from four months to 20 years (M = 5.5 years, SD = 4.5 years).  Two hundred and six 

parents (72%) were employed in a full-time or equivalent capacity and 80 parents 

(28%) were employed part-time or casually.  One hundred and three parents were 

employed in professional or managerial occupations (36%), 132 were employed in 

white-collar occupations (46.2%), and 51 were employed in blue-collar occupations 

(17.8%).  Two hundred and eighteen (76.2%) parents were living with a spouse who 

was engaged in full-time or equivalent employment and 68 (23.8%) parents reported 

that their spouse was employed part-time or casually. 

Standardising Variables 

After selecting the cases and variables to be analysed, the next step in cluster 

analysis procedure involves establishing the similarity or distance matrix.  The concepts 

of similarity and distance are fundamental to cluster analysis.  Distance measures 

calculate how far apart the cases are on the variables of interest, whilst similarity 

measures the closeness of the cases (Norusis, 1993b).  Aldenderfer and Blashfield 

(1984) claim that distance measures predominate the cluster analysis literature 

presumably because of intuitive appeal, suggesting that these measures are best 

described as dissimilarity measures.  One of the most commonly encountered distance 

measure is the squared Euclidean distance, “which is the sum of the squared differences 

over all of the variables” (Norusis, 1993b, p. 84). 

Although popular, the disadvantage with Euclidean distance is that it depends 

upon the units of measurement of the variables to calculate the distance matrix.  Thus 
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variables measured with large units will contribute more to the computed distance 

compared with those measured in smaller units.  Therefore, it has been recommended 

that prior to cluster analysis all variables be standardised to have a zero mean and 

standard deviation unity (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984).  Although commonly a 

routine process Everitt (1980) does caution that standardisation of variables can reduce 

the difference between the clusters on those variables that may be the best 

discriminators of group differences.  However, other researchers examining the effects 

of standardisation on subsequent analyses using the correlation coefficient have not 

revealed any substantial differences between standardised and non-standardised 

variables (e.g., Milligan, 1996).  In summary, advice regarding the standardisation of 

variables is far from unanimous.  However, as the work and family role involvement 

and work and family role demand variables to be clustered in the current study have 

substantially different units of measurement, the standardisation of these variables has 

been adopted as the most conservative approach.  Accordingly, prior to the selection of 

the clustering method the six work and family role involvement and work and family 

role demand variables were standardised using SPSS DESCRIPTIVES (SPSS Inc., 

1999).  

Clustering Method 

With the cases and variables identified and the variables now standardised, the 

next decision in the cluster analysis procedures involves choosing the type of clustering 

method to be used.  Milligan (1996) suggests that the selection of the clustering method 

is one of the most critical steps in the clustering process, claiming that not all methods 

are effective at recovering the real structure of the data.  Within the social sciences  



Balancing work and family 
 

204 
Aldenderfer and Blashfield (1984) advise that three families of clustering methods are 

frequently used: the hierarchical agglomerative, iterative partitioning, and factor 

analytic approaches.   

The clustering method chosen for this study is the k-means iterative partitioning 

approach using SPSS QUICK CLUSTER (SPSS Inc., 1999).  This clustering method 

was adopted because it is recommended for large data sets containing 200 or more cases 

(Norusis, 1993b).  The iterative partitioning method uses a k-means algorithm (or 

nearest centroid sorting) to assign a case to a cluster with the smallest distance between 

the case and the cluster centre (Norusis, 1993b).  The cluster centre is the estimate of 

the average value of each clustering variable for the cases in a cluster (Aldenderfer & 

Blashfield, 1984).   Therefore, in cluster analysis all values weak or strong are 

important for assigning a case to a cluster because as cases are added to the cluster the 

computer program updates the selection criteria for the value means of the cases thus far 

placed in a cluster. 

If performing a theory-driven analysis then prototypical cluster centres are 

defined at the outset; otherwise the cluster centres are iteratively estimated from the 

data by selecting the number of clusters requested with well-separated values as initial 

centres (Kabanoff et al., 1995).  Thus, in order to perform the k-means cluster analysis 

the researcher must either specify the cluster centres, or nominate the number of clusters 

for the solution to generate.  Given the exploratory nature of this study it is not possible 

to determine the number of clusters (if any), or the values of the cluster centres.  

Norusis (1993b) therefore recommends that, prior to clustering an entire sample using 

the k-means method, an estimate of the number of clusters and the value of the cluster 

centres be derived through clustering a random subset of cases using a hierarchical 

agglomerative clustering approach. 
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Accordingly, a random sample consisting of approximately half of the cases in 

this study were clustered in the first instance with SPSS HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER 

using the Ward’s clustering method (SPSS Inc., 1999).  The Ward’s clustering method 

was chosen because this method has performed well under a range of circumstances 

including the presence of outliers and overlapping cluster structures (Gore, 2000).  In 

contrast to the k-means cluster analysis procedure, agglomerative hierarchical 

techniques at the first step treat all cases as individual clusters.  As the analysis 

proceeds the most similar clusters are joined or nested as a member of a larger more 

inclusive cluster at the next level of similarity, this process continues until the final step 

when all cases are merged into a single cluster (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984).  The 

results of the hierarchical cluster analysis are usually represented in a dendrogram 

which is a two dimensional diagram illustrating the cluster fusions and partitions 

(Everitt, 1977).   

Identifying the Number of Clusters 

After the cluster algorithm has been executed the researcher must decide upon 

the number of clusters to interpret.  Unfortunately this can be a significant challenge in 

applied cluster analysis (Everitt, 1977).  Since hierarchical agglomerative clustering 

methods commence with every case as an individual cluster, proceeding to combine 

clusters at each step until just one cluster remains, it is up to the researcher to decide 

how many clusters to interpret (Gore, 2000).  The nested tree structure of a dendrogram 

does present some interpretative difficulties because of the range of solutions offered.  

Thus, it becomes necessary for the researcher to make a trade-off between the desire for 

the detail of many clusters, and the desire for the simplicity of a few clusters (Crouter & 

Manke, 1997).  The researcher’s decision about where to “cut” the dendrogram tree is 

fundamental to recovering an optimal number of clusters (Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 

1984, p. 53).   It is also generally suggested that when using agglomerative hierarchical 
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clustering methods, examination of the dendrogram for large changes between cluster 

fusions is useful for identifying the appropriate number of clusters in a solution 

(Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984; Everitt, 1977; Milligan, 1996).  Inspection of the 

fusion coefficient can help with the identification of the optimal number of clusters in a 

solution, as a large jump in the value of the coefficient implies that two relatively 

dissimilar clusters have been merged.  Thus the number of clusters prior to the merger is 

probably the optimal solution (Arabie, Hubert, & DeSoete, 1996). 

The initial hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis clustering the six work 

and family involvement, and work and family demand variables using the Ward’s 

method with a subset of the dual-earner parent sample (n=142) produced the 

dendrogram displayed in Figure 6.2.  After inspecting the dendrogram the interpretation 

was reached that between two and four clusters are present in the data.  Furthermore, a 

large jump occurs in the rescaled cluster distances between the mergers of clusters two 

and three, suggesting that a three-cluster solution may be optimal.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2   Hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis dendrogram using Ward’s 
method to cluster work and family characteristics (values and demands) for 
a subset of parents in dual-earner families (n=142). 

 

R
es

ca
le

d 
C

lu
st

er
 D

is
ta

nc
e 

   0
   

   
   

   
   

   
 5

   
   

   
   

   
10

   
   

   
   

   
15

   
   

   
   

   
 

    
      n =      (22)               (36)                  (16)                (50)                      



Balancing work and family 
 

207 
Having identified three clusters in the initial analysis of a random subset of 

cases, a three-cluster solution was nominated for the cluster analysis with the entire 

sample of dual-earner parents using the k-means iterative partitioning method.  

Although using a different clustering approach, and this time with the whole sample of 

dual-earner parents, the results of the k-means cluster analysis were closely related to 

those previously generated using the Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative method.  Once 

again the three-cluster solution generated three substantially different groups of parents 

based upon the work and family involvement, and work and family demands variables.  

Figure 6.3 graphically represents the clusters and the cluster centres (in z scores) 

derived using the k-means iterative partitioning clustering approach.  Cluster centres 

above the z score of 0.25 are considered high, those below the z score of –0.25 are 

considered low, and those remaining in between these two boundaries are considered to 

be moderate. 
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Figure 6.3   Final cluster centre z scores using k-means cluster analysis with work and   
                   family characteristics of dual-earner parents (N = 286). 
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Table 6.1 tabulates the means scores and standard deviations of the six 

clustering variables over the three recovered clusters.  There are significant differences 

between the work and family involvement and work and family demand characteristics 

for the three cluster groups (these differences are noted in Table 6.1 using subscripts).  

Cluster group two differs from cluster three on all six characteristics and differs from 

cluster group one on five out of the six characteristics.  Whilst cluster groups one and 

three differ on the time demands of their work and family roles.   

The parents in cluster group two report being more involved in their work role 

and less involved in their parental role in comparison with the parents in cluster groups 

one and three, suggesting that these parents derive a substantial amount of role identity 

from their work role.  Inspection of the mean scores of work and parental role values for 

this group, 31.54 and 39.93 respectively out of a possible score of 50, demonstrates that 

although less involved in the parental role in comparison with the other two cluster 

groups, the parents in cluster group two are still reporting moderate to high levels of 

involvement in work and parental roles.  The results suggest that these parents value 

and are committed to both work and parental role identities.  The parents in cluster 

group two also indicate experiencing high levels of emotional demand (in both the work 

and family domains), and report spending moderate to high amounts of time in family 

and work roles respectively.  Thus, the parents in this group may be described as having 

dissymmetric work and family roles, with high work involvement, high work emotional 

demands and moderate work time demands combined with lower parental involvement, 

high family emotional demands, and moderate family time demands.  The interpretation 

drawn from these results is that the parents in this group are trying to juggle 

participation between their dual role responsibilities wrangling with the demands and 

their commitment to each major life role.  Therefore, this group of parents are described 

as “jugglers” and are proposed to be at greater risk of experiencing the negative 
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outcomes of multiple role participation such as more work/family conflict and less 

work/family enhancement compared with the parents in the other two groups.  

In contrast with cluster group two, parents in both cluster groups one and three 

report very high involvement in their parental role.  Mean scores of 46.48 and 45.89 

respectively, out of a possible score of 50, indicate that the parents in both of these 

cluster groups have a primary parental role identity.  The parents in cluster groups one 

and three also reported less emotional demands from their work and family roles in 

comparison with parents in cluster group two.  For example the mean scores for family 

stress were 22.38 (cluster group three) and 25.52 (cluster group one), and for work 

stress the mean scores were 23.89 (cluster group three) and 24.89 (cluster group one).  

All scores were out of a possible range of between 8 and 56, demonstrating that the 

parents in both cluster groups perceived low levels of stress in their work and family 

roles.   

The parents in cluster groups one and three differed regarding their allocation of 

time between work and family roles, with the parents in cluster group one spending 

significantly more time in their work role and less time in their family role in 

comparison with those in cluster group three.  The parents in cluster group one could 

therefore be described as having almost achieved symmetry between their work and 

family roles, with high parental role identity, moderate work role identity, moderate to 

low work and family emotional demands, moderate to high work time demands and low 

family time demands.  The parents clustered into group one are therefore described as 

the “compromisers” and are proposed to experience lower levels of work/family conflict 

and higher levels of work/family enhancement in comparison to the parents clustered 

into the “jugglers” group.   

Finally, the parents in cluster group three could be described as having 

asymmetric work and family roles.  Dominated by a high parental role identity and high 
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family time demands, and contrasted with low work and family emotional demands, low 

work time demands, and low work role involvement.  The parents in this group are 

therefore described as “accommodators”, recognising the dominance of the family role 

over the work role for these parents both in terms of role involvement and role 

demands.  It is predicted that the parents in this group will demonstrate much lower 

levels of work/family conflict and higher levels of work/family enhancement in 

comparison with the parents located in either the “jugglers” or “compromisers” groups. 

Table 6.1   

Means and standard deviations of clustering variables for dual-earner parents using the 
k-means iterative partitioning clustering method. 
 
  

Cluster Group 
 

 

Clustering Variable 

 

One (n=122) 
Mean (SD) 

“Compromisers” 
 

 

Two (n=119) 
Mean (SD) 
“Jugglers” 

 

Three (n=45) 
Mean (SD) 

“Accommodators”

 

Hours home/family work 
   

  2.81 (1.23)a 
   

  3.73 (1.42)b 
   

   5.91 (2.14)c 
 

Hours employment  9.45 (0.97)   9.44 (1.61)   6.33 (2.12)a 

Parent involvement 46.48 (3.06)a 39.93 (6.22)b 45.89 (3.56)a 

Work involvement 24.80 (6.28)a 31.54 (4.76)b 22.96 (6.92)a 

Family stress 25.52 (7.62)a 34.94 (8.59)b 22.38 (6.17)a 

Work stress 24.89 (6.01)a 33.97 (5.49)b 23.89 (6.77)a 

 
Note:  Different subscripts indicate significantly different means between cluster groups (p<.01). 
 

Replication and Validation 

The coherence and stability of the recovered cluster solution can be investigated, 

and cluster method artefact ruled out if consistent cluster structures are obtained across 

the sample using different clustering methods (Everitt, 1977; Gore, 2000; Kabanoff, 
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Waldersee, & Cohen, 1995).  The reliability and stability of the recovered cluster 

solution was examined using two additional statistical procedures.  First the data were 

once again clustered, this time with SPSS HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER using the 

Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative method (SPSS Inc., 1999), and second a 

discriminant function analysis was performed using SPSS DISCRIMINANT (SPSS 

Inc., 1999).  The results of the two additional procedures were then compared with the 

previous cluster solution generated by the k-means iterative partitioning method.  If the 

cluster solution is repeatedly discovered then it is plausible to conclude that the solution 

is stable.  The level of agreement between the outcomes of the three statistical 

procedures were examined using Cohen’s (1960) kappa coefficient, generally 

considered to be a more stringent criterion than the percentage for assessment 

agreement. 

The dendrogram output of the Ward’s method hierarchical agglomerative cluster 

analysis is presented in Figure 6.4 demonstrating that once again between two and four 

clusters exist within the data.  As with the initial hierarchical agglomerative cluster 

analysis performed with a subset of cases, a large jump in the cluster distances occurs 

between clusters three and two, indicating that a three cluster solution best represents 

the data.  In addition, the cluster centres for the three cluster solution recovered using 

the Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative method as graphically represented in Figure 6.5 

closely correspond with the cluster centres recovered using the k-means iterative 

partitioning clustering method (refer Figure 6.3).  The similarity of the results obtained 

between these two separate clustering procedures, as well as the similarity between 

these results and the initial clustering process suggests that the cluster solution being 

recovered is stable.   

The recovered cluster solution using the Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative 

method was compared with the k-means iterative partitioning cluster solution using 
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SPSS CROSSTABS (SPSS Inc., 1999).  The cross-tabulation results demonstrated that 

there was 90.2% (110 out of 122) agreement in the assignment of cases to cluster group 

one, 95% (113 out of 119) agreement in cluster group two, and 60% (27 out of 45) 

agreement in cluster group three.  The Cohen’s (1960) kappa coefficient for the level of 

overall agreement between the two clustering methods was .80. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6.4  Hierarchical agglomerative cluster analysis dendrogram using Ward’s  
                  method to cluster work and family characteristics (values and demands)  
                  for parents in dual-earner families (N=286). 
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Figure 6.5   Final cluster centre z scores using Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative 

cluster analysis with work and family characteristics of dual-earner parents 
(N = 286). 

 

A discriminant function analysis with the six clustering variables as predictors 

of membership in the three cluster groups was also performed.  Data screening ensured 

that the predictor variables met with the requirements of multivariate normality and 

linearity, whilst inspection of outliers demonstrated that no case produced too large a 

Mahalanobis Distance (D2), thus no cases were greater than critical χ2 6 df  = 22.46 

α=.001.  However, unequal sample sizes do exist between the three groups.  

Specifically, cluster group three contains only 45 cases in comparison with the 122 

cases in cluster group one, and the 119 cases of cluster group two.  Tabachnick and 

Fidel (1996) suggest that no special problems are created in discriminant function 

analysis by unequal group sizes.  Finally, the sample size exceeds Brown and Wicker’s 

(2000) recommendation that the total sample size of cases be somewhere between 10 

and 20 times the number of predictor variables, and that the smallest group contain 

enough cases to equate to at least three times the number of variables.   
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Having met the requirements for discriminant function analysis, two 

discriminant functions were calculated with a combined χ2 (12) = 531.42, p <.01.  After 

removal of the first function there was still a strong association between groups and 

predictors χ2 (5) = 190.10, p <.01. The two discriminant functions accounted for 71% 

and 29%, respectively, of the between-group variability.  As depicted in Figure 6.4 the 

first discriminant function separates cluster group two from the other two groups, while 

the second discriminant function separates cluster group one from cluster group three, 

with cluster group two falling between these two groups. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.6   The territorial plot of the three groups centroids on the two discriminant 
functions derived from six work and family value and demands variables. 

 

The loading matrix of correlations between predictors and discriminant functions, 

as specified in Table 6.2, suggests that the best predictors for distinguishing cluster 
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variables, hours spent in employment and hours spent in family work, separate cluster 

group one and cluster group three.  Cases in cluster group two demonstrate higher levels 

of work stress (M = 33.97) and family stress (M = 34.94) in comparison with cluster 

group one (work stress M = 24.89; family stress M = 25.52), and cluster group three 

(work stress M = 23.89; family stress M = 22.38).  Cases in cluster group two also 

indicate a higher level of work involvement (M = 31.54) in comparison with cluster 

group one (M = 24.80), and cluster group three (M = 22.96), and a lower level of 

parental involvement (M = 39.93) than cluster group one (M = 46.38), and cluster group 

three (M = 45.89).  Although in all three clusters parental role involvement produced 

higher mean scores in comparison with work role involvement. 

The results of the discriminant function analysis were also compared with the 

outcomes of the k-means iterative partitioning cluster solution using SPSS 

CROSSTABS (SPSS Inc., 1999).  The cross-tabulation results demonstrated that there 

was 98.3% (120 out of 122) agreement in the assignment of cases to cluster group one, 

96.6% (115 out of 119) agreement in cluster group two, and 100% (45 out of 45) 

agreement in cluster group three.  The Cohen’s (1960) kappa coefficient for the level of 

overall agreement between the discriminant function analysis results and the k-means 

cluster analysis is .97. 
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Table 6.2   
 
Results of discriminant function analysis of six work and family values and demands 
variables. 

  *** p <.001 

The replication techniques applied above are essentially an internal consistency 

check and do not guarantee the validity of the cluster solution (Aldenderfer & 

Blashfield, 1984).  In fact Milligan (1996) argues against the use of traditional testing 

methods, such as ANOVA, MANOVA and discriminant function analysis for validating 

cluster analyses using the same variables as originally retained in generating the initial 

cluster solution.  His argument is that the use of standard hypothesis testing techniques 

is tautological and invalid because the groups were obtained from partitions on each 

variable and therefore a significant result will almost always occur.  However, Milligan 

does recommend external validation procedures testing for significant differences 

between the clusters on variables not used in generating the cluster solution.   

Therefore, an additional external validation assessment of the recovered cluster 

solution was performed by conducting a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) 

 Correlations 
predictors with 

discriminant 
functions 

  
Pooled within-group correlations among 

predictors 

 
Predictor 

 
1 

 
2 

Univariate
F(2,283) 

Fam. 
Stress 

Parent 
Involv

Work 
Involv 

Hrs 
Family

Hrs 
Work 

Work stress  
 

  .50   .14 86.87*** -.00   .20 -.03 -.03   .00 

Family stress  
 

  .43   .03 62.12*** 1.00   .04 -.08   .02 -.06 

Parent involv. 
 

-.42 -.21 64.47***  1.00 -.16   .05   .04 

Work involv. 
 

  .38   .05 49.10***   1.00 -.18   .09 

Hrs family 
 

-.10   .71 71.94***    1.00 -.01 

Hrs work   .29 -.64 84.27***     1.00 
    Canonical R   .84   .70       
    Eigenvalue 2.38   .97       
    Wilks’ 
    Lambda (λ) 

  .15   .51       
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(SPSS Inc., 1999) with the cluster group as the independent variable, and two variables 

not previously used in deriving the cluster solution, work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement, as the dependent variables.  The results yielded a significant 

multivariate effect for cluster group, Wilks’ Lambda=.683, F (4,564)=29.67, p<.001, 

η2=.174.  Univariate tests revealed significant results for both work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement.  Table 6.3 presents the results of the univariate tests and 

Table 6.4 provides the results of the Tukey’s HSD post-hoc analyses. 

 

Table 6.3 

Univariate between-subjects effects comparing dual-earner cluster group and 
work/family conflict and enhancement variables. 
 

Dependent variables MS Error F (2,283) Eta2 
 
Work/family conflict 
 
Work/family enhancement 

5493.852

276.545

97.287

39.050

 
56.471*** 

 
   7.082** 

.285

.048

**p<.01, ***p<.001  
 

Table 6.4 

Tukey’s HSD post-hoc comparisons comparing mean ratings of work/family conflict 
and work/family enhancement variables for dual-earner cluster groups. 
 
 Mean Differences 

Dependent variables Cluster 
Group 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

Cluster 
Group 1 

Cluster 
Group 2 

Work to family and 
family to work 
enhancement 

1 
2 
3 

20.84 
22.40 
24.89 

6.09 
6.57 
5.76 

--- 
1.559 
4.045*** 

 
--- 

  2.486* 
Work to family and 
family to work conflict 

1 
2 
3 

31.92 
41.31 
24.33 

10.12 
  9.47 
10.15 

--- 
9.393*** 
7.593*** 

 
--- 

16.968*** 
* p <.05, ***p<.001  

 

Discussion 
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In this chapter dual-earner parents were surveyed to determine whether discrete 

groups of parents could be identified based upon their reported levels of work and 

parental role involvement, and their perception of work and family role demands.  The 

results of two previous empirical studies (e.g., Crouter & Manke, 1997; Yogev & Brett, 

1985) have suggested that differences occur with the family structure category of dual-

earner parents based upon four dimensions of work, or on levels of work and family 

involvement.  The current study extended this research by combining role identity 

theory with the role accumulation approaches to explore the characteristics of 

individuals involved in the multiple social roles of parent, worker, and spouse.   

Using a cluster analysis procedure with 286 dual-earner parents, this study has 

found statistically significant differences do occur within the category of dual-earner 

parents based upon their work and family role commitment and values, the amount of 

time they dedicate to the fulfilment of work and family roles, and the stressors that they 

perceive to be present in their work and family roles.  The recovered cluster solution 

presented herein lends support to the proposition that dual-earner parents are not a 

homogeneous category (Lobel & Kossek, 1996).  Furthermore, the results of this study 

also strengthen the suggestion offered in the previous qualitative study that multiple 

role participation is a complex phenomenon that is insufficiently explained using 

theories of human time and energy alone.   

Cluster Groups 

By incorporating role identity and role accumulation theories this study was able 

to identify for whom (identity), and under what conditions (demands) employed parents 

were more likely to experience work/family conflict and work/family enhancement. 

 

Cluster group one: Compromisers 
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The parents located in cluster group one (compromisers) are characterised by 

people who are highly involved in their parental role and moderately involved in their 

work role, suggesting that these parents highly value and are strongly committed to their 

parental role identity, although they also value and are committed to their work role.  

Simultaneously exploring the role involvement variables with time and emotional 

demand variables revealed that these parents spent a moderate to high amount of time in 

their work role, a moderate amount of time fulfilling their family role, and perceived 

moderate to low emotional demands at work and home.  The foregoing characteristics 

appear to describe a group of people who have been able to achieve a relatively 

balanced approach to participation in their multiple roles.  Additional support for this 

interpretation is provided by the moderate levels of both work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement reported by these parents. 

Cluster group two: Jugglers 

In contrast to the parents in cluster group one, the parents in cluster group two 

(jugglers) reported being highly involved in their work role and less so in their parental 

role, suggesting that for these parents their social role identity is strongly aligned with 

their work role.  Interestingly, these parents spent more time in the fulfilment of their 

family role duties than parents in the first cluster group, and an equally large amount of 

time fulfilling their employment role.  These parents also reported experiencing much 

greater levels of stress in both their work and family domains in comparison with the 

parents in the other two groups.  The characteristics of this cluster of dual-earner 

parents appear to describe a group of people who are trying to juggle their participation 

between work and family roles, and who are encountering substantial stress in this 

process.  The strain of attempting to manage this lifestyle approach is evident in the 

much stronger levels of work/family conflict that these parents reported experiencing in 

comparison with parents in the other two clusters. 
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Cluster group three: Accommodators 

The parents in the third and final cluster arrangement (accommodators) make up 

the smallest group of parents in the cluster analysis, although they share a number of 

similar characteristics with those in cluster group one.  These parents report equally 

high levels of parental role involvement, although substantially lower levels of work 

involvement, indicating that these parents derive a great deal of value and are strongly 

committed to fulfilling their parental role.  The amount of time that these parents 

allocate to work and family roles also reflects the dominance of their parental role 

identity with considerably more time devoted by these parents to participating in the 

home role, and less time spent in the employment role in comparison with parents in the 

other two cluster groups.  The parents in this cluster group also reported encountering 

fewer stressors in their work and family domains.  The analysis of variance results 

further demonstrated that the parents in this group experienced the least amount of 

work/family conflict and the greatest amount of work/family enhancement in 

comparison with the parents in the previous two cluster groups. 

These parents appeared to have combined their work and family roles by 

accommodating the centrality of their parental role through a reduction in the time 

devoted in the fulfilment of the work role.  This approach to the combination of work 

and family roles appears somewhat similar to the compensation approach identified in 

the multiple social roles linking mechanisms research (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000), 

where parents cognitively chose to devote more time and energy to one role over 

another.  However, the linking mechanism’s research contends that the reason 

individual’s made choices between domains is because of dissatisfaction in a particular 

domain.  As dissatisfaction is an affective outcome variable it was thus not considered 

an appropriate independent variable to be used in the clustering process in this research.   
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Summary 

The preceding cluster analysis, informed by the earlier qualitative study, 

combined role identity and role accumulation theories to measure the work and family 

role involvement and role demands of employed parents and generated a stable three-

cluster solution.   Recovering such a cluster solution endorses the notion proposed by 

some researchers that dual-earner parents are not a homogeneous category of people 

(e.g., Lobel & Kossek, 1996).  In addition, when a comparison by cluster group of the 

level of work/family conflict and work/family enhancement was conducted, significant 

differences between the groups were revealed.   

The parents in cluster group three (accommodators) reported significantly 

stronger levels of work/family enhancement in comparison with the parents in the 

cluster groups one and two (compromisers and jugglers respectively), and significantly 

lower levels of work/family conflict in comparison with the parents in the other two 

groups.  With characteristics of low conflict and moderate enhancement it is suggested 

that this group of parents have been able to achieve a satisfactory balance between the 

meaning that they derive from their work and family roles and the demands of their 

roles.  Likewise the parents in cluster group one (compromisers), although reporting a 

moderate amount of conflict and enhancement, appear to have reached a somewhat 

balanced approach between their involvement in work and family roles and the 

demands associated with performing the roles.  Finally, the parents in the second cluster 

group (jugglers) reported significantly higher levels of work/family conflict in 

comparison with parents in the first and third cluster groups and significantly lower 

levels of work/family enhancement in comparison with parents in the third cluster 

group.  This group of parents describing high conflict and low enhancement outcomes 

perhaps indicates that they have not been able to reach an adequate combination of their 

work and family roles.   
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Limitations and Conclusion 

Of course, the results of this study need to be considered within the context of 

the study’s limitations.  A voluntary, confidential and anonymous self-report pencil-

and-paper survey instrument was used to gather data from employed parents in dual-

earner families engaged in a wide range of occupations across many organisations.  This 

process of gathering data has many inherent problems, such as response sets, low 

response rates, and common method variance.  Further, given the voluntary nature of 

the survey it is possible that a self-selection bias may have occurred, such that the 

responses received may have been from parents who are more interested in the issues of 

combining work and family roles.  Further, the number of mothers participating in this 

study is almost double that of the number of fathers (e.g., 101 fathers c.f. 185 mothers).  

Furthermore, as the data for this study was only obtained from parents who were 

currently engaged in an employment role, it is plausible to suggest that for some parents 

the stress and strain of combining work and family roles may have been too great and 

they have therefore withdrawn from the labour market.  If so, because the survey only 

sought the responses of those parents currently participating in both work and family 

roles, the potential respondents are perhaps those parents who have been able to 

successfully balance their work and family roles.  Accordingly, parents who may have 

left the labour market because they were unable to effectively manage their dual role 

responsibilities are thus not included in the current study. 

Finally, the low survey response rate raises questions concerning the 

characteristics of the employed parents who chose not to complete and return the 

questionnaires.  For example, did these parents not respond because they are 

experiencing too many demands on their work and family time and did not wish to take 

up any further valuable time on the survey?  If so, then the results of the current study 

are potentially weakened due to restricted variance.  Any population sample restriction 
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potentially underestimates the level of work and family domain stressors occurring in 

the entire population of dual-earner parents.   

While recognising the limitations of this research, the analyses conducted in this 

chapter permitted the categorisation of three clusters of dual-earner parents.  The 

distinct similarity between the initial cluster analysis using a subset of the sample, and 

the following cluster analyses with the entire population sample using two different 

clustering methods, combined with the results of the discriminant analysis, suggests that 

the recovered cluster solution is stable, and that meaningful groups of dual-earner 

parents have been identified   The outcomes identified in this study make an important 

contribution to the work and family literature by combining the theories of human time 

and energy and role identity to provide empirical evidence that employed parents in 

dual-earner families do not uniformly experience and participate in work and family life 

roles.  While the study was delimited to focus specifically on dual-earner parents who 

were currently caring for dependent children, engaged in paid employment and living in 

a spousal relationship, expanding the recruitment criteria to also include single-income 

employed parents, dual-earner couples without children, and employees who no longer 

have dependent care responsibilities would extend the typology and potentially generate 

additional cluster groups, which may be more inclusive of the greater population of 

employees. 
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CHAPTER 7 

PHASE TWO:  EXPLORING CLUSTER GROUP DIFFERENCES 

 

Overview 

The results of the cluster analysis reported in Chapter 6 recovered three 

relatively stable groups of dual-earner parents.  Then, in a separate multivariate analysis 

of variance, differences were identified by cluster group in the level of work/family 

conflict and work/family enhancement experienced by these employed parents.  This 

result demonstrates that the three cluster groups of employed parents experience their 

dual-domain responsibilities in substantially different ways.  Therefore, using the 

previously identified cluster assignment, this study explores additional differences by 

cluster group on a range of dependent work and family variables.  The dependent 

variable systems chosen for inclusion in this study have been recognised as important 

constructs in the extant work and family literature, and thus warrant further 

consideration.  Analysing the perceptions of parents by cluster group will promote 

greater insight and understanding into the work and family role accumulation 

experiences of different groups of dual-earner parents, enabling the generation of 

suitable suggestions for workplace and social policies to support the endeavours of all 

working parents.   

As no previously published research has compared differences between distinct 

groups of dual-earner parents on groups of dependent work and family variables, this 

study is exploratory and designed to seek an answer to the following research question: 

What are the differences between employed parents by cluster group on the work and 

family variable systems of family environment, work and family affect, work and 

personal resources, and work and family social support?   
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The Current Study 

To compare the differences by cluster group on each set of conceptually distinct 

dependent variable systems, four separate analyses were planned.  Although this study 

is exploratory, the characteristics of the parents described in each of the three clusters 

do permit a number of propositions to be deduced on the basis of existing work and 

family knowledge.  Accordingly, propositions are provided for each cluster group 

within the four dependent variable systems to be investigated. 

Family Environment  

The work/family literature reviewed previously portrayed a field dominated by 

the investigation of work domain correlates of work/family conflict.  However, the 

emotional climate and the demographic characteristics of the family are important 

constructs to be considered in work/family research (Kanter, 1977).  Family systems 

research has established that balanced family systems maintain an optimal level of 

family cohesiveness and flexibility (Olson et al., 1985).  Family cohesion refers to the 

“emotional bonding that family members have toward one another” (Olson, 1993, p. 

105), while family flexibility is defined as the “amount of change in its leadership, role 

relationships and relationship rules” that occurs in the family unit (Olson, 1993, p. 107).  

Favourable family functioning is derived from a relative balance between the two 

extremes of cohesion (separateness and togetherness), and the two extremes of 

flexibility (stability and change).  Stable family relationships are achieved through the 

development of attachments and emotional bonds, and by reaching a consensus on 

family values and roles (Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993).  However, family functioning is 

not static and families may need to make adjustments to the way they function over time 

in order to maintain a balanced family environment (Munton & Reynolds, 1995). 
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Accordingly, it has been suggested that for dual-earner parents the commitment 

to a family domain wherein role participants share love, respect, and support for one 

another may generate a positive emotional atmosphere and make it easier for employed 

parents to manage their dual-domain responsibilities (Wiersma & Van denBerg, 1991).  

Research has further shown that, for men, higher levels of family cohesion are related to 

higher levels of marital satisfaction (Campbell & Snow, 1992).  Consequently, parents 

who are highly involved in their family domain may be more likely to report a cohesive 

and flexible family environment.  In contrast, individuals who are described as having 

high psychological work involvement, who are thus more preoccupied with their work 

role, may devote an excessive amount of energy to their job at the expense of their 

family role (Hammer, et al., 1997), perhaps contributing to a less accommodating 

family environment.   

In addition to the emotional climate of the family, family characteristics such as 

age of dependent children have also been related to the experience of work/family 

conflict for dual-earner parents (Goff, et al., 1990; Holahan & Gilbert, 1979; 

Voydanoff, 1988; Wiersma & Van denBerg, 1991).  Therefore, in this study the age of 

the parent’s youngest child and their perception of the emotional climate of their family 

are conceptually grouped together to form the dependent variable system of family 

environment.  Further justification for combining the emotional climate and 

demographic family characteristics is demonstrated in the significant correlation (p<.01) 

between these constructs (Appendix H). 

Cluster group one: Compromisers.  The parents in this cluster group have been 

described as having reached a compromised balance between the demands of their work 

and family roles and the value and commitment that they attach to these roles.  Based 

upon the stronger parental role identity of these parents in comparison with the parents 

in jugglers group, it is proposed that these parents will report a more cohesive and 
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adaptive family environment, even though they spend comparatively less time in their 

family domain.  In addition, because these parents have reported fewer family stressors 

it is expected that they are caring for children who are of an older age in comparison 

with the parents in the jugglers group. 

Cluster group two: Jugglers.  The parents assigned to this cluster group have 

been described as appearing to juggle their dual domain responsibilities by allocating a 

great deal of time to both work and family domains, even though their work role 

identity is stronger and more salient in comparison with the parents in the other two 

groups.  Thus, although the parents in the jugglers group may be physically present in 

their family environment they may not be as psychologically involved in their familial 

role as compared with the parents in the other two groups.  Therefore, it is proposed that 

these parents will be more likely to report non-adaptive and low cohesive family 

environments in comparison with parents in the other two groups.  Further, given the 

perception by these parents of greater family demands, it is expected that the parents in 

the jugglers group will be caring for children of a younger age in comparison with the 

parents in the compromisers and accommodators groups.   

Cluster group three: Accommodators.  The parents in the third cluster group 

have been described as having reached an accommodated balance between their dual 

domain responsibilities.  These parents strongly identify with their parental role and, 

while still participating in the work role, spend more of their time in the family domain.  

Therefore, it is proposed that given the increased allocation of time by these parents to 

their salient parental role they will report stronger levels of family cohesion and 

adaptability.  Further, as these parents perceive fewer stressors arising from the family  
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domain it is expected that these parents will be caring for children of an older age in 

comparison with the parents in the jugglers group. 

Work and Family Affect 

The second group of dependent variables comprises constructs measuring work 

and family affect.  A prolific body of work/family research has correlated the perception 

of work and family domain stressors with a diverse range of work and family affect 

variables, such as life dissatisfaction (Aryee, 1992; Bedeian, et al., 1988; Coverman, 

1989; Rice, et al., 1992), lower quality family life (Anderson-Kulman & Paludi, 1986; 

Higgins, et al., 1992), reduced marital satisfaction (Campbell & Snow, 1992), higher 

staff turnover, increased job dissatisfaction (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Goff, et al., 

1990; Pleck, 1985; Thomas & Ganster, 1995), and higher levels of emotional 

exhaustion (Jackson, et al., 1986).  Increased levels of emotional exhaustion have also 

been correlated with behavioural actions such as incumbents distancing themselves 

from work, or intending to leave their job (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001).   

Expanding on the above affect outcomes, Carlson and Kacmar (2000) discovered 

that when work (family) is central to an individual’s life, sources of conflict in the 

family (work) domain that cause more time and energy to be spent in the non-preferred 

domain contribute to decreasing domain satisfaction.  Therefore, although a person may 

spend time and energy in the performance of a particular role, if that role is not as 

highly valued or central to the individual’s identity as compared with other roles, then 

less satisfaction will be derived from the increased role participation.  In this study, the 

affect outcomes of work, family and childcare satisfaction, intention to turnover, and 

emotional exhaustion are combined to form the dependent variable system of work and 

family affect.  Additional statistical support for the construction of these variables as a  
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system of dependent variables is provided by the correlations among these variables at 

the p<.05 and p<.01 significance levels (Appendix H). 

Cluster group one: Compromisers.  On the basis of their compromised balance 

between work and family roles and their reports of significantly fewer work and family 

domain stressors, it is proposed that these parents will experience stronger levels of 

work, family and childcare satisfaction, less emotional exhaustion, and fewer intentions 

to leave their job in comparison with the parents in the jugglers group.  Also, given the 

similarly low evaluation of work and family stressors by these parents and those in the 

accommodators group, no differences in work and family affect are expected between 

the parents in the compromisers and accommodators groups. 

Cluster group two: Jugglers.  The parents in the jugglers group spend more time in 

their work and family roles, have a weaker parental role identity, and significantly more 

work and family domain stressors in comparison with the parents in the other two 

groups.  As such, these parents appear to be responding to high demands in a non-

preferred domain and may, as a result, derive less satisfaction from that domain in 

comparison with the parents in the other two groups.  Therefore, it is proposed that the 

parents in the jugglers group will experience the lowest levels of work, family and 

childcare satisfaction, and the highest levels of emotional exhaustion and intention to 

turnover.   

Cluster group three: Accommodators.  The parents in the accommodators group 

perceived the lowest levels of work and family demands while congruently able to 

allocate more time to their central parental role.  Thus, it is proposed that these parents 

will report the higher levels of work, family and childcare satisfaction, and the lower 

levels of emotional exhaustion and intention to turnover than the parents in the jugglers 

group.   
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Personal and Workplace Resources 

The availability to employed parents of workplaces’ policies and practices to 

support their participation in work and family roles has been argued by some to reduce 

the amount of stress experienced by working parents (Greenhaus, 1988; Lee & 

Duxbury, 1998).  Likewise, adopting appropriate personal coping strategies has also 

been suggested to improve an individual’s ability to successfully combine work and 

family roles and deal effectively with multiple role stressors (Gray, 1980; Hall, 1972).  

Furthermore, research investigating the stress buffering effects of social networks has 

demonstrated that the number of people an individual can access to provide them with 

psychological and material resources in times of need have better overall physical and 

psychological health (Cohen & Wills, 1985).  Therefore, in this study the variables 

measuring the availability of workplace policies and practices, the size of the parents’ 

support network, and their use of personal coping strategies are combined to form the 

dependent variable system of personal and workplace resources.  These variables are 

significantly correlated at the p<.01 and p<.05 levels thereby providing additional 

statistical support for the inclusion of these variables into a system of dependent 

variables (Appendix H). 

Cluster group one: Compromisers.  Given the experience of moderate to low 

family and work demands, it is proposed that these parents will report more frequent use 

of personal coping strategies, and have a larger support network than the parents in the 

jugglers group.  However, given the similarity between the parents in the compromisers 

and jugglers groups on the number of hours spent at work, combined with the 

knowledge that 68% of parents in the compromisers group and 89.9% of the parents in 

the jugglers group are employed full-time, no differences are expected in the reported 

number of workplace policies and practices between these groups.   
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Cluster group two: Jugglers.  On the basis of their stronger perception of work 

and family domain demands, it is proposed that the parents in the jugglers group will 

report a more limited social network and adopt fewer coping strategies in comparison 

with the parents in the other two groups.   

Cluster group three: Accommodators.  It is proposed that the parents in the 

accommodators group, who have indicated experiencing the lowest level of work and 

family domain demands, will have access to the largest number of people in their social 

network, and will adopt superior coping strategies in comparison with the parents in the 

other two groups.  However, given the comparatively limited involvement of these 

parents in the work domain it is expected that they will report the availability of fewer 

family-friendly workplace policies and practices in comparison with the parents in the 

other two groups. 

Work and Family Social Support 

Social support is a multifaceted concept, reported to buffer and protect people 

from the negative consequences of excessive stress (Pierce, et al., 1996).  Past research 

has demonstrated that individuals receiving both instrumental and emotional forms of 

social support from friends and partners are better able to manage their work and family 

role responsibilities (Lee & Duxbury, 1998).  Similar results are reported for the receipt 

of social support from supervisors and co-workers (Erdwins, et al., 2001).  In this study 

the variables assessing the parents’ perception of social support, their experience of 

socially supportive behaviours, and their satisfaction with their social support network 

are combined to form the work and family social support system of dependent variables.   

These variables are significantly correlated at the p<.01 level providing additional 

statistical support for the conceptual relatedness of the variables in this dependent 

variable system (Appendix H). 
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Cluster group one: Compromisers).  With the perception of few work and family 

domain stressors it is proposed that these parents will be more satisfied with their social 

network, perceive a greater availability of social support, and will report receiving more 

numerous supportive behaviours from their friends and family in comparison with the 

parents in jugglers group.   

Cluster group two: Jugglers.  Based upon their reported excessive exposure to 

work and family domains stressors, it is proposed that these parents will report 

significantly stronger levels of dissatisfaction with their social support network, 

perceive the availability of less social support, and identify fewer socially supportive 

behaviours in their friends and family in comparison with the parents in the other two 

groups. 

Cluster group three: Accommodators.  Given the low level of work and family 

domain stressors perceived by these parents it is proposed that they will be more 

satisfied with and perceive greater levels of social support from their social network, 

and will report greater availability of socially supportive behaviours in comparison with 

the parents in the jugglers group.  No work and family social support differences are 

expected between these parents and those in the compromisers group. 

 

Respondents 

The participants in this study were the 286 employed parents living in a dual-

earner couple relationship whose questionnaire responses were previously used in the 

cluster analysis study reported in Chapter 6.  Accordingly, the demographic 

characteristics for the overall sample of respondents are unchanged and are as reported 

in Chapter 6.  The distribution of the parents’ demographic characteristics across cluster 

groups is summarised in Table 7.1.   
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Prior to running the multivariate statistical analyses, differences in the 

respondents’ demographic characteristics were examined.  Differences in the 

demographic variables of gender, occupation, education, and employment mode were 

first assessed across the overall sample using SPSS CHI-SQUARE and then across the 

cluster groups using SPSS CROSSTABS.  The results revealed that the overall sample 

comprised substantially more mothers (n=185, 64.7%) than fathers (n=101, 35.3%) 

χ2=24.67, p<.0001.  However, gender and cluster group were independent of one 

another χ2(2)=4.318, p>.05, consequently mothers and fathers were found in all cluster 

groups in proportions similar to that reported in the overall sample.   

The entire sample contained fewer parents in blue-collar occupations (n=51, 

17.7%) compared with the number of parents employed in professional/managerial 

occupations (n=103, 36%) and white-collar jobs (n=132, 47.5%) χ2(2)=35.33, p<.0001.  

The analysis across cluster groups also revealed that occupation and cluster group were 

not independent χ2(4)=25.47, p<.0001 with 67 (54.9%) parents in the compromisers 

group being employed in white-collar jobs, 47 (39.5%) parents in the jugglers group 

reporting professional/managerial occupations, and 27 (60%) parents in the 

accommodators group employed in white-collar jobs.   

The overall population of parents was reasonably evenly distributed among the 

educational categories of secondary school, equivalent trade training, and university 

education χ2(2)=1.811, p>.05.  However, chi-square analysis of the three cluster groups 

found that education and cluster group were not independent.  The compromisers group 

was dominated by 51 (41.8%) parents with secondary school eduction, while 53 

(44.5%) parents in the jugglers group reported university education, and 19 (42.2%) 

parents in the accommodators group reported vocational or trade level education.   
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Looking at employment mode, the overall population comprised significantly 

more parents employed full-time (n=206, 72%) in comparison with those employed 

part-time (n=80, 28%) χ2=55.10, p<.0001.  Moreover, mode of employment and cluster 

group were not independent χ2(2)=49.57, p<.0001, with 83 (68%) and 107 (89.9%) 

parents in the compromisers and jugglers groups respectively engaged in full-time 

employment, and 29 (64.4%) parents in the accommodators group employed on a part-

time or casual basis.   

  

Table 7.1   

Respondent demographic characteristics by cluster group 

 
 
Demographic Variables 

Cluster Group 1 
(“compromisers”) 

n=122 

Cluster Group 2 
(“jugglers”) 

n=119 

Cluster Group 3 
(“accommodators”) 

n=45 
 Number (%) Number (%) Number (%)
       
Gender       
   Male 44 (36.1) 47 (39.5) 10 (22.2)
   Female 78 (63.9) 72 (60.5) 35 (77.8)
Occupation 
    Professional/managerial 

 
39

 
(32.0)

 
47

 
(39.5) 

 
17

 
(37.8)

    White collar 67 (54.9) 38 (31.9) 27 (60.0)
    Blue collar 16 (13.1) 34 (28.6) 1 (2.2)
Education  
    Secondary school 51 (41.8) 36 (30.3) 11 (24.4)
    Trade or equivalent 36 (29.5) 30 (25.2) 19 (42.2)
    University degree 35 (28.7) 53 (44.5) 15 (33.4)
Employment schedule  
    Part-time/casual 39 (32.0) 12 (10.1) 29 (64.4)
    Full-time 83 (68.0) 107 (89.9) 16 (35.6)
       

 

 

Analysis and Results 

Overview of Data Screening and Analysis 

To determine whether significant mean differences on a combination of 

dependent work and family variables occurred by cluster group, four one-way  
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multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedures were performed (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 1996).  The MANOVA procedure has been described as an extension of 

univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) with multiple dependent variables being used 

instead of the single dependent variable used in ANOVA (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  

Therefore, multiple ANOVA procedures could be performed instead of the multivariate 

procedure.  However, MANOVA is further distinguished from ANOVA through the 

creation of a new dependent variable.  This new variable is a linear combination of the 

measured dependent variables to maximise group differences (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

1996).  Consequently, it is generally recommended that ANOVA be considered when 

the research question involves a single outcome or dependent variable, while 

MANOVA is recommended when numerous, conceptually grouped, outcome variables 

are being measured (Huberty & Morris, 1989).  In this study, the earlier presentation of 

the propositions to be investigated has demonstrated the relatedness of the constructs 

within each dependent variable system using both conceptual and statistical viewpoints. 

Thus, the statistical procedures to be adopted in this study will be MANOVA 

followed by univariate and post hoc tests to explore the differences between the cluster 

groups across the dependent variable systems.  Conducting MANOVA as a first step is 

recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) because of the advantages that 

MANOVA has over multiple univariate analyses, such as revealing differences not 

shown in separate ANOVAs, protecting against the inflation of Type I error in multiple 

univariate tests, and identification of an effect that may go undetected if certain 

dependent variables are not analysed together.   

However, recently statisticians have questioned the use by applied researchers of 

the MANOVA procedure followed by multiple univariate analyses, a practice which is 

common in the behavioural sciences (Onwuegbuzie, 2001; Keselman, Huberty, Lix,  
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Olejnik, Cribbie, Donahue, Kowalchuk, Lowman, Petoskey, Keselman, & Levin, 1998).  

Huberty and Morris (1989) have contended that conducting MANOVA as a preliminary 

step to multiple ANOVAs is unnecessary and irrelevant.  Others suggest that if the 

univariate effects are of interest then the researcher should go directly to ANOVA and 

bypass the omnibus multivariate technique (Onwuegbuzie, 2001; Keselman, et al., 

1998), thus recommending that univariate analyses be conducted separately for each 

dependent variable.  However, this approach ignores the potential interrelationships 

among conceptually distinct groups of dependent variables (Norusis, 1993a).   

Given the exploratory nature of this study, it was concluded that MANOVA 

would be the most appropriate statistical technique to explore the differences across the 

three clusters of dual-earner parents over a number of conceptually distinct groups of 

dependent variables.  If significance does occur in the dependent variable systems by 

cluster group, further exploration of the data through univariate analyses and post-hoc 

tests will facilitate a more thorough interpretation of the between group differences.  

Prior to performing the MANOVA procedure it is important that the data are 

screened to ensure that the assumptions of the statistical test are met (Keselmen, et al., 

1998).  As reported in Chapter 5 the data has already been screened and demonstrate no 

extreme variations from normality in skewness or kurtosis, displays no evidence of 

departure from linearity, and does not suffer from multicollinearity or singularity.  

Consequently the data does not violate the assumptions required for MANOVA 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).   

However, the cell sizes for the three cluster groups are unequal.  Furthermore, 

the third cluster group contains substantially fewer cases in comparison with the other 

two groups, with only 45 parents in this cluster group as opposed to the 122 and 119 

parents in cluster groups one and two respectively.  When concerns manifest over 

sample sizes, Huberty and Petoskey (2000) recommend the adoption of the sample size 
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parameters identified by Kres, which specify that the number of cases in the smallest 

group should range from six to ten times the number of dependent variables.  The 

largest MANOVA to be performed in this study contains five dependent variables, 

therefore, the number of cases in cluster group three meets the aforementioned 

parameters of between 30 to 50 cases.   

Another important consideration for MANOVA is the homogeneity of variance 

for individual dependent variables.  The sensitive Box’s M test for equality of variance-

covariance matrices performed for the four MANOVA’s in this study was significant at 

the p<.05 level, indicating that robustness is not guaranteed (Huberty & Petoskey, 

2000).  However, inspection of the cells revealed that the larger cluster groups produced 

the larger variances.  Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) have maintained that in this type of 

situation the null hypothesis may be rejected, although to ensure conservatism, have 

recommended Pillai’s criterion be reported instead of Wilks’ lambda to evaluate 

multivariate significance.  Finally, to control for experimentwise Type I error due to 

number of statistical tests being conducted, a Bonferroni adjustment was made (Huberty 

& Petoskey, 2000).  The alpha level used for each MANOVA was α=.0125, calculated 

by dividing the overall alpha level of α=.05 by the number of tests to be performed (4) 

as recommended by Huberty and Morris (1989).   

Family Environment 

To assess differences in the family environment by cluster group, a one-way 

MANOVA was conducted with the cluster group as the independent variable (with 

three levels), and the age of the youngest child, the number of children, the level of 

family cohesion, and the level of family adaptability comprising the dependent variable 

system of family environment.  The results yielded a significant multivariate effect for 

cluster group, Pillai’s Trace=.236, F (6,564)=12.602, p<.001, η2=.118.  Univariate tests 

revealed significant results for family cohesion, but not for the other dependent 
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variables in the system.  Table 7.2 presents the results of the univariate tests.  Post-hoc 

analyses were then performed using Tukey’s HSD and are detailed in Table 7.3. 

The MANOVA result indicates that significant family environment differences 

do occur by cluster group.  Looking deeper into the data, the results offer partial support 

for the proposition that the parents in the jugglers cluster group would experience a less 

accommodating family environment in comparison with the parents in the other two 

groups.  The parents in this group reported lower levels of family cohesion compared 

with the parents in both the compromisers and accommodators groups, although no 

statistically significant differences occurred between the three groups for family 

adaptability.  Once again in partial support for another previously generated 

proposition, parents in the compromisers group experienced significantly less family 

cohesion in comparison with the parents in the accommodators group.  No significant 

univariate differences occurred between the three cluster groups on the age of the 

youngest child, although inspection of the mean scores demonstrates that the results 

were in the direction proposed for the parents in the compromisers and jugglers cluster 

groups.   

Table 7.2 

Univariate between-subjects effects comparing dual-earner cluster group and family 
domain variables. 
 

 
Family domain variables 

 
MS 

 
Error 

 
F (2,283) 

 
Eta2 

 
 
Age of youngest child 
 
Family cohesion 
 
Family adaptability 

17.591

651.570

10.573

20.037

16.226

30.312

      
    .878 

 
40.157*** 
 
     .349 

.006

.221

.002

***p<.001  
Table 7.3 
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Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests comparing mean ratings of family domain variables for 
dual-earner cluster groups. 
 
 Mean Differences 

Family domain 
Variables 

Cluster 
Group 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

Cluster 
Group 1 

Cluster 
Group 2 

Age of youngest child 1 
2 
3 

  5.82 
  5.40 
  4.81 

4.94 
4.06 
4.18 

--- 
  .418 
1.012 

 
--- 
.594 

Family cohesion 1 
2 
3 

41.92 
38.72 
44.60 

3.70 
4.67 
2.88 

--- 
3.195*** 
2.682*** 

 
--- 
5.877*** 

Family adaptability 1 
2 
3 

27.70 
27.46 
27.69 

5.40 
5.46 
5.89 

--- 
  .234 
  .569 

 
--- 
  .804 

***p<.001  
 

Work and Family Affect 

To analyse the differences in work and family affect by cluster group, a one-way 

MANOVA was conducted with cluster group as the independent variable (with three 

levels), and job satisfaction, family satisfaction, childcare satisfaction, intention to 

turnover, and emotional exhaustion the system of dependent variables assessing work 

and family affect.  The results yielded a significant multivariate effect for cluster group, 

Pillai’s Trace =.424, F (10,560)=15.07, p<.001, η2=.212.  Univariate tests revealed 

significant differences between groups for job, family and childcare satisfaction, and 

emotional exhaustion, but not for intention to turnover.  The results of the univariate 

tests are summarised in Table 7.4.  Post-hoc analyses were then performed using 

Tukey’s HSD and are presented in Table 7.5.  

The MANOVA result supports the proposition that statistically significant 

differences do occur between the parents in the three dual-earner cluster groups on the 

dependent variables making up the work and family affect system.  The post-hoc 

analyses reveal partial support for the earlier proposition that the parents in the second 

cluster group would report significantly higher levels of emotional exhaustion, and 
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lower levels of family and childcare satisfaction in comparison with the parents in the 

other two groups.  Further, these parents also reported significantly lower job 

satisfaction levels in comparison with the parents in the accommodators group, but not 

with the parents in the compromisers group.  The proposition that the parents in the 

jugglers group would also report much stronger levels of intention to turnover in 

comparison with the other two groups was not supported.   

Also, as suggested, there were no statistically significant differences between the 

parents in the compromisers and accommodators groups on the system of work and 

family affect variables.  However, inspection of the means does reveal that the parents 

in the accommodators group had slightly higher levels of job, family and childcare 

satisfaction, and slightly lower levels of emotional exhaustion and intention to turnover 

when compared with the parents in the compromisers group. 

 

Table 7.4 

Univariate between-subjects effects comparing dual-earner cluster group and work and 
family affect variables. 
 

 
Work and family affect 

 
MS 

 
Error 

 
F (2,283) 

 
Eta2 

 
 
Job satisfaction 
 
Family satisfaction 
 
Childcare satisfaction 
 
Emotional exhaustion 
 
Intention to turnover 

59.584

359.630

8.773

1819.049

6.965

12.520

4.479

.502

88.167

7.663

    
   4.759** 

 
 80.289*** 
 
 17.491*** 
 
 20.632*** 
 
     .909 

.033

.362

.110

.127

.006

**p<.01, ***p<.001  
 

Table 7.5 



Balancing work and family 
 

241 
Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests comparing mean ratings of family affect variables for dual-
earner cluster groups. 
 
 Mean Differences 
Work and family affect 

Variables 
Cluster 
Group 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

Cluster 
Group 1 

Cluster 
Group 2 

Job satisfaction 1 
2 
3 

15.92 
15.18 
17.07 

3.37 
3.67 
3.63 

--- 
  .741 
1.140 

 
--- 
1.882** 

Family satisfaction 1 
2 
3 

19.15 
16.07 
19.60 

1.56 
2.71 
1.51 

--- 
3.080*** 
  .452 

 
--- 
3.532*** 

Childcare satisfaction 1 
2 
3 

6.61 
6.23 
6.91 

  .732 
  .756 
  .468 

--- 
  .379*** 
  .296 

 
--- 
  .675*** 

Emotional exhaustion 1 
2 
3 

18.45 
24.31 
14.91 

  8.93 
10.44 
  7.42 

--- 
5.860*** 
3.539 

 
--- 
9.399*** 

Intention to turnover 1 
2 
3 

 4.67 
 4.34 
 4.07 

 3.33 
 2.26 
 2.24 

--- 
  .327 
  .605 

 
--- 
  .277 

**p<.01, ***p<.001  
 

Personal and Workplace Resources 

To assess the differences between the cluster groups of dual-earners parents on 

the dependent variable system of personal and workplace resources a one-way 

MANOVA was performed with cluster group as the independent variable (with three 

levels), and the use of personal coping strategies, the number of workplace policies, the 

number of people in the parents’ social network and the dependent variable system of 

personal and workplace resources.  The results once more yielded a significant 

multivariate effect for cluster group, Pillai’s Trace=.196, F (6,564)=10.19, p<.001, 

η2=.098.  Univariate tests revealed significant differences between the parents in the 

three cluster groups over the number of workplace policies and the size of their support 

network, but there was no statistically significant difference between the groups on the 

frequency of use of personal coping strategies.  The findings of the univariate tests are 
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summarised in Table 7.6, and the post-hoc analyses using Tukey’s HSD are presented in 

Table 7.7.  

The MANOVA result suggests that statistically significant differences do occur 

between the parents in the three dual-earner cluster groups on the dependent variables 

making up the personal and workplace resources system.  In partial support of the 

propositions raised earlier, the parents in the accommodators group did report having a 

greater number of people in their social network in comparison with parents in the 

jugglers group.  These parents were also, as proposed, likely to have access to fewer 

workplace policies and practices in comparison with the parents in the other two groups.   

Partial support was also found for the earlier proposition regarding the parents in 

the jugglers group, as these parents did report significantly fewer people to whom they 

could rely upon in times of need in comparison with the parents in the other two groups.  

Finally, no differences were expected between the parents in the jugglers and 

compromisers groups on the number of available workplace policies and practices.  This 

proposition was supported. 

 

Table 7.6 

Univariate between-subjects effects comparing dual-earner cluster group and 
work/family resource variables. 
 

 
Work and family resources  

 

 
MS 

 
Error 

 
F (2,283) 

 
Eta2 

 
Coping strategies 
 
Number of workplace policies 
 
Size of support network 

211.479

138.392

21.866

128.442

10.082

1.880

    
   1.646 

 
 13.727*** 
 
 11.631*** 

.012

.088

.076

***p<.001  
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Table 7.7 

Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests comparing mean ratings of work/family resource variables 
for dual-earner cluster groups. 
 
 Mean Differences 
Work/family resource 

Variables 
Cluster 
Group 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

Cluster 
Group 1 

Cluster 
Group 2 

Coping strategies 1 
2 
3 

94.54 
96.93 
97.13 

12.62 
10.36 
  9.99 

--- 
2.400 
2.600 

 
--- 
  .200 

Number of workplace 
policies 

1 
2 
3 

  8.38 
  8.63 
  5.82 

  3.05 
  3.26 
  3.31 

--- 
     .245 

2.563*** 

 
--- 
2.808*** 

Size of support network 1 
2 
3 

  3.84 
  3.14 
  4.10 

  1.39 
  1.31 
  1.47 

--- 
0.703*** 

   0.260 

 
--- 
0.963*** 

***p<.001  
 

Work and Family Social Support 

The final statistical analysis assessed the differences in social support by cluster 

group using a one-way MANOVA with cluster group as the independent variable (with 

three levels), and perceived social support, the presence of socially supportive 

behaviours, and satisfaction with social support network comprising the dependent 

variable system of work and family social support.  The results yielded a significant 

multivariate effect for cluster group, Pillai’s Trace=.312, F (6,564)=17.37, p<.001, 

η2=.156.  Univariate tests revealed significant between-group differences for perceived 

social support, the presence of socially supportive behaviours, and satisfaction with 

social support network.  Table 7.8 presents the results of the univariate tests and Table 

7.9 provides the results of the Tukey’s HSD post-hoc analyses. 

As previously proposed, the parents in the jugglers group perceived less social 

support from their spouse, family, friends and work colleagues, reported fewer socially 

supportive actions from their family and friends, and were less satisfied with the support 

offered by their social network in comparison with the parents in the other two groups.  
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The proposition that parents in the accommodators group would perceive the greatest 

levels of social support, more socially supportive actions, and stronger satisfaction with 

their support network in comparison with the parents in the compromisers group was 

not supported.  The only significant difference to occur between these two groups was 

over their perception of social support, and interestingly this difference was in the 

opposite direction proposed, with parents in the compromisers group perceiving 

stronger levels of social support in comparison with those in the accommodators group. 

Table 7.8 

Univariate between-subjects effects comparing dual-earner cluster group and work and 
social support variables. 
 

 

Social support variables 
 

MS 
 

Error 
 

F (2,283) 
 

Eta2 

 

 
Perceived social support 
 

Socially supportive behaviours 
 

Satisfaction with support 
network 
 

259.668
 

5.601
 

484.810
 

5.705
 

.321
 

26.083
 

  
45.516*** 

 

 17.461*** 
 

 18.587*** 
  

.243
 

.110
 

.116
 

***p<.001  
 

Table 7.9 

Tukey’s HSD post-hoc tests comparing mean ratings of social support variables for 
dual-earner cluster groups. 
 
 Mean Differences 

Social support 
variables 

Cluster 
Group 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

Cluster 
Group 1 

Cluster 
Group 2 

Perceived social 
support 

1 
2 
3 

23.23 
20.30 
21.99 

2.15 
2.72 
2.01 

--- 
2.931*** 

1.246** 

 
--- 
1.685*** 

Socially supportive 
behaviours 

1 
2 
3 

   4.19 
   3.80 
   4.22 

   .57 
   .60 
   .41 

--- 
     .393*** 

  .002 

 
--- 
   .422*** 

Satisfaction with 
support network 

1 
2 
3 

31.00 
27.82 
32.51 

4.72 
5.91 
3.55 

--- 
3.184*** 

   1.502 

 
--- 
4.687*** 

**p<.01, ***p<.001  
Discussion 
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In this chapter the 286 dual-earner parents who were previously clustered into 

three distinct groups based upon their levels of work and family role involvement and 

their perception of work and family role demands, were compared to determine whether 

differences occurred by cluster group in four distinct systems of work and family 

dependent variables.  The results of the four MANOVA analyses revealed that 

statistically significant differences do occur by cluster group on the dependent variable 

systems of family environment, work and family affect, personal and workplace 

resources, and work and family social support.  This general finding strengthens 

previously articulated contentions that dual-earner parents are not a homogeneous 

category of employed parents and that substantially different work and family 

experiences occur for different groups of working parents living within this non-

traditional family structure.  The following discussion offers an interpretation of 

differences that have been identified in the separate analyses and concludes by 

recognising the limitations of this study.  

Family Environment 

The first set of dependent variables analysed comprised the system of family 

environment.  This group of dependent variables incorporated the parents’ assessment 

of family cohesion and adaptability, as well as the age and number of their dependent 

children.  The findings demonstrated that the parents in the accommodators group 

reported the strongest levels of emotional bonding and togetherness with their family 

(M=44.60) in comparison with parents in the jugglers (M=38.72), and compromisers 

(M=41.92) groups.  This finding may have occurred because the parents in the 

accommodators group devote significantly more physical time to their family domain 

and are more psychologically involved in their parental role in comparison with the 

parents in the other two groups.  The increased familial role participation may thus be 

associated with the experience of much stronger levels of emotional bonding and 
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connection to family members.  Support of this interpretation is found in the work of 

Piotrkowski and Gornick (cited in Piotrkowski & Hughes, 1993) who have maintained 

that for families to be successful at balancing cohesion and conflict, regular face-to-face 

contact facilitating displays of physical affection, support, and communication is 

essential.  Interestingly, England and Farkas (cited in Ferber et al., 1991) have identified 

that family activities promoting a positive atmosphere, such as shared leisure and 

recreation, conversation, empathy, and companionship have increased correspondingly 

with the increase in the number of dual-earner families. 

Inspection of the demographic characteristics of the parents in the accommodators 

group also permits an additional interpretation.  The results demonstrate that 77.8% of 

the parents in the accommodators group are mothers, 85% of whom are employed part-

time or casually, and 65.7% of whom are employed in a white-collar position.  These 

demographic characteristics may indicate that many of the women in the 

accommodators group are managing their dual-role responsibilities by conforming to 

Parsonian gender role differentiation solutions by accommodating work for family 

(Loscocco & Roschelle, 1991).  Therefore, by taking prime responsibility for the care of 

children and maintenance of the household these women have achieved a balance 

between their work and family roles.  However, this explanation does not hold for the 

fathers who are also present within the accommodators group.  In fact, these fathers 

appear to be functioning against the traditional expectations of the male parental role by 

spending more time in the family domain as opposed to the work domain.   

In contrast with the parents in the accommodators group, the parents in the 

jugglers cluster group experienced the least agreeable family environment, reporting 

significantly less family cohesion in comparison with the parents in the other two 

groups.  Interestingly, these parents spent significantly more time in their family role in 

comparison with the parents in the first cluster group (compromisers) and yet still 
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reported a less cohesive family environment.  These results are possibly explained by 

taking into consideration Aryee and Luk’s (1996) suggestion regarding cultural role 

expectations.  For instance, although societal changes have meant that balancing work 

and family is important for both men and women, the biosocial and cultural tradition for 

women to take primary responsibility for domestic and childcare related tasks persists 

(Gutek et al., 1991).  However, in conjunction with societal expectations for women to 

assume traditional gender role tasks while also engaging in paid employment 

(Northcutt, 1991), there is increased pressure being placed upon fathers to become more 

actively involved in daily family routines (Raue, 1994).  Accordingly, for the parents in 

the jugglers group their expenditure of time and energy into a less central identity is 

perhaps occurring because of their perception of both contemporary and traditional 

gender role expectations.  Further, as these parents also report a stronger work role 

identity, the increased pressure on these parents to participate in a less central domain is 

perhaps contributing to their experience of a less cohesive family environment. 

Once again in comparison with the parents in the accommodators group, the 

parents in the compromisers cluster group reported significantly lower family cohesion, 

although significantly stronger cohesion than that reported by the parents in the jugglers 

group.  Like the parents in the jugglers group, it is possible that the parents in the 

compromisers group may find an apparent incongruence between the centrality of their 

family role and the amount of time that they are able to devote to the family domain.  

For instance, although maintaining a strong parental role identity the parents in the 

compromisers group spend a good deal more time in their work domain in contrast with 

their family domain, perhaps impacting upon their perception of the family 

environment.  It is feasible that this incongruence is explained by research 

demonstrating the asymmetrical permeability between work and family domain 

boundaries (Pleck, 1977).  Previous research has found that for both men and women 
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the family domain was more permeable to the needs of the work domain as opposed to 

the reverse (Frone et al., 1992).  Similarly, Gutek et al. (1991) speculated that because 

family work is more flexible than paid work, people intentionally limit the number of 

hours spent in the family domain in order to meet the demands of work.  Therefore, 

although the parents in the compromisers group may be experiencing an incongruence 

between their salient role identity and the time spent in that role, the stronger levels of 

emotional bonding reported by these parents in comparison with those in the jugglers 

group may have been reached by compromising the quantity of time spent in the family 

domain with the quality of the time being invested (Rapoport & Rapoport, 1980). 

The second family system dimension studied was the adaptability dimension.  

This dimension describes the extent to which the family system is flexible and able to 

change.  In contrast to the expected group differences, there were no significant 

differences across the cluster groups on the level of family adaptability.  The mean 

scores on the adaptability dimension demonstrate that all family groups where 

characterised by shared leadership, role sharing, democratic discipline, and change 

when needed (Olson et al., 1993).  The levels of family adaptability reported by all three 

groups of dual-earner parents suggest that all family groups are flexibly functional, and 

are able to engage in behaviours that reflect stability or change as necessary. 

Again, no significant differences occurred across the three cluster groups on the 

age of the youngest child.  Interestingly, inspection of the means scores did demonstrate 

that the results were generally in the direction proposed, with exception for the results 

obtained for the accommodators group.  However, for the parents in the accommodators 

group perhaps their report of fewer family demands has been facilitated by the 

congruence between the amount of time they have been able to afford their family role 

and the salience of their parental role identity.  Alternatively, perhaps these parents have 

accommodated work for family because they have recognised the demands associated 
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with their family stage (e.g., parents of a young family), and as such have made a 

cognitive decision to withdraw, as much as practicable, from their work role in order to 

concentrate on the increased demands of their family role. 

Work and Family Affect 

The second system of dependent variables investigated comprised the collection 

of work and family affect variables.  Previous research has demonstrated an association 

between the presence of work and family domain stressors and a wide range of negative 

personal and work related affect outcomes.  Affect variables, typically operationalised 

as an individual’s positive or negative affective response to domain stressors (O’Reilly, 

1991), are prominent in behavioural science research because these variables have been 

consistently linked to an individual’s physical and mental health and to organisational 

behaviours such as staff turnover, absenteeism, and the prevalence of grievances 

(Vecchio et al., 1992). 

Affect outcomes in the work/family literature associated with the presence of 

work and family domain stressors have included job, family and childcare 

dissatisfaction, increased intention to turnover, and greater levels of emotional 

exhaustion (e.g., Anderson-Kulman & Paludi, 1986; Burke et al., 1981; Coverman, 

1989; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Goff et al., 1990; Jackson et al., 1986; Pleck, 1985; 

Thomas & Ganster, 1995).  Based upon this research it was proposed that significant 

differences would occur in work and family affect outcomes across cluster groups.  

Specifically, it was expected that the parents in the jugglers group, characterised by a 

high perception of work and family domain stressors, would experience greater work 

and family domain dissatisfaction, stronger levels of emotional exhaustion, and 

demonstrate a greater propensity to leave their job in comparison with the parents in the 

other two groups who reported significantly fewer work and family domain stressors.   
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Partial support for this assertion was achieved.  In this study of dual-earner 

parents from diverse occupations, the parents who clustered into the jugglers group did 

report significantly higher levels of emotional exhaustion (M=24.31) compared with the 

parents in the compromisers (M=18.45) and accommodators (M=14.91) groups.  This 

finding can be explained by referring to the psychological burnout literature (Jackson et 

al., 1986; Maslach & Jackson, 1981; Maslach et al., 2001).  Research on emotional 

exhaustion, operationalised using the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI), has shown that 

the physical, social and organisational aspects of jobs requiring sustained physical or 

mental effort are associated with physiological and psychological costs, such as 

emotional exhaustion (Maslach et al., 2001).  Moreover, in a longitudinal study of 

mostly female teachers, Jackson et al. (1986) reported that increased emotional 

exhaustion scores significantly predicted subsequent thoughts about turnover and actual 

job leaving.   

Curiously, in this study no statistical differences were found across cluster 

groups on the parents reported propensity to leave their current position.  The finding in 

this study that the parents in the jugglers group who had higher levels of emotional 

exhaustion and yet were no more likely to report intentions of job turnover in 

comparison with the parents in the other two groups is similar to the results reported in 

another recent study.  Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001) conducted 

research with 374 employees from across a diverse range of occupations and found that 

while emotional exhaustion increased when job demands were high, disengagement 

from work was actually associated with a lack of resources, and not job demands.  In 

addition, there may also be another viable explanation for the lack of differentiation in 

the propensity to leave scores across the cluster groups.  Examination of the mean 

scores on the emotional exhaustion variable depicts that, although the parents in the 

jugglers group were statistically higher on the emotional exhaustion variable in 
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comparison with the parents in the other two groups, the mean level of emotional 

exhaustion calculated was moderate.  Thus, a moderate level of emotional exhaustion 

may indicate that the work and family domain stressors are not sufficiently problematic 

to be associated with thoughts about job leaving.  

In addition to differences in emotional exhaustion, the parents in the jugglers 

group also reported significantly lower levels of family (M=15.18) and childcare 

(M=6.23) satisfaction in comparison with the parents in the other two groups.  Once 

again however, while the differences between the groups are significant the mean scores 

reveal that the overall affective response for the parents in the jugglers group was still in 

the satisfied dimension on these variables.  Therefore, the results do not suggest 

dissatisfaction, but rather a lower level of satisfaction in comparison with the parents in 

the other two groups.  Moreover, the perception of greater work domain stressors by the 

parents in the jugglers group was not associated with greater job dissatisfaction levels 

when compared with the parents in the compromisers group who reported significantly 

fewer work domain stressors.   

These findings are possibly explained by consulting the results of Carlson and 

Kacmar’s (2000) study on the impact of work and family values on an individual’s 

experience of work/family role conflict.  Carlson and Kacmar (2000) found that when 

family (work) was highly valued work (family) domain antecedents had a greater 

impact on work and family affect, concluding that domain demands perform differently 

depending upon the life role values of the individual.  Accordingly, although the parents 

in the jugglers group are responding to considerable demands in both work and family 

domains, they are strongly work identified and as such may be deriving less satisfaction 

from the increased participation in their family role.   

Finally, as previously proposed, there were no statistically significant 

differences between the parents in the compromisers and accommodators cluster groups 
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on the system of work and family affect variables, although, inspection of the mean 

results does reveal that the parents in the accommodators group had slightly higher 

levels of job, family and childcare satisfaction, and slightly lower levels of emotional 

exhaustion and intention to turnover, when compared with the results of the parents in 

the compromisers cluster group.   

Personal and Workplace Resources 

The third set of dependent variables investigated comprised the system of 

workplace and personal resource variables.  In previous studies these variables have 

been associated with the reduction of work and family domain stressors (Glass & 

Finley, 2002).  Certainly, greater pressure is now being placed upon organisations to 

implement family-friendly initiatives that may assist employed parents combine their 

work and family roles (DeCieri et al., 2003).  Furthermore, some authors have argued 

that assisting the stress reduction of the workforce is a moral as well as economic 

requirement for contemporary organisations (Matteson & Ivancevich, 1987).  

Unfortunately, scientific research evaluating the effectiveness of family-response 

workplace policies is limited.  Reviewing the available literature on workplace family-

friendly initiatives, Glass and Finley (2002) conceptualised the initiatives into three 

broad categories including policies designed to provide employees with greater 

flexibility in the scheduling and location of work hours, practices designed to provide 

support or assistance such as child care assistance, and benefits that allow employed 

parents to reduce their regular work hours or the provision of leave arrangements to care 

for family members.   

The creation of flexibility through the offer of non-standard employment modes 

such as part-time and casual arrangements may therefore be viewed as family-friendly 

practices if these schedules are truly directed at meeting the needs of the employee 

(Deery et al., 2001).  Often, employed parents taking up non-standard modes of 
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employment have limited access to additional or alternative family-friendly initiatives, 

such as paid leave (ACIRRT, 1999).  In the current study the parents clustering into the 

accommodators group, represented by a large percentage of part-time or casual 

employees (64.4%), reported the availability of significantly fewer family-friendly 

policies (M=5.82) in comparison with the parents in the compromisers (M=8.38) and 

jugglers (M=8.63) cluster groups.  Although, as discovered in Chapter 6, the parents in 

the accommodators group reported the lowest levels of work/family conflict and 

strongest levels of work/family enhancement.   

Taken together these results depict a group of parents who are agreeably 

managing their dual-domain responsibilities, and as such, non-standard employment 

schedules may be contributing to their ability to maintain a balance between their work 

and family roles.  This interpretation is supported by the results of research examining 

the impact of alternative work schedules, which although scant, have reported that 

employee productivity, organisational commitment, retention, morale, and job 

satisfaction are all positively affected by flexible work schedules (Glass & Finely, 

2002).  Furthermore, Honeycutt and Rosen (1997) discovered in their study of 263 

MBA alumni that flexible career paths and policies significantly influenced job 

attraction.  The authors speculated that the changing demographics of the workforce are 

being reflected in changing work and family values and preferences, the outcome of 

which is a growing number of employees for whom flexible work schedules are 

important.   

As expected there was no difference between the number of workplace policies 

and practices available to parents in the compromisers (M=8.38) and jugglers (M=8.63) 

cluster groups.  Unfortunately, identifying the frequency of policies and procedures 

available to employed parents to assist them balance their work and family roles tells us 

little about whether or not the parents in this study have been able to take advantage of 
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these benefits and whether or not these benefits have practically assisted their multiple 

role combination efforts.  It has been recognised that the existence of formalised work-

life balance policies and benefits does not necessarily mean that the policies will be 

implemented or that the workplace environment will automatically become family-

friendly (DeCieri et al., 2003).  For many employees the reality of gaining access to 

work-life benefits is determined by whether or not they have a supportive supervisor 

(ACIRRT, 1999).  Consequently, in this study although the parents in the compromisers 

and jugglers groups reported almost an equal availability of family-friendly benefits, 

differences may still exist between the parents in these groups in terms of their 

accessibility to these policies and the usefulness of these benefits to assist their 

combination of dual-role responsibilities.   

In addition to structural assistance within the workplace, an individual’s personal 

resources have also been claimed to buffer the impact of work and family domain 

stressors.  To establish greater control and better manage the emotional responses to the 

experience of stressors, people are motivated to implement behavioural and cognitive 

strategies to minimise the experience of strain (Siegall, 1995).  In the current study there 

were no significant differences across the parents in the three cluster groups on the use 

of various coping strategies.  Inspection of the mean scores reveals that in each cluster 

group the overall result was in the 70th percentile, indicating that parents in all three 

groups were using a variety of coping strategies to meet the demands stemming from 

their work and family roles.  Although it is possible that sub-scale differences may exist 

in this variable across cluster groups, because of sample size concerns an analysis of 

sub-scale differences is not possible.   

The final variable examined within the workplace and personal resources system 

was the parents’ level of social embeddedness calculated by identifying the number of 

people that parents could rely upon to offer social support during times of need.  Social 
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support studies have demonstrated that an individual’s level of social embeddedness or 

the “quantity of connections an individual has to significant others who might offer 

assistance” can enhance well-being in times of stress (Duffy & Wong, 1996, p. 105).  

Individuals with a larger support network tend to have fewer symptoms of physical and 

psychological disorder when faced with stress producing events (Heller et al., 1984).  

To determine the extent of an individual’s social connection, structural measures of 

social support attempt to identify the size of an individual’s social network by counting 

the total number of regular social relationships in which the individual participates 

(Sarason et al., 1983; Wills, 1998).   

In this study the parents in the compromisers and accommodators groups 

perceived significantly fewer stressors emanating from their work and family domains 

in comparison with the parents in the jugglers group.  Consequently it was proposed 

that they would, therefore, report a larger social network in comparison with the parents 

in the jugglers groups.  The results of the analysis of variance supported this proposition 

with parents in the accommodators (M=4.10) and the compromisers groups (M=3.84) 

indicating access to a significantly larger social network in comparison with the parents 

in the jugglers group (M=3.14).  Thus, the parents in the compromisers and 

accommodators group report greater social integration and embeddedness in 

comparison with the parents in the jugglers group who appear more isolated and have 

fewer people to rely upon in times of need.   

Moreover, as the parents in the compromisers and accommodators groups have 

also been described as exhibiting greater overall domain satisfaction and increased 

levels of family cohesion in comparison with those in the jugglers groups, their 

increased level of social integration may indicate that for dual-earner parents the 

maintenance of affiliative networks may have beneficial outcomes on their ability to 

successfully combine their work and family roles.  Additional support for this assertion 



Balancing work and family 
 

256 
is reflected in the substantial amount of social and community psychology literature that 

offers confirmation of the physical and psychological benefits of social embeddedness 

(Felton & Shinn, 1992).  However, in this study simply totalling the number of social 

support contacts does not permit a more detailed examination of the domains in which 

these social contacts are fostered.   

An individual’s level of social embeddedness is derived from relationships 

established within the work, family and community domains (Wills, 1998).  However, 

the type of occupation may impact on an individual’s ability to develop supportive 

workplace relationships.  For example, in a recent study of Australian managers 

Lindorff (2001) found that significantly more managers reported that their sources of 

social support were derived from non-work relationships as opposed to relationships at 

work.  The author concluded that the results of her study indicated that managers might 

be essentially isolated at work.  With almost forty percent of the parents in the jugglers 

group engaged in a professional or managerial occupation, perhaps their occupational 

status offers an explanation for this group’s smaller social network.  Thus, isolation at 

work may have a negative impact on employed parents’ ability to combine their work 

and family roles. 

Work and Family Social Support 

The final analysis of variance performed in the current study explored by cluster 

group the differences in the parents’ perception of social support, the availability of 

socially supportive behaviours, and the parents’ satisfaction with their social support 

network.  In the stress and coping literature social support has been demonstrated by 

numerous studies to be linked to physical and psychological health outcomes (e.g., 

Cohen & Wills, 1985).  People high in social support are more likely to experience 

positive life events, have higher levels of self-esteem and take a more optimistic outlook 

on life compared with those low in social support (Sarason et al., 1983).  In the 
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work/family literature the perception of emotional and instrumental socially supportive 

behaviours from co-workers, supervisors, partners, family or friends have been shown 

to reduce employed parents’ perception of work/family conflict (Adams et al., 1996; 

Carlson & Perrewe, 1999; Erdwins et al., 2001; Fu & Shaffer, 2000; Lee & Duxbury, 

1998; Matsui et al., 1995).  

In this study, significant differences were apparent between the parents in the 

jugglers group and those in the compromisers and accommodators groups on all three 

social support variables.  The parents in the jugglers group perceived significantly less 

social support from their spouse, family, friends and work colleagues (M=20.30) in 

comparison with the parents in the compromisers (M=23.23) and accommodators 

(M=21.99) groups.  Furthermore, the parents in the jugglers group also claimed to have 

benefited from fewer socially supportive actions from their family and friends (M=3.80) 

in comparison with the parents in the compromisers (M=4.19) and accommodators 

(M=4.22) groups.  The parents in the jugglers group were also significantly less 

satisfied with the support offered by their social network (M=27.82) in comparison with 

the parents in the compromisers (M=31.00) and accommodators (M=32.51) groups.   

The parents in the jugglers group, characterised by high work and family 

demands and a strong work identity, were described as experiencing difficulty in 

maintaining a balance between their dual-domain responsibilities.  The difficulty that 

these parents appear to be experiencing may be further exacerbated by the quality of 

social support available to them.  Support for this interpretation can be found in the 

results of Carlson and Perrewe’s (2001) recent examination of the role of social support 

in work/family conflict.  Carlson and Perrewe examined four models of work and 

family role demands (time and stressors), social support, and work/family conflict.  

They discovered that social support in both work and family domains reduced the 

likelihood that individuals would perceive role stressors and time demands in their work 
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and family domain environments.  Accordingly, social support indirectly decreased 

work/family conflict.  The results of Carlson and Perrewe’s study suggest that, rather 

than buffering an individual’s experience of role stressors, people who are able to 

develop strong social networks in their work and family domains may actually perceive 

fewer work and family domain stressors. 

The preceding interpretation also appears plausible when taking into 

consideration the social support differences for the parents in the compromisers and 

accommodators cluster groups.  The previous cluster analysis sorted parents into the 

accommodators and compromisers cluster groups on the basis of their lower perception 

of work and family domain stressors.  The current analysis of variance reveals that these 

parents perceive significantly greater levels of social support in comparison to the 

parents in the jugglers groups.  The only significant difference to occur between the 

parents in the accommodators and compromisers cluster group related to their 

perception of social support from spouse, supervisor, co-workers, friends and family.  

Interestingly the difference was in the opposite direction proposed, with the parents in 

the compromisers group perceiving stronger levels of social support (M=23.23) in 

comparison with those in the accommodators group (M=21.99).   

Perhaps the significantly greater amount of time that the parents in the 

compromisers group spend in the work domain in comparison with the parents in the 

accommodators group is the reason that these parents perceive more social support.  

Accordingly, the parents in the compromisers group may be able to mobilise more 

support from supervisors and colleagues and develop broader social networks in 

comparison with the parents in the accommodators group.  Alternatively, the parents in 

the compromisers groups may receive more offers of support from their social network 

because of a perceived need for assistance, whereas the parents in the accommodators 

group, who spend substantially less time in the work domain, may experience less 
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frequent offers of help from their social network because of a perceived lack of need for 

extra assistance.  

 

Summary 

Conclusions and Limitations 

The results of the four MANOVA analyses reported in this study reveal that 

significant differences do occur by dual-earner cluster group in the dependent work and 

family variable systems of family environment, work and family affect, workplace and 

personal resources, and work and family social support.  The meaningfulness and 

stability of the three-group typology that was derived through a combination of role 

identity salience (e.g., Lobel, 1993), and the distributional dimension of role 

accumulation (Aryee & Luk, 1996) is thus further strengthened by the results of this 

study.  Moreover, identifying significant differences between the cluster groups on a 

range of dependent work and family variables offers additional support for Bielby and 

Bielby’s (1989) early hypothesis that understanding the complex relationship between 

work and family requires attention to role identity as well as the distributional 

dimension of work and family role participation.   

Furthermore, a prominent finding of this study is that for dual-earner parents the 

experience of combining work and family role relationships is not singularly negative. 

In the previous chapter it was maintained that, based upon their role identity salience 

and role demand characteristics, the parents who clustered into the compromisers group 

have been able to achieve a relatively balanced approach to their dual-role 

responsibilities.  This proposition appears to be substantiated by the results of the 

current study.  For example, the parents in the compromisers group demonstrated 

significantly stronger levels of family cohesion, higher levels of family and childcare 

satisfaction, lower rates of emotional exhaustion, larger social networks, and more 
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socially supportive work and family domains in comparison with the parents in the 

jugglers group. 

In contrast, also based upon their role identity and role demand characteristics, 

the parents in the jugglers group were described as struggling to balance their dual-

domain responsibilities.  Once again, this conclusion is sustained by the results of this 

study which has demonstrated that the parents in the jugglers group experience a less 

cohesive family environment, less family and childcare satisfaction, stronger levels of 

emotional exhaustion, more limited social networks, and less socially supportive work 

and family domains in comparison with the parents in the compromisers and 

accommodators cluster groups. 

Finally, the conclusions drawn in the previous cluster analysis study regarding 

the parents in the accommodators group are also supported by the results of this study.  

It was suggested that the parents in the accommodators group appeared to have reached 

a balance between their work and family roles by accommodating their central parental 

role identity through a reduction in the time spent in their work role.  These parents 

reported stronger levels of family cohesion, higher levels of work, family and child care 

satisfaction, lower levels of emotional exhaustion, more extensive social networks, and 

more supportive work and family domains in comparison with the parents in the 

jugglers cluster group. 

However, the limitations of this study must be taken into consideration when 

evaluating these results.  Likewise with the previous chapter, similar cautions apply to 

the results of this study.  It is acknowledged that self-report questionnaire methods of 

data collection frequently experience difficulties with response sets, low response rates, 

and self-selection bias.  Notwithstanding these concerns, perhaps the biggest limitation 

of this study is the reliance on self-report methods and problems of common method 

variance because all of the data was collected via a single source.  Therefore, future 
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research could adopt multiple methods of data collection, and alternative sources of data 

to eliminate the effect of this bias.  For example, while the perception that the parents’ 

views of their family environment are important in this study, including the perceptions 

of the family environment from other family members may provide additional 

interdependent information about family functioning.   

Another potential limitation of this study is the unequal number of cases within 

each of the three cluster groups, and in particular the small number of parents 

categorised into the accommodators cluster group.  Although the cell sizes met the 

minimum requirements necessary for MANOVA, nevertheless, the cases-to-dependent 

variable ratio was low for the accommodators group (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).  The 

unequal numbers in each cluster group combined with the small cell sizes for the 

accommodators group is less than an ideal research design.  Furthermore, although this 

research was delimited to focus on employed parents living in dual-earner couple 

families, this concentration reduces the generalisability of the results to other 

respondent populations, such as single-income single-parent families, employed parents 

living in traditional single-income couple families, dual-earner or dual-career couples 

without children, or dual-earner parents who have elder care as opposed to child care 

responsibilities.  Indeed, some have suggested that greater stress may be experienced by 

employees who are maintaining elder care responsibilities because of the degenerative 

processes associated with ageing, in comparison with stress of caring for children who 

progress through phases of growth and development (Peterson, 1989).  Finally, the 

replicability of this study to families of non-Western culture is limited given the context 

in which the research has been conducted and the delimitation of the participants of this 

research as identified in the introduction.                                                                                               
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Overview 

The purpose of this research was two-fold: to explore the work and family role 

accumulation experiences of parents living in dual-earner couple relationships and to 

examine the strategies and coping processes used by these parents to balance their 

multiple role responsibilities and commitments.  To achieve these aims a cross-sectional 

research design incorporating qualitative and quantitative methodology was applied.  

The results of this research contribute to the work and family literature in two 

substantive ways. First, this research expands the existing theory on accumulating work 

and family roles and second, it extends the demographic and occupational scope of the 

work and family literature. 

In exploring the work and family role accumulation experiences of employed 

parents living in dual-earner couple relationships this research has expanded the existing 

theoretical framework used to explain the work/family relationship.  Notably, this study 

discovered that an individual’s work and family role identity and value principles are 

important constructs, contributing to the role occupancy choices and decisions made by 

dual-earner parents. As such the results of this research provide evidence to suggest 

that existing work and family role accumulation research that adopts a role occupancy 

or role demand focus is insufficient alone for explaining the complex interrelationship 

between the central life domains of work and family.  Incorporating role identity and 

role value principles has enhanced understanding of that complex relationship and has 

helped to explain why accumulating work and family roles can at times be difficult and 

conflictual but, nevertheless, can also be rewarding and beneficial. 
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This research finds that differences in the parents’ role identity and role demands 

impacts how they experience their work and family roles.  When the work and family 

role identity responses of dual-earner parents were clustered together with their 

estimation of work and family role demands, three distinct cluster groups emerged.  

Analysis of the differences between these groups of parents revealed that they 

experienced the conflict and enhancement outcomes of work and family role 

accumulation in substantially different ways.  This research also informs existing theory 

by identifying significant differences across the three cluster groups of dual-earner 

parents on the dependent variable systems of family environment, work and family 

affect, workplace and personal resources, and the extent to which coping strategies and 

social support are used by the different groups of parents. 

The second contribution this research offers the work and family literature 

involves an expansion of respondent demographic and occupational scope.  In this study 

employed mothers and fathers living in dual-earner couple relationships were drawn 

from a wide range of occupations across a number of organisational levels.  

Importantly, parents employed in lower-level occupations and blue-collar jobs were 

included in this research. Prior work and family research has been predominately 

maternal in focus and tended to exclude individuals employed in lower-level or blue-

collar occupational fields. 

A detailed summary of the two contributions for the work and family literature 

arising out of this research are examined in the following discussion.  The chapter is 

concluded with recommendations for future work and family research and an 

exploration of the practical implications of this research for workplace and family 

interventions. 
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Thesis Contribution 

Work and Family Theory Development 

There is no dearth of research exploring the interrelationships between the 

central life domains of work and family.  Indeed, the volume of work/family literature is 

further enriched by the multi-disciplinary nature of the research field with valuable 

insights occurring as a result of such diversity.  However, the variability in the 

conceptualisation and measurement of fundamental variables together with discrepant 

results has left significant gaps in our understanding of the work and family 

relationship. In a recent review, Parasuraman and Greenhaus (2002) similarly 

contended that in the work and family literature, “there are many more unanswered 

questions than those for which we have a firm foothold” (p. 299).  They also point out 

that future changes in work and society will render much of the existing work and 

family research outdated.   

The overwhelming trend of past work and family role accumulation research has 

been to look for negative influences and conflicts between work and family roles (Burke 

& Greenglass, 1987; Frone et al., 1992; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), as opposed to the 

identification of positive or complementary influences.  Research grounded in the role 

scarcity framework has firmly established that employed parents who perceive an 

imbalance between their work and family roles are more likely to suffer role conflict or 

role overload, resulting in compromised physical and psychological health outcomes 

(e.g., Burke & Greenglass, 1987; Frone et al., 1992; Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000).   

However, depicting the lives of all employed parents as replete with conflict and 

stress has been shown to be inaccurate by researchers searching for complementary 

connections between the work and family domains (e.g., Kirchmeyer, 1993).  The role 

expansion literature has revealed that employees who are able to successfully combine 

their work and family roles experience a rewarding life, displaying physical and 
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psychological well-being (Crouter, 1984; Kirchmeyer, 1993; Tiedje et al., 1990).  

However, in contrast with the voluminous role scarcity literature, research framed 

within the realm of role expansion is comparatively scarce.  Accordingly, our 

knowledge and understanding of how work and family roles are positively integrated is 

limited.  This study has begun to redress this research imbalance by investigating the 

positive connections that employed parents make when simultaneously occupying work 

and family roles. 

Moreover, to ensure that a complete portrait of the work and family role 

accumulation experiences of dual-earner parents was obtained, this research explored 

not only positive and complementary work/family connections but also investigated the 

parents’ perceptions of conflicting associations and negative experiences.  The results of 

this research demonstrated that dual-earner parents do experience role interrole conflict 

and overload when fulfilling the responsibilities in either the work or family domain 

which impacts upon his or her ability to fully participate in the other domain.  At the 

same time, however, these parents also acknowledged that participating in both work 

and family roles was rewarding and beneficial.  Contrary to the theoretical propositions 

advanced by the role occupancy theories of role scarcity and role expansion, this study 

has shown that it is possible for employed parents to concurrently experience 

work/family role conflict and work/family role enhancement.  These results illuminate 

the possibility that the theories of role scarcity and role expansion may not necessarily 

be mutually exclusive.   

The coexistence of conflictual and rewarding experiences identified by the 

respondents in this study is clarified by examining the parents’ role values and salient 

role identity.  This research finds that the meanings and values that dual-earner parents 

attach to their work and family roles are critical for explaining their work and family 

role accumulation experiences.  Research concentrating exclusively on role occupancy 
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fails to notice the meanings that people derive from role participation, or the values and 

centrality of certain roles to an individual’s overall sense of personal identity (Bielby & 

Bielby, 1989; Lobel, 1992). Offering an alternative perspective, role identification 

theorists have suggested that an individual places more time and energy into roles that 

are highly valued and central to his or her sense of identity (Reitzes & Mutran, 1994; 

Stryker, 1980; Thoits, 1992). 

Using a cluster analysis procedure this research identified that statistically 

significant differences do occur among dual-earner parents on their work and family 

role identity, and work and family role demands.  Clustering the parents’ work and 

family role salience responses with their work and family role occupancy demands 

identified three distinct groups of dual-earner parents.  Although dual-earner parents are 

frequently considered a homogeneous group of people, this study demonstrates that 

discrete groups of parents exist in this non-standard family structure based upon their 

work and parental role identity, and their perception of work and family role occupancy 

demands.   

Exploring the characteristics of the three cluster groups of dual-earner parents 

has provided the work/family literature with an explanation of work/family role 

accumulation beyond that possible by the role occupancy demand theories alone.  In this 

study, employed parents who were able to achieve congruency between their work and 

family role demands and their salient role identity reported encountering more 

rewarding work and family experiences. In contrast, parents who appeared to 

experience work and family role occupancy demands that were incongruent with their 

salient role identity experienced stronger conflictual outcomes.  The results of this study 

have therefore provided support for the notion that a more inclusive understanding of 

the complex relationship between work and family domains can be obtained for dual-

earner parents if researchers pay attention, not only to the time and energy demand 



268 

Balancing work and family 

dimensions of multiple role occupancy, but also investigate the meanings and value that 

employed parents attach to their work and family roles.  The theoretical perspective 

derived from this study suggests that role identity salience is an important component of 

the work/family relationship and, if used in combination with the role occupancy 

theories of scarcity and expansion, enables a more comprehensive assessment of the 

complex interrelationship between the domains of work and family.   

By incorporating role identity and role occupancy theories, this research has 

explained why employed parents may experience either conflictual or rewarding 

outcomes, or a combination of both when accumulating work and family roles.  These 

results are supported by Bielby and Bielby’s (1989) early hypothesis that to effectively 

understand the relationship between work and family roles it is necessary to pay 

attention to the meanings and values associated with role participation, as well as 

examining the distributional dimensions of role occupancy.  For the employed parents 

participating in this study a balance between work and family roles, evident by the 

achievement of rewarding outcomes, was more likely to occur when there was 

congruency between their salient role identity and their work and family role occupancy 

demands.  Kofodimos (1993) has similarly argued that employed parents can effectively 

balance their dual-domain lifestyle by devoting time and energy into work and family 

roles that compliment their individual values, needs, and personal goals.    

By incorporating role identity and role accumulation theories this research has 

been able to identify for whom (role identity) and under what conditions (role 

occupancy demands) employed parents are more likely to experience work/family role 

conflict and work/family role enhancement.  For instance, the parents located in cluster 

group one (compromisers) are characterised by a high parental role identity, high work 

time participation, moderate family time participation, and the perception of moderate 

work and low family emotional demands.  In comparison with the parents in the other 
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two groups, these parents also reported moderate levels of work/family conflict and 

work/family enhancement.  These characteristics appear to describe a group of people 

who have achieved a compromised balance between their salient parental role identity 

and their work and family role occupancy demands.  However, the parents in the 

compromisers group are perhaps spending more time in the work role than their salient 

parental identity would indicate was preferred.  It could be speculated that this 

compromised outcome has occurred because of economic necessity or inflexible work 

practices. However, more research is warranted to clarify the reasons why these parents 

have compromised on family time in order to allocate more time to the work domain, 

and whether or not this solution is acceptable in the long term. 

The parents clustered into group two (jugglers) reported a dominant work role 

identity, high work and family time participation, and a stronger perception of stressors 

stemming from both work and family domains.  In comparison with the parents in the 

other two cluster groups the strain of attempting to manage this lifestyle approach is 

evident in the greater levels of work/family conflict reported by these parents.  The 

characteristics of this cluster appear to describe a group of people who are trying to 

juggle their participation between work and family roles, and who have not been 

completely successful in achieving congruence between their salient work role identity 

and their work and family role occupancy demands.  The higher levels of conflict 

experienced by these parents suggest that they are experiencing difficulty meeting all of 

their dual-role responsibilities.  However, further research is necessary to determine 

why these parents are devoting excessive amounts of time and energy into each of their 

central life domains, and whether this level of activity is desirable or indeed sustainable. 

The parents in the third cluster arrangement (accommodators) made up the 

smallest group of parents in the cluster analysis study.  However, these parents shared a 

number of similar role identity and role demand characteristics with the parents in the 
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compromisers group, with the exception of the allocation of time to work and family 

roles. The parents in the accommodators group reported a salient parental identity, high 

family time participation, low work time participation, and low work and family domain 

demands.  These parents appeared to have achieved a congruent combination of their 

work and family roles by accommodating their salient parental role identity through a 

reduction in the time devoted to the work role.  These parents also experienced the least 

amount of work/family conflict and the greatest amount of work/family enhancement in 

comparison with the parents in the other two cluster groups.  However, further 

investigation is necessary to determine why these parents have been able to achieve 

their current combination of work and family roles, and whether they plan to continue 

with this combination of work/family roles in the future. 

Cluster group differences 

Having identified three distinct groups of dual-earner parents the research 

continued by investigating the similarities and differences in the work and family 

experiences of these parents on a range of dependent variables.  An important finding 

evident from the results of this research is that for employed parents living in a dual-

earner family the experience of combining work and family roles is not singularly 

negative. Therefore, further investigation of the similarities and differences between the 

cluster groups on work and family variables, which have been demonstrated in past 

research to assist people to balance work and family commitments, were conducted.   

In this study, the parents clustered into the compromisers and jugglers groups 

indicated the availability of a wide range of workplace family-friendly initiatives, which 

perhaps reflect an acknowledgement by some organisations of the importance of work-

life balance programmes (DeCieri et al., 2003).  However, parents who clustered into 

the accommodators groups, who generally worked fewer hours and were more likely to 

be engaged in a part-time capacity, indicated the availability of significantly less family
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friendly benefits in comparison with the parents in the other two groups.  Interestingly, 

although many of the parents in the qualitative study discussed the flexibility options 

which they have accessed at work, such as special leave arrangements to take care of 

family responsibilities, the capacity to work from home for a small period of time, or to 

alter start and finish times, the majority of these parents claimed to be unaware of the 

existence of formal family-friendly benefits.  Rather, these parents indicated that the 

flexibility options referred to were arrived at through negotiations with a supportive 

immediate supervisor.  Additional evidence from the literature has also maintained that 

even when formalised work-life benefits do exist, gaining access to these flexibility 

options is facilitated by supervisor support (ACIRRT, 1999; DeCieri et al., 2003).   

In addition to workplace initiatives, personal coping resources were also 

detected within many of the behaviours and actions described by the parents in this 

research. The coping strategies discussed were explained by referring to Folkman and 

Lazarus’s (1980) frequently cited coping typology.  These strategies include making 

time for relaxation (symptom management), scheduling household and family tasks 

(problem focussed), allocating tasks and roles to family members (problem focussed), 

emotional support from spouse, family and friends (emotion focussed), and outsourcing 

family and household tasks (problem focussed).  The parents in each cluster group 

reported using coping strategies with similar frequency.  It is possible that further 

investigation of the different types of coping strategies used by parents in the three 

cluster groups may reveal differences.  Such an investigation was not possible in the 

current study because of sample size concerns. 

This research has also identified that parents who have appeared to achieve a 

compromised or accommodated balance between their salient role identity and role 

occupancy demands reported more social support.  For example, these parents cited 

access to a larger social support network, reported the perception of greater levels of 
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social support from their spouse, friends, family, co-workers, and employer, and were 

more satisfied with their social support network in comparison with the parents in the 

jugglers group. The parents in the jugglers group perceived significantly less social 

support, claimed to have benefited from fewer socially supportive actions, and were 

significantly less satisfied with their support network.  The importance of social support 

for buffering or reducing stress has long been demonstrated in the stress and social 

support literature (e.g., Cohen & Wills, 1985; Sarason et al., 1988).   

In addition to differences in coping strategies and social support processes, the 

groups of employed parents who appeared to have achieved congruency and balance 

between their role identity and role demands reported significantly stronger levels of 

family cohesion, higher levels of family and childcare satisfaction, and lower rates of 

emotional exhaustion in comparison with the parents in the jugglers group.   

Expanded Demographic and Occupational Scope 

The second contribution offered by this research to the work/family literature is 

the expanded demographic and occupational scope of the respondent population.  Work 

and family research has historically placed an emphasis on examining the role 

accumulation experiences of dual-career couples or employees (not always parents) 

occupying professional or managerial positions (Burke, 1987).  The appropriateness of 

such a focus is disproportionate, given that there are many more employed parents 

engaged in lower-level occupations and in blue-collar jobs.  Therefore, what has been 

missing is evidence about the work and family role accumulation experiences of 

employees at various organisational levels and among people from different 

occupational groups (Parker & Hall, 1992; Perry-Jenkins et al., 2000).   

An equally problematic demographic limitation in the work and family literature 

is the dominant maternal focus, resulting in less knowledge of the work and family role 

accumulation experiences of men, as fathers and as employees (Burke, 1987; Russell & 
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Bowman, 2000).  In addition to improving the occupation and gender diversification of 

work and family research, it has also been suggested that researchers ought to invest 

more attention into the study of dual-earner parents living within intact couples, as 

opposed to the samples of unpaired fathers and mothers who often participate in dual-

earner studies (Swanson, 1992). 

Given the above demographic limitations, Perry-Jenkins et al. (2000) maintained 

that researchers must obtain respondent samples diversified in gender, ethnicity, class, 

occupation and family structure in order to be able to address the question of to whom 

our models of work and family apply.  Therefore, this research has begun bridging a gap 

that exists in the work and family literature by including as respondents parents 

employed in lower-level organisational positions and in blue-collar jobs.  Further, this 

research redresses the maternal focus of past studies by including the work and family 

perceptions and experiences of both mothers and fathers from intact dual-earner couple 

relationships. 

This research considered whether employed parents in dual-earner families were 

a homogeneous category of non-standard families.  Theoretically grounded in role 

identity and role occupancy frameworks, this research revealed the presence of three 

distinct groups of dual-earner parents. Gender differences, although present in past 

research, were not evident in this cluster analysis as mothers and fathers were equally 

represented across the three cluster groups.  These results suggest that work and parental 

role identities are not necessarily gender based, with mothers and fathers equally likely 

to report a salient parental or work role identity.  This research finds that all dual-earner 

parents, irrespective of gender, experience the concerns and rewards of work and family 

role accumulation.  However, conclusive answers are not possible from this data 

because of sample size differences in the number of mothers and fathers who chose to 

participate in this research. Significantly more mothers than fathers responded to the 
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invitation to participate in the current study, perhaps indicating a greater maternal 

interest in the issues and concerns of balancing work and family.  It remains to be seen 

whether gender differences would occur if the fathers and mothers who chose not to 

respond to the survey were included in the study. 

In addition to finding that work and family role participation conflicts and 

rewards occurred for both mothers and fathers, this research has also established that the 

issues and concerns of balancing work and family are important for employed parents 

generally, regardless of the occupational field in which they are employed.  The past 

research concentration on individuals pursuing professional careers or engaged in 

executive or managerial positions has obscured the issues and concerns that dual-earner 

parents face when attempting to combine their dual-domain responsibilities.  In this 

study, although occupational differences did occur across the three cluster groups, each 

cluster group contained parents who were employed in each of the three occupational 

fields of professional/managerial, white-collar, and blue-collar occupations.  However, 

as with gender, the numbers of dual-earner parents representing each occupational field 

were not equal. Consequently, whether similarities and differences would occur with a 

sample of respondents stratified equally along occupational lines is a question for future 

study. 

Future Research 

As the modern world continues along a path of organisational change and 

diversifying family structures, a complex and fluctuating future is predicted for 

employed parents (Handy, 1995).  For some people these changes may bring new 

alternatives and greater choice.  However, for others the changes may bring to light new 

vulnerabilities, dilemmas and social conflicts (Gerson, 1987). The research presented in 

this thesis has helped broaden the theoretical foundation of work/family research and 



275 

Balancing work and family 

has expanded the demographic and occupational scope of work/family research.  

However, our knowledge of the complex relationship between the central life domains 

of work and family still contains many unanswered questions. 

Founded in a grounded theory approach (Glasser & Strauss, 1977), the findings 

presented in this study have added support to the proposition that role scarcity and role 

expansion hypotheses in isolation are not suitable for explaining the complexity 

surrounding the accumulation of work and family roles (Bielby & Bielby, 1998; Lobel, 

1993). Analysis of the time and behavioural requirements of role occupancy reveals 

little about the meanings and values that an individual derives from his or her various 

life roles (Carlson & Kacmar, 2000).  The value and importance of work and parental 

roles was critical to the choices and decisions that parents made regarding their work 

and family role participation.   

The research presented in this thesis has provided an insight into the work and 

family role accumulation experiences of employed parents living in dual-earner 

families.  The results reveal that parents who are able to develop congruency between 

their salient role identity and the role occupancy requirements of their work and family 

roles (e.g., the parents in the accommodators and compromisers cluster groups) have 

demonstrated positive psychological outcomes.  However, the parents whose role 

identity and role occupancy requirements appear to be incongruent (e.g., those in the 

jugglers cluster group) have demonstrated greater negative psychological consequences.   

The current research has provided a detailed but static picture of employed 

parents. By nature of the cross-sectional research design, this study has fallen short of 

capturing the development of an individual’s role identity over their career and life 

course. What remains to be seen is how an individual’s role identity orientation is 

developed over time (Lobel, 1993), and the impact that role identity salience changes 

may have on the decisions that people make regarding work and family role 
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participation. Longitudinal analysis would assist in identifying whether the values 

associated with the work and parental roles as identified in this research change and 

evolve as men and women progress through the various significant phases of life.   

In addition, the respondents involved in this study were all parents of dependent 

children, thus all were involved in the parental role.  Although identifying the work and 

family role combination experiences of employed parents is important, we need to 

research role balance approaches that reflect the diversity of modern organisations and 

contemporary family structures.  For example, what does multiple role balance look like 

when children are no longer dependent, or for male/female couples who do not have 

children, or for single-parent families, or for same gender couples with or without 

children, or for employees with substantial elder care responsibilities? 

Moreover, gender differences continue to be inconclusive.  Some work/family 

research has revealed gender differences (e.g., Loscocco, 1997); while in other studies 

gender differences are not present (Hammer et al., 1997).  In this study, mothers and 

fathers were equally represented across the three cluster groups of parents who differed 

according to the salience of work and parental roles.  Thus, it was equally likely for 

fathers to have a primary parental role identity as it was for mothers to have a salient 

work role identity. Marks et al. (2001) have argued that it is reasonable to expect that 

different models of role balance will be evident for people living in non-gendered 

patterns.  Future research is therefore warranted to examine the role balance approaches 

of peer couples for whom equality is central, who may typically earn similar incomes, 

and who have similar career ambitions in comparison with those couples that have a 

more traditional family structure.   

Also, it is not clear from this research whether some occupations, compared with 

others are more conducive to work/family balance.  Therefore, research needs to 

compare the different work/family experiences of employed parents who are engaged in 
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different occupations. In addition, work/family research must expand the 

conceptualisation of work to include not only people employed in full-time jobs but also 

self-employed persons, and workers engaged on non-standard employment schedules 

such as causal and part-time work (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002).  Consequently, 

research based on a wide variety of family structures and occupations, with samples that 

include individuals from sub-groups underrepresented in the work and family literature, 

is necessary (Parasuraman & Greenhaus, 2002).  The sociology of the family is 

potentially considerably different in non-Western cultures; thus, diversifying the 

cultural domain of work/family research is also necessary. 

Finally, role accumulation research continues to focus almost exclusively on the 

combination of work and family roles.  Family role responsibilities may not be the only 

non-work influences that impact on an individual’s workplace behaviour.  Indeed, other 

non-work roles such as community memberships, political activities and voluntary 

involvements may also be important to consider (Parker & Hall, 1992).   

Practical Implications 

Family Interventions

 The findings discussed in this research have indicated that although the role 

scarcity and role enhancement theories have offered, and continue to offer, valuable 

insights into the strains and gains of combining work and family responsibilities, the 

inclusion of a role identity framework into the work/family analysis allows for a more 

comprehensive understanding of the choices and decisions made by employed parents.  

Parents are encouraged therefore to cognitively recognise the meanings and value which 

they derive from their various life roles.  In this study, those parents who have been able 

to structure their work and family roles to achieve congruence between their salient role 
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identity and the demands of their work and family roles appear to have achieved a 

balance between their work and family domains.   

In addition, the dual-earner parents in this research who clustered into the 

compromisers and accommodators groups had developed more expansive social support 

networks in comparison with the parents in the jugglers cluster group.  In fact, not only 

did these parents have a more extensive social network, they also reported receiving 

much greater levels of emotional and instrumental social support in comparison with the 

parents in the jugglers group. The parents in the compromisers and accommodators 

groups also appeared to have been better able to manage their dual-domain 

responsibilities, as evident in the lower work/family conflict levels reported by these 

parents in comparison with those in the jugglers group.  These results are supported by 

the substantial amount of research appearing in the stress and coping literature that 

confirms the stress buffering effects of social support (Sarason et al., 1988).   

Thus, employed parents with limited social networks could be encouraged to 

develop and expand their informal social support network, and to seek out greater levels 

of emotional and instrumental social support.  Further, for employed parents living in a 

dual-earner relationship a supportive spouse appeared essential to the parents’ ability to 

cope with their dual-domain responsibilities.  Therefore, couples need to realise the 

importance of providing one another with emotional and instrumental social support.   

Workplace Interventions 

The significance of the work and family research field persists against a 

backdrop of workforce demographic growth and diversification, continuous change in 

the nature of work, and the emergence of heterogeneous family structures.  The 

industrial age, once characterised by mass production and stable employment patterns is 

giving way to the pressures of the knowledge economy (Hunt, 2001).  The economy is 

characterised by volatility, continuous change, and dynamic employment patterns 
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(Weisner & Millett, 2001).  The environmental pressures influencing these 

transformations are predicted to intensify in the future, thereby accelerating the pace 

and rate of change (Robbins et al., 2000). Consequently, organisations today need to 

develop a flexible workforce that will respond to rapid changes in business market 

conditions. 

The workforce is also changing, with many employed parents (both mothers and 

fathers) now expressing a desire to maintain a balance between the demands and 

responsibilities of their work and family, and other interests outside the work 

environment (O’Driscoll, 1996).  Russell and Bowman (2000) have suggested that 

organisations providing employees with greater opportunities to establish and maintain 

familial and intimate relationships could expect to have “a positive impact on personal 

and family well-being and on a person’s effectiveness in the workplace” (p. 22). 

The results of the current research have further emphasised that organisations 

today must be more cognisant of the individual needs of the members of their 

workforce. For employed parents, the ability to occupy and construct work and family 

roles, which are congruent with their salient role identity, appears central to their 

experience of beneficial psychological outcomes.  Family-friendly initiatives and social 

support from role partners in family and work domains have been shown to be 

important for employed parents with a dominant parental role identity (both mothers 

and fathers). However, not all employed parents necessarily have the same drive to 

focus on their parental role. Noticeably, not all employed mothers participating in this 

research had a dominant parental role identity.  There were many employed women in 

this research who, although mothers, derived substantial value and importance from the 

work role. Similarly, there were many employed fathers who reported a salient parental 

role identity.  Therefore, to enable employed parents to effectively balance their work 

and family role responsibilities and commitments it is important that the individual’s 
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salient life role is taken into consideration, and that opportunities to derive a better fit 

between the individual’s personal values and the goals of the organisation are obtained.   

As the competitive workplace environment deepens, the art and science of 

harnessing the talents of the workforce will assume greater significance (Lobel et al., 

1999; Sekaran & Leong, 1992). Accordingly the effectiveness of an organisation’s 

human capital will depend, in part, upon the adoption of progressive human resource 

practices that empower employees to develop a balanced lifestyle (Covin & Brush, 

1993; Lewis & Cooper, 1995; Schermerhorn, 2002).  Thus, it seems plausible that in the 

current competitive workplace environment, it is possible for organisations to meet their 

needs for flexibility while simultaneously meeting the divergent needs of the 

contemporary workforce.  In summary, the best interests of individuals, families and 

organisations will be realised if employed parents are able to achieve a better fit 

between their work and family role responsibilities and obligations and their work and 

family role identities.   
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PERCEPTIONS OF FAMILY STRUCTURES 

The following figure represents the results of a public opinion survey conducted in 

the USA that sought the opinion of the American public regarding what they considered a 

family to be (Blau, Ferber, & Winkler, 2001, p.68).  

A married couple living with their children 

A married couple living with their children from a 
previous marriage 

A man and a women who are married but don’t have 
children 

A divorced mother living with her children 

An unwed (never married) mother living with her 
children 

A divorced father living with his children 

A man & woman who live together but are not married 
but are raising children 

An unwed (never married) father living with his children 

A man & woman who live together but are not married 

A group of unrelated adults who live together and 
consider themselves a family 

Two lesbian women living with children they are raising 

Two gay men living with children they are raising 

Two lesbian women committed to each other and living 
together 

Two gay men committed to each other and living 
together 

Not a family 
0% 50% 100% Is a family 
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APPENDIX B 

RECRUITMENT AND INFORMED CONSENT 

⇒ volunteer participants to make initial phone contact with Amanda (as a result of posters placed on 
worksite noticeboards) 

⇒ Criteria checklist: 
� - are you or your spouse/partner working in blue-collar worker occupations? 
� - are you and your spouse living in a current partnership? 
� - do you have dependant child/ren living with you? 
� - do you and your partner both work at least 35 hours per week? 
� - has your partner also agreed to participate in the study? 

⇒ Informed consent checklist : 
� - the study aims to gather important information about the everyday experiences of working 

couples who are combining work and family commitments, thus enabling the 
improvement of the quality of life experiences for all workers 

� - a blind interviewing process will be used, this means that couples will be interviewed 
separately by different interviewer's, therefore confidential  information will remain private and 
not mistakenly transferred to respective spouses 

� - all information gained will be confidential – no names will be associated with the 
information provided 

� - you are also advised that you and your partner may withdraw from the study at any time 

� - the interview will last for approximately one hour 

� - it is requested that the interview be taped - this is for transcription purposes only and all tapes 
will be wiped as soon as the information is transcribed 

� - a brief written summary of the results will be available to you once the study is completed 
in approximately six months 

� - do you have any questions about the study, or are there any points you would like 
 clarified? 

� - would you and your partner like to participate in the study  

� - YES � - NO 

 Participants Name:............................................................................................................. 


 Phone:......................................................... Time to call:............................................. 


Interview time and date:......................................................................................................


 Location:............................................................................................................................. 


 Spouses Name:.................................................................................................................. 


 Phone:......................................................... Time to call:............................................. 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Exploring the experiences of balancing work and family commitments for couples working full-time in

blue-collar occupations whilst caring for dependant children. 


Introduction and rapport building


Give participant the information sheet 
Describe the reason for the interview : 
- the purpose of the interview is to gather important information about the experience of blue collar 
workers balancing their work and family commitments 
- it is important because past research has generally concentrated on while collar professional  
couples 
- a better understanding of the issues and concerns of working families will ultimately lead to the    
improvement of the quality of both work and home life experiences for all workers 

Address confidentiality issues : 
- confirm that it is OK to tape interview 
- assure anonymity and confidentiality (e.g., no names recorded against comments, all information     
collated, tapes wiped after information noted, information collected from spouse is confidential and will 
not be passed on to the other spouse during their respective interviews)  

Opening Questions


Do you have any questions or would you like anything clarified before we begin?


I would like to begin then by asking you a few questions about yourself. 


What is your age............?


How many children do you have...............? and what are their ages......................................?


What is your education level ......................................?


Approximately how many years have you been working...............?


Have you been out of the workforce for any length of time?  For how long.........................?


What is your current occupation.....................................................?


Is this your preferred occupation...................? If not, what would be.............................................?


If you had enough money to live comfortably would you continue to work...........?  Why?


How long have you worked for your current employer..........................years?


How many hours per week do you work..............?


What are your regular start and finish times : start.............. finish................. 


Do you ever work overtime:................  How many hours on average........?
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SECTION ONE : 


Open ended question:


Examples  : 


“Tell me what last week was like for you, begin by describing your week starting at Monday morning 

when you got up and finish it Sunday night when you went to bed” 

SECTION ONE PROBES : 

If the following issues were not covered in the opening section please ask  
probe questions : 

� type of work 
:  Please generally describe the type of work you perform 

� reasoning for working   
:   What would you say are your main reasons for working in paid employment? 

� household tasks 
: Could you please describe the household tasks that you and your spouse  
  perform at home.  (including care of children) 

� work interfering with family    
:  Could you describe any situations where your work and family commitments
   may have interfered with one another?  (e.g., sick children, having to work on  

weekends etc) 

:  How often would this usually occur? 

:  What coping methods do you use to manage work and family commitments? 

:  Besides the coping strategies you have already mentioned, is there anything else  
   that you do which helps you to balance work and family commitments? 

:  How supportive is your spouse and family of your paid work commitments? 

� work/family life changes 
:  Do you think that your home life has always had the same level of impact

                on your paid work commitments?

 : IF NOT  - Please describe when the situation changed.  (e.g., birth of children) 
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SECTION TWO  - Questions regarding employer: 

�  Please describe your employer’s attitude towards workers with family responsibilities? 

�  Please describe any formal policies that your company has that assist workers balance their work      
      and family responsibilities? 

(probes - award conditions, enterprise bargaining agreements, assistance in finding child
                care, flexible work arrangements, special leave arrangements etc) 

�  Can you describe any changes you would like to see made at your workplace that  would make it 
easier for you to balance your work and family commitments? 

SECTION THREE - General closing questions: 

�  What do you think or feel are the main advantages and disadvantages of combining your work and     
    family commitments? 

�  Do you have any advice about balancing work and family which you would give to somebody in a  
    similar situation to yours? 

�  Is there anything else that you would like to discuss that we haven't covered, or anything else you  
    would like to add? 

Close and debrief interview as appropriate: 

Examples  : 
-	 Do you have any final questions about this interview, or the research programme in general? 

- Thank participants for their time and their valuable comments 
. 
-	 Remind participants that if they would like a summary of the pilot study results, they should 

complete the cut-off section and return it to Amanda - the information will be available in 
approximately six months time. 
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APPENDIX D 

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

Purpose of Study : The aim of the current research is to gather important information on the 
everyday experiences (both positive and negative) of working couples who are combining work 
and family commitments.  Past research has primarily focused on white collar professional 
families, therefore only limited information exists on the experiences of workers in other types 
of occupations. The data gained from the interviews will benefit people in all occupations by 
providing the necessary information required to help improve the quality of experiences for 
people at work and at home. 

Participants : During the course of the study researcher's will separately interview couples in 
blue collar occupations who are combining the roles of caring for dependent children and 
working full time.  The interviews will last for approximately one hour, and the participants 
have the right to withdraw from the study at any time. 

Confidentiality : Partners will be interviewed separately by different researchers to ensure 
that information remains confidential. All tapes and interview records will be anonymous, and 
at no stage during the course of the research or publication will names be associated with 
information gained from participants. 

Results : A brief written summary of the results will be available to all participants in the study 
in approximately six months time.  If you would like a copy of the results please complete the 
section at the bottom of this page. 

Your assistance with this research is greatly appreciated.  If you have any questions or would 
like further information regarding this study please contact Amanda Gudmundsson during office 
hours on 3875 7841 or on 3341 3613 after hours. 

Thankyou 

Amanda Gudmundsson 
-----�---------------------------------------------�----------------------------------------�------

Research Findings - Work and Family Study 

If you are interested in receiving a summary of the research findings please complete the 
following details and return it to : 
    Amanda Gudmundsson, 

Faculty of Health and Behavioural Science,  
    School of Applied Psychology, 
    Griffith University, 

NATHAN QLD 4111 

Name:............................................................................................................ 


Address:......................................................................................................... 


......................................................................................................................
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APPENDIX E 

DAT ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

The coding and analysis of the qualitative data obtained during the phase one 

study adopted the analytical methodology recommended by Carney (1990) (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p.92).   

Creating a text 
to work on 

coding categories 
to find a set that 
fits 

Level 1. 

p

overall 

Level 2. 

aggregating the data 

of trends 

Delineating deep 
structure; 
explanatory 

Level 3. Developing and testing 
propositions to construct an explanatory 

Trying out 
Summarising and 
ackaging data 

Identifying 
themes and 
trends in the data 

Repackaging and 

Testing hypotheses 
and reducing bulk 
of data for analysis 

framework 

framework 

Figure E.1 Carney’s (1990) Ladder of Analytical Abstraction 
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APPENDIX F 

MAIN STUDY SURVEY 

“

Working Parents Survey


Looking for new ways to help working parents balance work and

The purpose of the survey 

Thank you for responding to the working parents survey.  I am Amanda Gudmundsson and I’
completing a PhD at Griffith University with the supervision of Mr Alf Lizzio and Dr Keit
The purpose of the survey is to gather the opinions of parents/care givers who are work
employment whilst also raising a family.  Most working parents lead hectic lives - yet somehow
hold jobs and raise their children. 

How to complete the survey 

The survey contains thirteen sections and will take approximately 50 to 60 minutes to finish.  
the instructions at the beginning of each section carefully and then follow the directions.  Do
too much time on any one question, as your first response is usually the best. The questions
your opinions and as such there are no right or wrong answers and you withdraw from an
questions at any time. 


I am interested in the experiences of both employed parents in couple families therefore
package contains two survey booklets.  If you live with a spouse/partner who is also employ
the home, please provide them with the second survey booklet to complete and return.  All sur
kept completely confidential and anonymous. 

The chance to win a family pass to Dreamworld 

To thank you for being part of the research, all participating parents/care givers will go into a d
one of three family passes to Dreamworld. To enter the draw, please provide your contact de
entry form and place your entry in the small envelope provided.   

Please return your completed survey(s) (and Dreamworld entry) in the confidential reply-pa
attached.  To be included in the prize draw, surveys need to be returned by 11 June 1999.   

If you have any questions or would like further information please contact me on 3875 7841.  
 family.” 

m currently 
hia Wilson. 
ing in paid 
 manage to 

Please read

 not spend


 are seeking 

swering the 


 the survey 
ed outside 
veys will be 

raw to win 
tails on the 

id envelope 
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Section 1: Background information 

To begin, please provide some background details about yourself and your family.  The background data is an 
important part of the study for statistical purposes. Please answer the questions by either circling your response or 
writing your response in the space provided. Do not include your name. 

1. Gender: Male / Female 2. Age: _______ (yrs) 

3. Occupation: ___________________________ 4. Employer:___________________________ 

5. Highest education level: Postgraduate Degree /Bachelor’s Degree /Trade or equivalent /TAFE or equivalent /Secondary school 

6. Employment status: casual  / studying or training  / part-time / full-time 

7. Your regular shift: day / afternoon / night / rotating 

8. Length of time with your current employer: ______(yrs) _____(mths) 

9. Do you have a spouse/partner living with you?    yes / no 

10. Is your spouse/partner employed outside the home?   no / studying / casual / part-time / full-time / not applicable 

11. Does your spouse/partner work the same shift as you?   same / partly overlapping  / different / not applicable 

12. Do you have a dependent child(ren) living with you? yes / no 

13. Ages of your dependent child(ren) ____  ; ____ ; ____ ; ____ 

14. On your last regular work day please estimate how much time you spent in the following activities: 

Personal care (eg. sleeping, eating and drinking, personal hygiene)     ___hrs ___mins 

Employment related (eg. main job, work breaks, travel to work) ___hrs ___mins 

Education (eg. attending courses, job related training, study, research) ___hrs ___mins 

Domestic activities (eg. housework, shopping, home maintenance) ___hrs ___mins 

Child care (eg. minding child, playing with child, school/child care travel) ___hrs ___mins 

Voluntary work (eg. unpaid voluntary work, support for adults or children) ___hrs ___mins 

Recreation and leisure (eg. sports, reading, watching T.V., hobbies/arts) ___hrs ___mins 

15. If you live with a spouse/partner please estimate how much time your spouse/partner spent in the following 
activities on his/her last regular work day: 

Personal care (eg. sleeping, eating and drinking, personal hygiene)     ___hrs ___mins 

Employment related (eg. main job, work breaks, travel to work) ___hrs ___mins 

Education (eg. attending courses, job related training, study, research) ___hrs ___mins 

Domestic activities (eg. housework, shopping, home maintenance) ___hrs ___mins 

Child care (eg. minding child, playing with child, school/child care travel) ___hrs ___mins 

Voluntary work (eg. unpaid voluntary work, support for adults or children) ___hrs ___mins 

Recreation and leisure (eg. sports, reading, watching T.V., hobbies/arts) ___hrs ___mins 
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Section 2: How things are done in your family 

In this section please think about how things are done in your family.  Read each statement and then circle a number on 
the following 1 to 5 scale that best describes how things are done in your family. 

1-almost never 2-once in a while 3-sometimes 4-frequently 5-almost always
 In our family . . . almost sometimes almost 

never                always 
1. Family members ask each other for help. 1 2 3 4 
 5 

2. In solving problems, the children’s suggestions are followed. 1 2 3 4 5 


3. We approve of each other’s friends. 1 2 3 4 
 5 

4. Children have a say in their discipline. 1 2 3 4 
 5 

5. We like to do things with just our immediate family. 1 2 3 4 5 


6. Different persons act as leaders in our family. 1 2 3 4 5 


7. Family members feel closer to other family members than to people outside the family. 1 2 3 4 5 


8. Our family changes its way of handling tasks. 1 2 3 4 5 


9. Family members like to spend free time with each other. 1 2 3 4 5 


10. Parents and children discuss punishment together. 1 2 3 4 5 


11. Family members feel very close to each other. 1 2 3 4 5 


12. The children make the decisions in our family. 1 2 3 4 5 


13. When our family gets together for activities, everybody is present. 1 2 3 4 5 


14. Rules change in our family. 1 2 3 4 5 


15. We can easily think of things to do together as a family. 1 2 3 4 5 


16. We shift household responsibilities from person to person. 1 2 3 4 5 


17. Family members consult other family members on their decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 


18. It is hard to identify the leader(s) in our family. 1 2 3 4 5 


19. Family togetherness is very important. 1 2 3 4 5 


20. It is hard to tell who does which household chores. 1 2 3 4 5 


Section 3: Work and family satisfaction 

Now please think about how happy you are with your work and family.  Using the 1 to 7 scale below provide your 
opinion by circling the number that best describes how you feel about your work and family.  

1-strongly disagree 2-disagree 3-disagree slightly 4-neither agree nor disagree 5-agree slightly 6-agree 7-strongly agree 
strongly neither strongly 
disagree agree 

1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


2.  I frequently think of quitting my job.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


3. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7


4. I plan to look for a new job over the next 12 months. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7


5. I am actively searching for a new job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7


6. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with my family. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7


7. I frequently think I would like to change my family situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7


8. I am generally satisfied with my role in this family. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Section 4: Work and family enhancement 
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In this section please think about the positive aspects of being a working parent.  Read each statement then decide how 
true each statement is for you.  Provide your answer by circling a number ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 means very 
true, through to 5 meaning not true at all.  Please note that some questions refer to a spouse/partner, if these 
statements are not relevant to you please circle n/a. 

1-very true 2-fairly true 3-somewhat true 4-not very true  5-not true at all 
very true  somewhat  not true

  true  at  all  
1. 	Having a family gives me good organisational skills that I can use at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. 	Having a family helps to buffer the things that go wrong at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. 	Having a family has improved my interpersonal skills at work. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. 	Having a job/career makes me more interesting and intellectually stimulating to  n/a 1  2 3 4 5 
my spouse/partner. 

5. 	Having a job/career enhances my relationship with my spouse/partner by making    n/a 1  2 3 4 5 
me financially independent. 

6. 	Having a job/career enhances my relationship with my spouse/partner by giving us  n/a 1  2 3 4 5 
     something in common. 

7. 	Having a job/career helps me to better appreciate the time I spend with my child(ren). 1 2 3 4 5 

8. 	My child(ren) is/are more independent and responsible because I work. 1 2 3 4 5 

9. 	Having a job/career makes me feel good about myself, which is good for my child(ren). 1 2 3 4 5 

Section 5: Work and family conflict 

Now think about the amount of conflict and stress that you experience by being a working parent.  On a scale of 1 to 7 
(below), circle the number that reflects how much you agree or disagree with these statements. 

1-strongly disagree 2-disagree 3-disagree slightly 4-neither disagree nor agree 5-agree slightly 6-agree 7-strongly agree 
strongly neither strongly 
disagree agree 

1. 	 The demands of my work interfere with my home and family life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. 	 The amount of time my job takes up makes it difficult to fulfil my family          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
responsibilities.  

3. 	 Things I want to do at home do not get done because of the demands my   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
job  puts  on  me.  

4. 	 My job produces strain that makes it difficult to fulfil my family duties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. 	 Due to work-related duties, I have to make changes to my plans for        1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
family  activities.  

6. 	 The demands of my family or spouse/partner interfere with           1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
work-related  activities.  

7. 	 I have to put off doing things at work because of demands on my time at home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. 	 Things I want to do at work don’t get done because of family demands. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. 	 My home life interferes with my responsibilities at work such as getting     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
to work on time, accomplishing daily tasks, and working overtime. 

10. Family-related strain interferes with my ability to perform job-related duties. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Section 6: Work and family involvement 
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In this section please think about how involved you are with your work and your family roles.  Read each statement then 
circle how much you agree or disagree with the statement using the 1 to 5 scale below.  Remember there are no right 
or wrong answers, your personal opinion is important. 

1-strongly disagree 2-disagree 3-neither agree nor disagree 4-agree 5-strongly agree 
strongly  neither strongly

 disagree                      agree 
1. 	 Having work/a career that is interesting and exciting to me is my most  1 2 3  4 5 

important  life  goal.  

2. 	 I expect my job/career to give me more real satisfaction than anything else I do. 1 2 3  4 5 

3. 	 Building a name and reputation for myself through work/a career is not one of    1 2 3  4 5 
my  life  goals.  

4. 	 It is important to me that I have a job/career in which I can achieve something 1 2 3  4 5 
of importance. 

5. 	 It is important to me to feel successful in my work/career. 1 2 3  4 5 

6. 	 I want to work, but I do not want to have a demanding career. 1 2 3  4 5 

7. 	 I expect to make as many sacrifices as are necessary in order to advance in my 1 2 3 4 5 
work/career. 

8. 	 I value being involved in a career and expect to devote the time and effort 1 2 3  4 5 
needed to develop it. 

9. 	 I expect to devote a significant amount of my time to building my career and 1 2 3  4 5 
developing the skills necessary to advance in my career. 

10. I expect to devote whatever time and energy it takes to move up in my job/	  1 2 3  4 5 
career field. 

11. Although parenthood requires many sacrifices, the love and enjoyment of 	 1 2 3  4 5 
       children of one’s own are worth it all. 

12. If I chose not to have children, I would regret it. 	 1 2 3  4 5 

13. It is important to me to feel I am (will be) an effective parent. 	 1 2 3 4 5 

14. The whole idea of having children and raising them is not attractive to me. 1 2 3  4 5 

15. My life would be empty if I never had children.	  1 2 3  4 5 

16. It is important to me to have time for myself and my own development rather 	 1 2 3  4 5 
       than have children and be responsible for their care. 

17. I expect to devote a significant amount of my time and energy to the rearing of 	 1 2 3  4 5 
       children of my own. 

18. I expect to be very involved in the day-to-day matters of rearing my children. 1 2 3  4 5 

19. Becoming involved in the day-to-day details of rearing children involves costs 	 1 2 3  4 5 
       in other areas of my life which I am unwilling to make. 

20. 	 I do not expect to be very involved in child rearing. 1 2 3  4 5 
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Section 7: Work and family coping 
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In this section please think about the ways that you cope with balancing work and family. Read each statement then 
indicate how you balance work and family by circling your level of agreement with the statements using the 1 to 5 
scale below.  Like Section 4 some questions have been written with a reference to a spouse/partner, once again if 
these questions are not relevant to you please circle n/a.

 1 -strongly disagree 2 -disagree 3 -neither agree nor disagree 4 -agree 5 -strongly agree 

I cope with the demands of work and family by . . .                    strongly  neither strongly
 disagee                 agree 

1. 	 Deciding I will do certain housekeeping tasks at a regular time each week. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. 	 Leaving some things undone around the house (even though I would like them done). 1 2 3 4 5 

3. 	 Ignoring criticisms from others about parents who both work outside the home. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. 	 Planning for various family activities to occur at a certain regular time each day or week    1 2 3 4 5 
(eg. “from the time I get home until their bedtime, is the children’s time”). 

5. 	 Believing that my working has made me a better spouse/partner. (n/a) 1  2 3 4 5 

6. 	 Hiring help to care for the children. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. 	 Relying on extended family members for encouragement. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. 	 Modifying my work schedule (eg. reducing amount of time at work or working      1 2 3 4 5 
different  hours).  

9. 	 Negotiating who stays home with an ill child on a “case by case” basis. (n/a) 1  2 3 4 5 

10. Planning work changes (eg. transfer, promotion, shift change) around family needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Relying on extended family members for childcare help. 	 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Believing that I am a good “role model” for my children by working. 	 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Identifying one partner as primarily responsible for household tasks. 	 (n/a) 1  2 3 4 5 

14. Planning time for myself to relieve tensions (jogging, exercising, meditating, etc.). 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Encouraging my children to help each other out when possible (eg. homework etc.). 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Trying to be flexible enough to fit in special needs and events (eg. child’s concert at school). 1  2 3 4 5 

17. Planning ahead so that major changes at home (eg. having a baby, moving house) 	 1 2 3 4 5 
will not disturb my work. 

18. Planning schedules out ahead of time (eg. who works late, who collects kids).          (n/a) 1  2 3 4 5 

19. Sticking to an established schedule of work and family-related activities. 	 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Establishing whose role responsibility it is to stay home when child(ren) are sick. (n/a) 1  2 3 4 5 

21. Believing that working is good for my personal growth.	 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Believing that, overall, there are more advantages than disadvantages to my lifestyle. 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Limiting job involvement in order to have time for my family. 	 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Lowering my standards for “how well” household tasks must be done. 	 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Eliminating certain activities (home entertaining, volunteer work, etc.).	 1 2 3 4 5 

26. Maintaining health (eating right, exercising, etc.).	 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Limiting my involvement on the job -- saying “no” to some of the things I could be doing. 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Please tell me about any other strategies that you use to help balance your work and family.         

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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Section 8: Perceptions of social support 
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This section seeks your opinion about whether you can rely upon support from your spouse, family, friends, co
workers and supervisor. On a scale of 1 to 7 (below) please indicate whether you can rely upon support from these 
people by circling how much you agree or disagree with the statements. 

1 -strongly disagree 2 -disagree 3 -disagree slightly 4 -neither agree nor disagree 5 -agree slightly 6 -agree 7 -strongly agree 
strongly neither strongly 
disagree  agree  

1. 	 My supervisor goes out of his/her way to make my life easier. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. 	 It is easy to talk with my supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. 	 My supervisor can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. 	 My supervisor is willing to listen to my personal problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. 	 My co-workers go out of their way to make my life easier. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. 	 It is easy to talk with my co-workers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. 	 My co-workers can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. 	 My co-workers are willing to listen to my personal problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. 	 My family goes out of their way to make my life easier. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. It is easy to talk with my family. 	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. My family can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. My family is willing to listen to my personal problems. 	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. My spouse/partner goes out of his/her way to make my life easier. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. It is easy to talk with my spouse/partner. 	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. My spouse/partner can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. My spouse/partner is willing to listen to my personal problems. 	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. My friends go out of their way to make my life easier. 	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. It is easy to talk with my friends. 	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. My friends can be relied on when things get tough for me at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. My friends are willing to listen to my personal problems.	 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Section 9: Support network 

The following questions ask about people in your environment who provide you with help or support.  Each question has 
two parts.  For the first part, tick all the people you know whom you can count on for help or support in the manner 
described in the question. For the second part, circle how satisfied you are with the overall support you have.  If you 
have no support for a question, tick the word “no one”, but still rate your level of satisfaction. 

1. 	 Whom can you really count on to listen to you when you need to talk? 
� spouse/partner � closest brother or sister � closest neighbour � other:…………….. 
� mother � important relative � supervisor � no one 
� father � close friend � work colleague 

Very dissatisfied    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6   Very satisfied 

2. 	 Whom could you really count on to help you out in a crisis situation, even though they would have to go out of 
their way to do so? 
� spouse/partner � closest brother or sister � closest neighbour � other:…………….. 
� mother � important relative � supervisor � no one 
� father � close friend � work colleague 

Very dissatisfied    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6   Very satisfied 
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3. 	 Whom can you really count on to be dependable when you need help? 
� spouse/partner � closest brother or sister � closest neighbour � other:…………….. 
� mother � important relative � supervisor � no one 
� father � close friend � work colleague 

Very dissatisfied    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6   Very satisfied 

4. 	 With whom can you totally be yourself? 
� spouse/partner � closest brother or sister � closest neighbour � other:…………….. 
� mother � important relative � supervisor � no one 
� father � close friend � work colleague 

Very dissatisfied    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6   Very satisfied 

5. 	 Who do you feel really appreciates you as a person? 
� spouse/partner � closest brother or sister � closest neighbour � other:…………….. 
� mother � important relative � supervisor � no one 
� father � close friend � work colleague 

Very dissatisfied    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6   Very satisfied 

6. 	 Whom can you count on to console you when you are very upset? 
� spouse/partner � closest brother or sister � closest neighbour � other:…………….. 
� mother � important relative � supervisor � no one 
� father � close friend � work colleague 

Very dissatisfied    1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6   Very satisfied 

Section 10: Inventory of socially supportive behaviours 

People help each other out in a lot of different ways.  Suppose you had some kind of problem, how likely would 
someone (a friend, family member, co-worker etc) help you out in each of the specific ways listed below.  I realise 
that you may rarely need this kind of help, but if you did would someone help in the ways indicated.  Try to base your 
answers on your past experience with people close to you. 

1 -no one would do this     
2 -someone might do this 
3 -someone would probably do this 
4 -someone would certainly do this

 5 -someone would always do this 
1. Would suggest doing something, just to make my mind off my problems 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Would visit with me, or invite me over 	 1 2 3 4 5 

3.  Would  comfort  me  if  I  was  upset 	 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Would give me a ride if I needed one 	 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Would have lunch or dinner with me 	 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Would look after my belongings (house, pets, etc.) for a while	 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Would loan me a car if I needed one 	 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Would joke around or suggest doing something to cheer me up 	 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Would go to a movie or concert with me	 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Would suggest how I could find out more about a situation 	 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Would help me out with a move or other big task	 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Would listen if I needed to talk about my feelings	 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Would have a good time with me 	 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Would pay for my lunch if I was short of money 	 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Would suggest a way I might do something 	 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Would give me encouragement to do something difficult 	 1 2 3 4 5 
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1-no one would do this 296
 2-someone might do this 
3-someone would probably do this 
4-someone would certainly do this

 5-someone would always do this 
17. Would give me advice about what to do 1 2 3 4 5 

18. Would chat with me 1 2 3 4 5 

19. Would help me figure out what I wanted to do 1 2 3 4 5 

20. Would show me that they understood how I was feeling 1 2 3 4 5 

21. Would buy me a drink if I was short of money 1 2 3 4 5 

22. Would help me decide what to do 1 2 3 4 5 

23. Would give me a hug, or otherwise show me I was cared about 1 2 3 4 5 

24. Would call me just to see how I was doing 1 2 3 4 5 

25. Would help me figure out what was going on  1 2 3 4 5 

26. Would help me out with some necessary purchase 1 2 3 4 5 

27. Would not pass judgement on me 1 2 3 4 5 

28. Would tell me who to talk to for help 1 2 3 4 5 

29. Would loan me money for an indefinite period 1 2 3 4 5 

30. Would be sympathetic if I was upset 1 2 3 4 5 

31. Would stick by me in a crunch 1 2 3 4 5 

32. Would buy me clothes if I was short of money 1 2 3 4 5 

33. Would tell me about the available choices and options 1 2 3 4 5 

34. Would loan me tools, equipment, or appliances if I needed them 1 2 3 4 5 

35. Would give me reasons why I should or should not do something 1 2 3 4 5 

36. Would show affection for me 1 2 3 4 5 

37. Would show me how to do something I didn’t know how to do 1 2 3 4 5 

38. Would bring me little presents of things I needed 1 2 3 4 5 

39. Would tell me the best way to get something done 1 2 3 4 5 

40. Would talk to other people, to arrange something for me 1 2 3 4 5 

41. Would loan me money and want to “forget about it” 1 2 3 4 5 

42. Would tell me what to do 1 2 3 4 5 

43. Would offer me a place to stay for awhile 1 2 3 4 5 

44. Would help me think about a problem 1 2 3 4 5 

45. Would loan me a fairly large sum of money (eg. a month’s rent or mortgage) 1 2 3 4 5 
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Section 11:  Employer and childcare 

The purpose of this section is to seek your opinions about the human resource practices and policies available to you at 
work as well as your opinions about your child-care arrangements. 

1. Today some workplaces are providing family-responsive policies and benefits to employees.  Please read the list 
below and indicate in the relevant box if your workplace provides any of the following policies or benefits (Y=yes, 
N=no, U=unsure). Next, please rate the item for how helpful that policy is or would be for you using the rating scale 
beside the policy item (1 = not at all helpful  to 5 = very helpful). 

Availability  (Yes, No, Unsure) Helpfulness  Availability (Yes, No, Unsure) 	          Helpfulness 
[ ] Maternity/paternity leave (paid) 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Breast-feeding facility 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Maternity/paternity leave (unpaid) 1  2  3  4 5 [ ] Telephone access for private calls  1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Sick leave (paid) 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Reservation of child-care places 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Family leave (paid) 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] On-site child care 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Family leave (unpaid) 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] On-site care for sick children 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Flex(i)time 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Subsidised child-care 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Flexible start/finish times  1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Subsidised school holiday care 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Rostered day off 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Information/referral services (eg. fee  1  2  3  4  5 
[ ] Time in lieu 1  2  3  4  5  relief, child-care services etc.) 
[ ] Work from home 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Family room (workstation where 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Telecommuting 1  2  3  4  5  workers bring children with them) 1  2  3 4 5 
[ ] Job sharing 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] Others (please list):_____________  1 2 3 4 5 
[ ] Permanent part-time 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] ____________________________  1 2 3  4 5 
[ ] 48 weeks per year instead of 52 1  2  3  4  5 [ ] ____________________________  1 2 3  4 5 

2. 	 Look once again at the list of policies/benefits in question 1.  Are there any policies/benefits offered by your  
employer that you would like to use, but are not using? Yes / No. 

If yes: 
The policy/benefit I would most like to use is……………………………… however I am not using it because….… 
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

3. 	During your regular wo r k d a y please nominate the child-care arrangements that you use for your dependent 
child/ren by placing a tick in the appropriate boxes: 
� Centre-based Care �  Parent/primary care-giver 
� Family Day Care �  Grandparent or other family member 
�  Before/After School Care �  Friend or neighbour 
� Vacation  Care  �  Nanny/Private babysitter 


�  Other: please nominate………………….. 


4. 	 In your experience, how difficult was it to find suitable child-care for your dependent child/ren? 
Easy, not at all difficult 1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6--------7   Very difficult 

5. 	 On a scale of 1 to 7, how happy are you with your current child-care arrangements? 
Very unhappy   1--------2--------3--------4--------5--------6--------7   Very happy 

6. 	 Do you plan to change your current child-care arrangements in the near future?  Yes / No 
If yes: 

I plan to change my child-care arrangements because………………………………………………………………… 
My new child-care arrangements will be………………………………………………………………………………. 
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Section 12: Work and family stress 
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In this section you are asked to think about aspects of your work and family that you may find stressful. Please read 
each statement, then using the 1 to 5 scale below circle whether the described condition is a source of stress for you 
at work and at home.  Like earlier sections some questions refer to a spouse.  Once again if these questions are not 
relevant to you please circle n/a. 

1-strongly disagree 2-disagree 3-disagree slightly 4-neither agree nor disagree 5-agree slightly 6-agree 7-strongly agree 
strongly neither strongly

 disagree agree 
1. To satisfy some people on my job, I have to disappoint others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. On my job, I can’t satisfy everybody at the same time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. On my job, most of my tasks are clearly defined. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Most of the time I know what I have to do on my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. On my job, I know exactly what is expected of me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I have too much work to do to do everything well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. The amount of work I am asked to do is fair. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. At work, I never seem to have enough time to get everything done. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. My family does not enjoy doing some of the things I’d like to do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. My spouse and I have different ideas about who our friends should be. n/a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Because of my family situation, I have too little time for personal interests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Because of my family responsibilities I have to do things I’d rather not do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. My spouse and I have different ideas about spending time with relatives. n/a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. My spouse and I have different preferences with respect to entertainment. n/a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. My spouse and I differ about spending time alone. n/a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. I often feel overwhelmed by the demands of parenting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Section 13: Strain 

The purpose of this section is to discover how you view your job and the people with whom you work closely.  Please 
read each statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have never had this feeling, 
circle 0. If you have had this feeling, indicate how often you feel it by circling the number from 1 to 6 that best 
describes how often you feel that way.  

0-never 1-a few times 2-once a 3-a few times 4-once a 5-a few times 6-every day 
a year or less  month or less  a month week a week 

never once a every
 week    day 

1. If feel emotionally drained from my work. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2. I feel used up at the end of the workday. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face another day. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

4. Working with people all day is really a strain for me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

5. I feel burned out from my work. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6. I feel frustrated by my job. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7. I feel I’m working too hard on my job. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

9. I feel like I’m at the end of my rope. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Thank you for participating in the survey.
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DATA FILE VARIABLE LABELS 

Variable 
Label Variable Details 

gender 1=male; 2=female 
age current age in whole years 
work 1=professional/managerial; 2=white-collar; 3=blue-collar 
ind 1=private; 2=public 
educ 1=secondary school; 2-trade or equivalent; 3-degree or equivalent 
sched 1=part-time; 2=full-time 
spouse 1=yes; 2=no 
spempl spouse employment status: 1=not employed; 2=part-time;  

3=full-time 
ykid age of youngest child in years 
kid# number of dependant children 
hrswork the number of hours spent at work during an average work day 
hrshme the number of hours spent in domestic and childcare activities during an 

average work day 
pol total number of family friendly policies at workplace 
polsat satisfaction with family friendly workplace policies 
caretype childcare arrangements: =centre-based; 2=family day care; 

3=before/after school care; 4=vacation care; 5=primary care giver; 
6=other family; 7=friend/neighbour; 8=nanny/babysitter; 
9=combination 

caresat level of satisfaction with childcare: 1 to 7 scale 
cohes FACES III cohesion subscale 
adap FACES III adaptation subscale 
jobsat job satisfaction 
famsat family satisfaction 
tover intention to turnover 
enh work-to-family and family-to-work enhancement 
con work-to-family and family-to-work conflict 
faminv LRSS parental involvement 
wkinv LRSS work involvement 
cope dual-employed coping scales 
issb inventory of socially supportive behaviours 
wstress presence of work stressors 
fstress presence of family stressors 
bout emotional exhaustion – psychological burnout 
ssq6n short-form social support questionnaire – number of people in the 

respondents social network 
ssq6s short-form social support questionnaire - satisfaction with social 

network 
pss perceived social support from family, friends, spouse, co-workers and 

supervisor 
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Correlation Matrix 

1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20. 21. 22. 23. 24. 
1. Gender  1.00 

2. Age  0.177** 1.00 

3. Occupation  0.292** -0.107 1.00 

4. Industry -0.303**  0.028 -0.389** 1.00 

5. Education  0.020  0.077 -0.523**  0.306** 1.00 

6. Mode Employ  0..314**  0.232**  0.115 -0.019  0.115 1.00 

7. Youngest child  0.001  0.649**  0.028 - 0.122* -0.134*  0.130* 1.00 

8. No. children  0.035  0.003 -0.020  0.035 -0.048 -0.019 -0.038 1.00 

9. Cohesion -0.266** -0.080 -0.115  0.178** -0.052 -0.409** -0.165**  0.090 1.00 

10. Adaptability -0.102  0.208** -0.111  0.045  0.116* -0.165**  0.256**  0.010  0.187** 1.00 

11. Job sat -0.138* -0.016 -0.305**  0.206**  0.300**  0.030 -0.130  0.024  0.221** -0.014 1.00 

12. Family sat -0.066 -0.010 -0.120*  0.102 -0.006 -0.148* -0.037  0.063  0.526**  0.085  0.270** 1.00 

13. Turnover  0.176** -0.034  0.164** -0.103 -0.068 -0.129* -0.054  0.042 -0.030  0.155** -0.599** -0.119* 1.00 

14. W/F Enhance  0.024 -0.035  0.137* -0.132* -0.195** -0.089 -0.024 -0.071 -0.034  0.029 -0.286** -0.063  0.220** 1.00 

15. Parent Involv -0.005 -0.051 -0.105 -0.028  0.099 -0.228** -0.124*  0.144*  0.363**  0.125*  0.181**  0.391**  0.042 -0.198** 1.00 

16. Work Involv  0.225**  0.200** -0.062  0.017  0.278**  0.398**  0.222** -0.061 -0.363**  0.014  0.139* -0.357** -0.138* -0.351** -0.387** 1.00 

17. W/F Conflict  0.022 -0.048 -0.005  0.031  0.065  0.310** -0.044 -0.041 -0.388** -0.050 -0.191** -0.402**  0.062 -0.077 -0.250**  0.312** 1.00 

18. Coping -0.262** -0.140* -0.181** -0.140*  0.161** -0.087 -0.138*  0.011  0.164**  0.121*  0.215**  0.034 -0.233** -0.201**  0.098  0.099 0.001  1.00 
19. Perception of 
Social Support 10.146* -0.060 -0.201**  0.096  0.070 -0.285** -0.010  0.047  0.437** -0.001  0.197**  0.444** -0.116* -0.314**  0.372** -0.138* -0.239**  0.169**  1.00 
20. Social Supp. 
behaviours -0.045  0.039  0.019 -0.006 -0.014 -0.218**  0.157** -0.039  0.340**  0.040  0.121*  0.347** -0.033 -0.017  0.222** -0.144* -0.272**  0.074  0.351**  1.00 

21. Work stressors  0.114  0.056 -0.038  0.147*  0.144*  0.231** -0.082 -0.033 -0.289** -0.107 -0.074 -0.393** -0.097 -0.076 -0.211**  0.291**  0.508**  0.164** -0.258** -0.155** 1.00 

22. Fam stressors -0.081 -0.030  0.101 -0.055 -0.020  0.217**  0.034 -0.111 -0.537** -0.063 -0.138** -0.503** -0.045  0.023 -0.269**  0.226**  0.412* 0.139* -0.324** -0.367** -0.335**  1.00 

23. Burnout -0.058 -0.011  0.158**  0.027 -0.050  0.250**  0.110 -0.132* -0.287**  0.042 -0.388** -0.431**  0.192**  0.052 -0.177**  0.217**  0.471**  0.066 -0.262** -0.253**  0.323**  0.361**  1.00 

24. SSQ6-N -0.115  0.068 -0.068  0.045  0.055 -0.113  0.006 -0.081  0.348** -0.099  0.192**  0.315** -0.075 -0.262**  0.215** -0.152* -0.160**  0.175**  0.395**  0.271** -0.134* -0.259** -0.173** 1.00 

25. SSQ6-S -0.043 -0.091 -0.073 -0.048  0.151* -0.213** -0.083  0.140*  0.392**  0.141  0.191**  0.483** -0.032 -0.017  0.302** -0.232** -0.283**  0.147*  0.457**  0.530** -0.189** -0.435** -0.378** 0.290** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
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