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At the outset of the 21st century, mothers are far more likely than not to be 
paid workers. A demographic and social revolution has propelled most mothers 
and would-be mothers to join the paid labor force and establish committed work 
ties over the course of their lives. This irrefutable social shift has transformed the 
experience of motherhood and undermined mid-20th century assumptions that 
home and work are inherently separate, gendered spheres. Despite these vast social 
changesmor perhaps because of themmthe idea of a "working mother" remains 
highly contested. Indeed, the ubiquity of the term "working mother" is telling, 
since it is no longer clear how such a term meaningfully distinguishes among 
groups of women or their life experiences. Clearly, work and family remain the 
two most prominent axes on which women's lives are structured, and equally 
clearly, they continue to be viewed as "oppositional" domains. Through a review 
of the burgeoning scholarship on motherhood, we consider how a work-family 
framework can expand our understanding of contemporary mothering and help 
explain and potentially resolve the contradictions in women's lives. 

First, we examine contemporary variations in motherhood, with an eye to 
disentangling prevailing myths about past patterns from genuinely new devel- 
opments. We then consider some of the persisting theoretical debates about the 
nature, causes, and consequences of mothering practices and beliefs, asking how 
these debates frame our current understanding of contemporary motherhood. 
Third, we ask how a work-family framework can help reframe theories, direct 
research, and resolve current debates. We argue that a focus on the interaction of 
family and work is crucial to understanding and explaining motherhood's con- 
temporary patterns and future prospects. 

P U T T I N G  M O T H E R H O O D  I N  P E R S P E C T I V E :  

C O N T E M P O R A R Y  V A R I A T I O N S  

Since the 1960s, transformations in the institutions of marriage and work 
have reshaped the conditions, experiences, and ideologies of motherhood. The 
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increasingly impermanent and optional nature of marriage has changed the cir- 
cumstances under which women make decisions about bearing and rearing 
children (Cherhn, 2004; Popenoe, 1988, 1996). Close to 50% of contemporary 
marriages end in divorce, compared to slightly more than 25% in the 1950s. 
Similarly, the proportion of children born to unmarried women has risen from 5% 
in 1960 to 26% in 1990, where it has remained (Casper & Bianchi, 2002; Giele, 
1996). Although the category "unmarried women" includes never-married women, 
divorced or widowed women, and women who are cohabitating, the rise in single 
women means that mothers are increasingly likely to face the prospect of rear- 
ing children outside the context of lifelong marriage. In addition, the expansion 
of reproductive rights, including access to an array of contraceptives and abortion 
services, has given women, particularly middle-class and upper-class women, the 
ability to control their reproductive lives and to delay pregnancy and motherhood. 
These changes in the nature of adult commitment and reproductive control have 
prompted contradictory consequences: at one end of the spectrum, more women 
are bearing and rearing children on their own; at the other end, more women are 
postponing and even eschewing motherhood. 

These revolutionary shifts in the nature of marriage and childbearing have 
been accompanied by equally dramatic changes in women's workforce partici- 
pation, which has grown steadily from about 43% in 1970 to 75% today (US 
Department of Labor, 1998; Hays, 2003). By 2005, women made up 46% of the 
workforce and 75% of employed women worked full-time jobs (US Department 
of Labor, 2005). Equally important, contemporary mothers with young children 
are almost as likely as childless women to hold a paid job. Most women coming of 
age at the outset of the 21st century are, or will be, juggling the often-conflicting 
worlds of family and paid work throughout their adult lives. 

Changes in the nature of marriage and paid work have created a diverse 
array of mothering experiences and practices.While homemaking mothers persist, 
they are now a distinct minority. There are more dual-earner couples today than 
there were homemaker-breadwinner households in 1970 (Jacobs & Gerson, 2004). 
With single mothers added to the mix, it becomes clear that no one mothering 
pattern now predominates. What's more, mothers, and their children, are increas- 
ingly hkely to experience change over the course of their lives, as shifts occur in 
mothers' marital and work statuses (Gerson, 2002). Motherhood, as a practice and 
an experience, has become increasingly diverse and fluid. 

EXPLAINING MOTHERING PATTERNS: CONTENDING 
THEORETICAL DEBATES 

Theories of motherhood have been, and continue to be, linked to social 
changes and public debates about women's place. Classical sociological approaches, 
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formulated during the post-Wl~ II period of domestic resurgence, argued that a 
gendered division between women's caretaking and men's breadwinning consti- 
tuted a necessary and even optimal family arrangement in the modern context 
(Goode, 1963; Parsons, 1974). As the social bases of women's domesticity eroded, 
new theoretical approaches challenged these essentialist presumptions on several 
levels. Feminist historians pointed to historical shifts in family arrangements and 
women's fates, while sociologists and economists linked varied and changing family 
forms to larger social and economic contexts (Cancian, 1987). Psychoanalytically 
inclined feminists added another dimension to the critique of classical theories 
by challenging psychological frameworks that devalued women's caretaking or 
ignored the contexts that guide the development of gendered identities (Chodorow, 
1979; Gilligan, 1984). 

Early feminist challenges provided a set of powerful reformulations of clas- 
sical theories of motherhood, but they did not consistently question the "dichoto- 
mous distinctions" that views women (and men) as homogenous groups (Connell, 
1987; Epstein, 1988). More recent theoretical approaches, along with a host of 
empirical studies, have extended this early work by focusing on variations among 
women (and men) as well as by examining the institutional and cultural paradoxes 
and contradictions that leave modern mothers facing deep conflicts and dilem- 
mas (Gerson, 2002; Hays, 1996; Lorber, 1994; Risman, 1998). Through this lens, 
recent research has studied the diverse and changing practices of modern and 
postmodern families (Coontz, 1997; Risman, 1998); the construction of a gen- 
dered division of labor in the home (Hochschild, 1990); and the ways that varied 
conceptions of"mothering" influence diverse family forms and political outlooks 
(Edin, 2000; Luker, 1984). These approaches seek to locate and understand how 
disparate institutional spheres are connected and how these connections pose 
dilemmas to which individuals must respond, often in creative ways. 

An important point of departure has been to uncover differences among 
women that emerge from varying ethnic, race, and class subcultures, including the 
potential for conflicting interests between mothers and paid caretakers and the 
potential for exploitation of some women by others (Collins, 1991; Dill, 1988; 
Rollins 1985). Since the image of the "traditional" breadwinner family, in which 
women did not work, never applied to most non-white women, Collins (1991) 
argues that motherhood has always taken a different form for black women. 
Additionally, many working-class and working-poor families have long depended 
on mothers' workforce participation (Garey, 1999). This work has made it clear 
that only by incorporating race and class dynamics can models of motherhood 
encompass the full range of experiences and practices. 

In addition to exploring race, class, and ethnic variation, analysts have drawn 
attention to the interplay between structural forces and individual strategies in 
shaping modern motherhood. Zimmerman and West (1987), for example, propose 
an interactionist perspective, in which women (and men) "do gender" in response 
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to social contexts that expect them to perform in gendered ways (see also Butler, 
1990, 2004; West & Fenstermaker, 1995). This approach takes women's active 
strategies seriously, but is less attentive to how social change in gendered strate- 
gies could occur. To take account of social change, Gerson advocates a develop- 
mental approach that acknowledges the roles of both childhood experiences and 
structural constraints, but adds a focus on "how women themselves, as actors who 
respond to the social conditions they inherit, construct their lives out of the avail- 
able raw materials" (1985, p. 37). 

Lorber (1994) and Risman (1998) also take a multidimensional approach by 
positing that gender is not just structured by other institutions, but is also an insti- 
tution in itself. Seeing gender as an institution helps clarify the central role that 
gender plays at all levels in the construction of motherhood, including structural, 
cultural, interactional, and psychological levels. But this perspective also makes it 
difficult to distinguish between gender as a cause and a consequence. To over- 
come this difficulty, analysts have pointed to the ways that gender is structured as 
a series of" paradoxes, contradictions, and dilemmas that leave women facing dif- 
ficult, potentially irresolvable, conflicts (Hays, 1996; Lorber, 1994; Moen, 2003). 
Multiple, contradictory gender ideologies thus confront women with "cultural 
contradictions" that expect them to practice "intensive mothering" even as they 
take paid jobs (Hays, 1996). In this context, new generations of women have little 
choice but to negotiate among competing social forces and create new and varied 
forms of motherhood (Gerson, 2002; 1Kisman, 1998). 

UNDERSTANDING MOTHERHOOD THROUGH A WORK-FAMILY LENS 

Whatever form motherhood may take, it is inescapably interwoven with work 
and family institutions. It is thus necessary to examine how the interactions between 
work and family shape women's mothering options and experiences. To do this, we 
first consider the current state of women's work, asking how women fare in the 
paid labor market as well as how occupational segregation and the gender-wage 
gap affect women's fate. Similarly, we examine the consequences of motherhood 
for women's work prospects, asking if and how a "motherhood penalty" constrains 
women's options. Next, we ask how women negotiate the conflicts between work 
and motherhood, considering current debates about the degree to which family and 
work remain in conflict. We also examine the changing terrain of caretaking, asking 
how paid caregivers experience caring for their own children and the children for 
whom they are hired to care. We then consider how and why women continue 
to assume disproportionate responsibility for housework and childcare, asking what 
explains persistent inequalities in the "second shift" (Hochschild, 1989). And, finally, 
we discuss how new and more diverse patterns of motherhood have triggered cul- 
tural controversies and political debates about the "proper place" of mothers. 
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Women as Mothers and Workers 

It is not possible to understand women's position as mothers without also 
understanding their position as workers. Women's work options influence their 
family decisions and, for many, their family options. For most analysts, the point 
of departure in understanding women's attachment to the labor market has been 
the persistence of a gender wage gap and the shape of occupational segregation 
(Charles & Grusky, 2004; Kilbourne et al., 1994; 1Keskin & Roos, 1990). The per- 
sistence of what Charles and Grusky (2004) call "occupational ghettoes" reduces 
women's access to better paid work, to important job networks, and ultimately 
to the economic resources and work opportunities that influence their options 
as mothers. While work experience accounts for some of the gender wage gap, 
most of the gap emerges from the gendered type of occupation. Once occupa- 
tions become "feminized" (with women constituting over 60% of workers), both 
pay and opportunity decline (Kilbourne et al., 1994). 

Despite a continuing pay and opportunity gap, the influx of women into 
the workplace has loosened the stigma of women at work, contributed to growing 
workplace acceptance, and eroded male workers' (and unions') resistance to women's 
presence (Kanter, 1977; 1Keskin & tLoos, 1990).With the rise of women's participa- 
tion, the gender wage gap decreased from 60% in the late 1960s to 75% in the mid- 
1990s, when it plateaued (Blau & Kahn, 2000). Today, it is clear that women have 
made notable inroads into some male careers, but these inroads are not as remarka- 
ble as they once appeared.As important, they have not led to overall economic gains 
for women as a group. While some women can claim demonstrable gains in their 
earning power, not all have benefited. To the contrary, a focus on average earnings 
obscures the increasing variation among women, where 80% still earn less than the 
median male worker (Bernhardt et al., 1995). These differences in women's work 
opportunities have consequences for their mothering options as well. 

Mothers and Workplace Inequality 

Alongside occupational sex segregation and a wage gap, motherhood itself 
presents serious challenges to women's workplace prospects. Despite the rise of 
employed mothers, work structures remain organized around an "ideal worker" 
model that presumes unquestioned work commitment and the existence of an 
unpaid caretaker at home (J. Williams, 2000). It is thus no surprise that women, 
who remain caught between the competing demands of intensive work and 
intensive caretaking, face a "wage penalty for motherhood" (Budig & England, 
2001). A range of possible factors--including the loss of experience at work due 
to maternity leave, a decline in work productivity due to childcare responsibilities, 
a move to more "mother-friendly" jobs, and active discrimination by employers 
against mothers--provide possible explanations for the link between motherhood 
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and lower pay (Budig & England, 2001). Yet, to some extent, all of these factors 
reflect the ways that a growing mismatch between workplace structures and fami- 
lies' needs have left women caught between two worlds (Jacobs & Gerson, 2004; 
Moen, 2003). 

Women continue to face a penalty when they leave paid jobs to raise chil- 
dren, even temporarily (Waldfogel, 1997). The presence of children in the house- 
hold is the biggest predictor among women who report a need for leave, and 
women are much more likely than men to report this need, even if both parents 
work for pay (Gerstel & McGonagle, 1999). Taking a leave is often costly for any 
worker's wages and future career options, but women are much more likely to do 
so. The ability and need to take a leave from work is also tied to race and income. 
Women from working-class and poor backgrounds and women of color, particu- 
larly black women, are much more likely to say that they need to take time off 
than are other women (Gerstel & McGonagle, 1999).Women who choose to take 
part-time work instead of a full-time leave also face financial disadvantages, since 
part-time work has lower future returns (England, Christopher & Reid, 1999). So 
while the benefits of childrearing are a public good, the cost of rearing children, 
in the form of leave-taking or work-reduction, are paid predominantly by women 
(England & Folbre, 1999). 

Leave-taking, however, only partially explains the motherhood wage pen- 
alty, so it is necessary to examine other possible factors. Surprisingly, there is lit- 
tle evidence to suggest that employment in "mother-friendly" jobs is associated 
with a decline in wages (Budig & England, 2001). Indeed, men who work in 
the "feminine" sectors of the labor market do not face the same financial penal- 
ties and may even experience a "glass escalator," in contrast to the "glass ceiling" 
women encounter in male-dominated occupational preserves (C. Williams, 1995). 
Equally important, "pink-collar" jobs and those seen as more "feminine" are not 

more family-friendly (Jacobs & Gerson, 2004). Ironically, male-dominated profes- 
sions and jobs at the higher echelons of organizations often have more flexible 
schedules, unsupervised breaks, and paid sick and vacation leaves than do the jobs 
women are more likely to hold (Glass, 1990). 

Some, especially among "new home economics" theorists, have argued that 
the motherhood penalty simply reflects mothers' lower productivity and commit- 
ment at work. They argue that increased responsibility for and attention to domes- 
tic work prompts mothers to reserve their energy for time with children and to 
become less productive and less attentive to their paid jobs (Becker, 1981).Yet no 
compelling evidence has demonstrated a productivity gap between mothers and 
childless women.As telling, men do not experience a wage penalty for fatherhood 
or a decline in work productivity, even if they take an active role in childrearing. 
In fact, men's wages are largely unaffected by fatherhood, and some men experi- 
ence income increases after the birth of a child (Loh, 1996; Lundburg & Rose, 
2000). Employer discrimination is another possible factor, but one that is difficult 
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to measure. Budig and England argue that "researchers' inability to directly meas- 
ure productivity or employer discrimination means that either may show up... as 
an unmeasured residual effect of motherhood on wages" (2001, p. 210). Recent 
qualitative research on women in male-dominated work settings nevertheless sug- 
gests that discrimination against intensive parenting, if not against mothers per se, 

leaves women disadvantaged and facing difficult choices (Roth, 2006). 
To a large extent, modern work settings continue to presume an "ideal 

worker" model that is, in fact, a male breadwinner model (J. Williams, 2000). In 
a variety of ways, mobility routes at work are structured to penalize time spent in 
caretaking and to presume a breadwinner-homemaker household in which men 
can rely on an unpaid caretaker and are free to devote endless hours to their jobs 
(Acker, 1973; Hartmann, 1987; Jacobs & Gerson, 2004). Yet most mothers now 
work, and most men can no longer count on a full-time homemaking wife. And 
while men as well as women are experiencing new pressures and stresses, most 
women continue to perform the lion's share of domestic work, whether or not 
they hold a paid job (Garey, 1999; Greenstein, 2000; Hochschild, 1989). A lack 
of flexibility at work and support at home are central to understanding how and 
why mothers continue to face work penalties even as they make inroads at the 
workplace. 

Negotiating between Work and Motherhood 

Despite the rise of employed mothers, integrating motherhood with paid 
work remains a daunting challenge. Women's decisions about work and mother- 
hood have been found to be less tied to their gender ideologies or socialization 
experiences and more closely linked to their varied life experiences. A package of 
factors, such as financial constraints, marital insecurity, and career opportunities, can 
induce and inspire women to seek work careers and combine them with moth- 
erhood, while contrasting experiences, such as financial support within a stable 
marriage and thwarted work opportunities, can send even high-aspiring women 
toward full-time or part-time domesticity (Gerson, 1985). Women's commitment 
to high-powered corporate positions, for example, depends on contingencies at 
work and in the home (Blair-Loy, 2003; Roth, 2006). Women who experience 
"positive career contingencies," such as promotions, may find themselves more 
committed to work, but women who experience "negative family contingencies," 
such as a child's illness, may turn away from work (Blair-Loy, 2003; Stone, 2007). 

The "choice" between work and motherhood has always been less avail- 
able to some groups of women who do not have the option to withdraw from 
paid work. The language of"choice," moreover, can be misleading, since, as Garey 
(1999) contends, work and mothering are not necessarily experienced as opposing 
domains. She proposes a metaphor of"weaving" to capture the ways that working- 
class women integrate work and motherhood in their daily lives. Yet most 
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analysts agree that cultural ideals of intensive mothering are not compatible with 
the "self-interested, profit-maximizing utility" of the business world (Folbre, 2001; 
Harrington 1999; Hays, 1996). In this context, conflicts are difficult to avoid, and 
most mothers face a "balancing act" (Bianchi et al., 2006; Spain & Bianchi, 1996). 
Recent research on "the time divide" suggests that both perspectives provide 
useful analytical lenses. Women in professional careers face increased pressure to 
devote themselves to time-demanding jobs, while women at the other end of the 
educational and class spectrum may find it hard to find steady work or secure 
enough work hours to provide for their families (Jacobs & Gerson, 2004). 

Opting Out? 

Despite mothers' irrefutable move into paid jobs over the long term, 
recent media attention has pointed to an "opt-out revolution" among profes- 
sional women who are purportedly leaving their careers to be full-time caregivers 
(Belkin, 2003). The New York Times has devoted significant coverage to this issue, 
and in 2006 Random House published a collection of essays about the "choice" 
between work and mothering entitled The Mommy Wars. Not only has this debate 
focused on a small segment of married, upper-middle-class women, it also does 
not accurately reflect current trends or the reasons that a small group of women 
may be relinquishing promising careers. 

In fact, contemporary mothers face a complex array of pushes and pulls. 
Most mothers who have "opted out" of careers express extreme ambivalence about 
the decision, citing inflexible professional demands and excessively long working 
hours as the major culprits (Stone & Lovejoy, 2004; Stone, 2007;J.Williams, 2007). 
A lack of domestic and community supports also play important roles, and most 
"opt out" mothers cite roadblocks to finding suitable caregivers as well as reluc- 
tance on the part of husbands to relinquish career prospects or to act as primary 
caretakers, even when their earnings are less than or equal to their wives (Bittman 
et al., 2003; Stone & Lovejoy, 2004). It is thus more accurate to say that obstacles at 
work and in the home have "pushed" these mothers out of jobs and into the home, 
despite their desire to balance and integrate work and motherhood. 

More important, few mothers are opting out at all. In fact, while the 
proportion of employed mothers with children under the age of one declined 
from a peak of 59% in 1998 to 55% in 2002, that figure remains vastly larger 
than the 31% who were in the labor force in 1976. More telling, mothers with 
children older than one are just as likely as other women to be working, with 
72% of these mothers and 71% of childless women in the labor force. Finally, 
educated women are especially likely to work. The higher a woman's educational 
attainment, the more likely she will be a labor force participant who is either 
working or looking for work (and the less likely she will be unemployed) (US 
Department of Labor, 2005). Women who view themselves as having a "career" 
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are more committed to the labor market than are women who view themselves 
as simply holding a "job" (Risman, 1998). As J. Williams (2000) points out, the 
depiction of professional women's departure from careers misleads far more than 
it illuminates. 

Paid Domestic Workers and the Expansion of Caretaking 

The expansion of caretaking arrangements, especially to include paid care- 
givers, is an important consequence of the rise of employed mothers. While few 
employed mothers can rely on a full-time homemaking partner, most families 
rely on some form of paid caretaking support either within or outside the home. 
In place of unpaid homemakers, paid workers perform an increasing amount 
of "carework" (England, 2005). As a traditionally unpaid or poorly paid tasks, 
carework continues to command relatively low pay, whether it is performed in 
a domestic or public setting (Romero, 1992). Since, as Rollins (1985) argues, 
women are the primary employers of most domestic workers, this practice high- 
lights inequalities among women. Hondagneu-Sotelo (2001) adds to this analysis 
by showing how employment in the private sphere comes to be seen as consump- 
tion. In upper-middle class families, which are more inclined to hire domestic 
workers, women generally assume responsibility for consumer tasks and thus tend 
to downplay their position as employers in favor of interactions with nannies and 
housekeepers that stress personal relationships (Hondagneu-Sotelo, 2001). Women 
who employ domestics tend to discuss matters such as vacation days and pay- 
ment as personal, rather than as business decisions--an informal approach that can 
intensify inequality between employer and employee (Hondagneu-Sotelo, 2001). 

Many, perhaps most, domestic workers are mothers as well. Yet they are 
rarely allowed or expected to bring their children to work, even when they are 
caring for other parents' children (Collins, 1991; Ehrenreich & Hochschild, 2003; 
Hondagneu-Sotelo & Avila, 1997;Wrigley, 1995). Historically, domestic carework- 
ers have thus provided childcare for others, while relying on a relative or "other 
mother" to care for their own children (Collins, 1991; Romero, 1992). This pat- 
tern is not new, but it has become globalized in recent years, as women from 
poorer nations, such as Central America and Mexico, as well as the Philippines and 
other Asian nations, have immigrated to the US in search of better paying jobs, 
often leaving their own children in the care of others (Glenn, 1986; Hondagneu- 
Sotelo & Avila, 1997; R.omero, 1992). By leaving their children and acting as the 
primary breadwinner for their families, these "transnational mothers" challenge 
contemporary understandings of motherhood. By replacing one female caretaker 
with another, paid careworkers provide some women, especially those with eco- 
nomic resources and well-paid jobs of their own, with more work-family options, 
but this pattern does not challenge the social institutions that continue to rely on 
women as caretakers and to devalue the work that caretakers do. 
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Parenting Inequality and the Second Shift 

Despite mothers' rising employment, women continue to do more domestic 
work than their partners (Deutsch, 1999; Greenstein, 2000; Hochschild, 1989). The 
last several decades have seen a decline in the housework gap as men's participa- 
tion has increased and women's has declined. But a housework and caretaking gap 
nevertheless persists, and the negotiation of this process remains a complex one 
(Barnett & Rivers, 1996; Robinson, 1997). Gender ideologies do not consistently 
predict or explain the distribution of housework and childcare in a household, 
and egalitarian beliefs do not necessarily translate into an equal division of tasks. 
Hochschild (1989) finds that some couples that express an egalitarian ideology 
also develop an egalitarian distribution of domestic work, but most struggle with 
inconsistencies between their ideals and their practices. 

In lieu of gender ideologies, exchange and bargaining theories suggest that 
economic and social resources, such as income, are more important. In this frame- 
work, spouses use economic contributions as leverage to "buy out" their respon- 
sibilities at home. Several studies have found evidence that women perform less 
housework (and men perform more) when women's earnings increase (Brines, 
1994; Greenstein, 2000).Yet these studies also find that the distribution of house- 
work does not necessarily become equal even when women bring in equal or 
higher incomes (Bittman et al., 2003; Brines, 1994; Greenstein, 2000). Rather, as 
a woman's earnings surpass her husband's, his contribution to household work 
may decrease (Bittman et al., 2003; Brines, 1994; Greenstein, 2000). As couples 
move away from the normative ideal of the husband as primary financial provider, 
some appear to compensate for this deviation in the public sphere by returning 
to a more gendered arrangement at home. These cases point to the need to inte- 
grate theoretical approaches that see gender as the result of social and institutional 
forces with those that see gender itself as a fundamental organizing principle. 

Children and Employed Mothers 

Despite the rise of work opportunities for women, a "continuing social 
mandate" still stresses fathers' responsibility to provide financially for children 
and mother's responsibility to care for children (Riggs, 1997). Cultural fears 
persist about putative harmful effects on children when mothers hold paid jobs 
(Coleman, 1990). These fears, no doubt, color women's experiences, no matter 
what choices they make.Yet decades of research have shown that children are not 
harmed when their mothers work (Hoffman et al., 1999). In the 1990s, a longitu- 
dinal study by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development 
found that mothers' workforce participation alone did not alter the bond between 
mother and infant (Galinsky, 1999). A number of studies have also found that 
two-income households are beneficial for children (Barnett & Rivers, 1996). 
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Most agree that a mother's satisfaction with work and support from other care- 
takers (especially fathers) matters more than her work status (Galinsky, 1999; 
Hoffman et al., 1999). 

Perhaps more surprising, but equally important, time use research shows that 
despite the increase in mothers' employment, today's mothers are not spending 
less time with their children than did those from previous decades and some have 
actually increased their time (Bianchi et al., 2006). Despite these findings, there 
continues to be an outcry of concern about the fate of children when moth- 
ers work. This contemporary nostalgia for the 1950s homemaker-breadwinner 
family tends to be used as a not-so-subtle effort to undermine the prospects for 
employed women as well as gay and lesbian families (Faludi, 1991; Stacey, 1997). 

THE POLITICS OF MOTHERHOOD 

The growth of alternatives to exclusive, intensive mothering has trans- 
formed the experiences and social circumstances of mothers in profound ways. 
As significant, it has fueled a set of highly contested cultural and political debates. 
Indeed, an intense "politics of motherhood" underlies the struggles surrounding a 
wide range of topics--from abortion and reproductive rights to policies regard- 
ing single mothers to the "mommy wars" depicted between employed and non- 
employed mothers. Despite their topical differences, all of these controversies 
reflect deep, persisting social and political divisions between those who welcome 
the expansion of women's options to rear children in diverse ways and those who 
wish to preserve monolithic ideals of exclusive, intensive mothering. 

Debates over the social status of "working" vs "stay-at-home" mothers 
reflect unease on the part of most mothers about the double binds that confront 
all mothering strategies. Whether or not they hold a paid job, all mothers risk 
facing some form of social criticism. Hays (1998) points to the "cultural contra- 
dictions" of motherhood, in which the norm of intensive mothering pervades 
women's lives even as they face growing pressures to take paid jobs. Recent cri- 
tiques of, and some would say "attacks" on, working mothers have added a class 
dimension to the politics of motherhood by castigating middle-class employed 
mothers for relying on the carework of working-class women (Flanagan, 2006). 
Finally, the increase of single mothers provides another wrinkle in the ongo- 
ing debate about motherhood. The growth of single mothers makes it clear that 
motherhood is inextricably connected to notions of fatherhood (Hertz, 2006). 
Indeed, if men are unable to meet acceptable social standards of fatherhood, 
including providing income and sharing in childrearing, women are more likely to 
resist marriage and to choose to mother on their own (Edin, 2000). Conservatives 
continue to argue that all mothers should be their children's primary and even 
full-time caretaker and that all parents should uphold "traditional marriage." Yet 
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they have also joined a political coalition supporting "workfare" policies that 
require single mothers to work. This apparently contradictory position, which 
requires single mothers to leave their children while simultaneously arguing that 
employed mothers risk harming their children, reflects the conundrums that con- 
tinue to pervade views of motherhood (Hays, 2003). It is ironic that poor mothers 
with few .job opportunities and limited childcare supports are expected to go to 
work, while middle-class women with more highly-honed job skills and access to 
higher-quality childcare are chastised for leaving their children. 

With the rise of optional motherhood, employed motherhood, and single 
motherhood, it is not surprising that the status of mothers has become highly 
politicized. Since new mothering patterns are diverse, the worldviews and per- 
ceived interests of mothers and others are likely to be diverse as well.And since no 
one pattern can claim a cultural mandate or a secure social position, each circum- 
stance is likely to engender discomfort and opposition among those who have 
followed other paths (Ginsberg, 1989; Luker, 1984).Yet there is also evidence that 
the uncertainty facing all contemporary mothers provides grounds for reaching 
across these divides. Despite findings that employed and homemaking mothers are 
divided (Luker, 1984), recent research also suggests that both groups hold ideals of 
attentive parenting that are largely shared (Hays, 1998). Across diverse situations, 
mothers want and need institutional and cultural avenues for crafting a variety of 
work-family strategies, including shared parenting with men and social supports 
for integrating family and work (Epstein, 1998; Gerson, 2002; Gornick & Myers, 
2003; Skolnick, 2002). 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND PRACTICE 

A work-family lens makes it clear that the forms of motherhood, which 
have varied historically, have become increasingly diverse. Contemporary mother- 
ing takes many forms, from those who devote full-time to caretaking and depend 
on a partner's paycheck, to those who strive to combine parenting with paid work 
and share caretaking with others, to those who endeavor to parent on their own. 
What's more, the circumstances of mothers' lives are likely to change as their chil- 
dren grow, their adult partnerships change, and their ties to paid work shift. As an 
experience and an institution, motherhood has never been more diverse or fluid. 

Given the changes to women's work and family lives, it is necessary to ask 
if women's lives have changed in other ways. Historically, a woman's class position 
has been highly dependent on her husband's (and, before that, her father's). But a 
woman's workforce participation may now be as important as, or more impor- 
tant than, her marital status in shaping her class position. Some women may con- 
tinue to experience upward mobility through marriage or a lifelong partnership, 
while others may find that divorce triggers downward mobility, regardless of class 
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position.Yet in an era of increasing economic individualism, the social status and 

mobility paths of most women and their children will depend as much on their 

ties to paid work as on their ties to a partner. It is important to understand how 

such changes in women's commitments to work, marriage, and family are chang- 

ing the shape, direction, and dynamics of their own life trajectories as well as those 
of their children. 

In a related way, it is crucial to chart how new generations of women are 

grappling with a clash between the growing ideal of work-family balance and 

persisting institutional obstacles, such as time-demanding workplaces and miss- 

ing supports for caregiving. Contemporary women may enjoy an expanded set 

of options, but they also face rising uncertainty about whether and how to craft 

a marriage, rear children, and build a work career. While some are predicting a 

"return to tradition," the erosion of permanent marriage and the expansion of 

women's employment make it more likely that most young women will seek to 

combine childrearing with a substantial measure of personal autonomy and eco- 

nomic self-reliance (Gerson, 2007). We thus need to understand how women are 

crafting new patterns of motherhood amid uncharted social waters. 

Amid the myriad shapes of contemporary motherhood, structural conflicts 

and cultural contradictions continue to pose dilemmas for all mothers. How to 

provide care through time and money? How to find an identity through connec- 

tions to children and more public pursuits? How to divide and share the work 

of parenting with others? To understand the ways that mothers experience and 

respond to these dilemmas in their own lives, we need to focus on how work and 

family institutions shape women's options and mothering strategies. If we hope 

to improve the future prospects for mothers, we need to provide women with 
the social supports to enact the personal mothering strategies they deem best. 

Mothers cannot create these supports alone. The future of motherhood depends 
on collective efforts to devise new ways for workplaces, communities, and fathers 

to support, value, and participate in the work that mothers do. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N  

Although research on fatherhood has proliferated in recent years, much of the 
attention in the work-family literature is focused on challenges that women face in 
seeking to balance work and family responsibilities (Russell & Hwang, 2004). There 
are a number of possible reasons for why this is the case. First, much of the impetus 
for addressing work-life issues came from the entry of women into the paid labor 
force.Whereas men were called to make some adjustments to this, the predominant 
discourse was about dual-career heterosexual couples and their children, in which 
men carried on in their paid work and picked up some of the slack at home at their 
discretion. Men were called on to do their fair share and were questioned about 
"why they resist". By contrast, women experienced the entry into paid work as 
precipitating in the "double day" or "second shift" (Hochschild, 1989), where their 
paid work was added on top of their full-time homemaker jobs. The result was that 
women, more than men, faced the challenge of finding work-family balance. Not 
only was men's perceived resistance at home seen as part of an unchanging home 
culture, but women's feelings of work-life conflict in the workplace were seen as a 
function of an unchanging work culture that was designed for men and based on 
the principles of competition and loyalty (Maume & Huston, 2001). 

A second important and related factor was that women entered into the work- 
place out of a tradition of providing primary care to family members (Dressel & 
Clark, 1990). In this tradition motherhood had primacy over fatherhood, and 
women were expected (more than men) to provide care to children, as well as 
husbands or partners and aging parents. This ethic of care was deeply rooted in 
women's experience and not easily transferred to fathers.Women taking primary 
responsibility for the provision of care in the home were also more likely to be 
held socially accountable for the provision of family care.Whereas women's expe- 
rience of work-life was grounded in this care, it appeared that men's experience 
was rooted in the tradition of provision. For men, staying in the primary provider 
role precipitated fewer work and family conflicts, while women struggled more 
intensely with achieving work-life balance. 
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In spite of these viewpoints, research that examines the prevalence of work- 
life conflict among women and men indicates that both experience high levels of 
stress in their efforts to balance their work and family responsibilities. For exam- 
ple, there is growing evidence that men are experiencing levels of work-family 
conflict that are similar to women (Bond, Galinsky & Swanberg, 1998; Milkie & 
Peltola, 1999; Winslow, 2005) and that, for dual-career families, the gender divide 
regarding job family trade-offs may not be as large as assumed (Falter, Mennino & 
Brayfield, 2002) or that family arrangements and working conditions make jug- 
gling demands as trying for men as they are for women (Keene & Reynolds, 
2005). Furthermore, the evidence suggests that work-family conflict increased for 
men and not women between 1977 and 1997 and this has been attributed to their 
changing investment in family responsibilities (Winslow, 2005). 

Nevertheless, our starting point for this chapter observes the dominant 
perception of work-life as being more intensely experienced by women, as well 
as the conceptual understanding of work-life issues as profoundly shaped by a 
lens informed by women's experience, with important results in discourse and 
research. For example, parental leave is a cornerstone issue in any work-life strat- 
egy. However, with the exception of some countries who have an explicit father- 
leave program, this is by and large experienced as a maternity leave issue. The 
accompanying discourse emphasizes the discontinuity and interruption of wom- 
en's careers, resulting in promotion sacrifices, and discussion of attributions that 
women are more unreliable due to family care responsibilities. Similarly, there 
is often a notion that flexibility strategies are really designed for women and, as 
a result, women's use of flexibility is perceived as unremarkable and predictable. 
By contrast, men's use of these policies and opportunities may be seen as unusual 
and subject to question and/or ridicule. 

A work-life perspective that is rooted in women's experience is shaped by a 
number of assumptions: 

�9 Work for women is chosen Conceptualizing a tension between work and 
family responsibilities is shaped by the reality of women having to 
struggle for the right to be in the paid labor force. Women earned that 
right, but never dropped the primary responsibility to care for children 
and the home, even while their work is essential to family income. 

�9 Women's income is secondary incomeWomen's paid work has been viewed as 
a supplement to men's paid work in "traditional" families. The increasing 
number of women who are the primary earners in a household is still a 
minority, resulting in a continued normative view of women's employ- 
ment patterns as shaped by the demands of family. 

�9 Family life does inte(ere with work Women need flexibility strategies in order 
to manage their work and care responsibilities. This assumption is rooted 
in the pervasiveness and unpredictability of family issues. 
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�9 Women as primary providers of care There is a continuing and taken for granted 
belief that women should take primary responsibility for the family. 

�9 Autonomous decision-making regarding provision of care In light of their 
experience of providing primary care, women exercise more autonomy 
in when and how they choose to provide that care. Specifically, women 
do not seek "permission" from men for how to do this work and typically 
often do not need to negotiate with men about how to provide carework. 

If we were to redirect our attention to questions of work-life using a lens 
that is rooted in men's experience, we might start with different assumptions: 

�9 The question of tension between work and life does not originate from men's 

experience Men must strategically and deliberately express their entitlement 
to take advantage of work-life strategies, as it is not expected of them, 
and in accessing policies and programs they are likely to invoke questions 
from bosses and peers.Where men are not viewed as primary carers, their 
need or choice to take time away from work, or more explicitly taking 
time for family, may be viewed as fun, relaxation or recreation/leisure, 
rather than as an essential engagement.As Kugelberg (2006) has argued, 
in company-based discourse, fatherhood is often assumed to not affect the 
working life of individual men. The need for work-life opportunities for 
men is then rendered invisible to the workplace. 

�9 Men are more likely to have support at home Men exercising use of work-life 
opportunities are more likely to face resistance in their workplaces, 
when the view is held that somehow the women in these men's lives are 
absent or not fulfilling their responsibilities sufficiently to allow men a 
more singular focus on work. Note that this also includes an implicit 
assumption that there are almost always women present who could or 
would take on care responsibilities. This may be part of a broader system 
of gender segregation that appears not only in the home in relation to 
housework but in the structures and processes of work organizations 
(Kugelberg, 2006). 

�9 Need to negotiate with female partners Given that women have primary con- 
trol over the running of the household and the raising of children, men's 
efforts to take responsibility for the provision of family care frequently 
involves negotiation with partners/wives/mothers about how this is to 
happen.Whereas women may be able to make unilateral decisions about 
how and when they provide care to the family, men are more likely to 
have to negotiate this with their female partners. This may include gate- 
keeping issues about when and how carework will be done, issues of trust 
that are rooted in perceptions of men's competency to do carework, and 
issues of whether women are willing to step out of their own role of 
being the primary provider of care. 
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�9 Unprecedented practices and few models Whereas women carry out their 
role responsibilities with a broad repertoire of models and often with 
socialized experiences, men are called on to create care practices anew. 
Although there are now new fatherhood ideals that support greater 
involvement (Coltrane, 1996), there continue to be questions about the 
continuing disjunction between the "culture" and "conduct" of fathering 
activity in relation to these ideals (LatLossa, 1988).Mthough this is chal- 
lenging for fathers in all kinds of families, it may be particularly difficult 
when fathers occupy non-traditional fathering roles such as being a single 
custodial parent after separation or divorce, a gay father or a father who 
wishes to work part-time in order to ensure a greater proportion of time 
spent with the family. 

�9 Work-life decision-making is shaped by the experience of heterosexual dual-career 
families It is important to note that accompanying this assumption is the 
exclusion of the experience of men who are parenting on their own, 
or from a non-resident position in the family, men who are in same-sex 
relationships, and men who are in social fathering roles. These conditions 
of fathering come with different kinds of responsibilities and, as a result, 
different kinds of needs for flexibility within the workplace. 

Throughout the balance of this chapter, we have endeavoured to hold to 
a broader conceptualization of fathers and their experience at work and within 
their families. If we are to come to an appreciation of how fathers experience 
the personal and public challenges of work and family life, then it is important 
that we be attentive to the values, practices and conceptual assumptions that have 
shaped our way of thinking about work-life strategies. 

T H E  V A L U E  O F  F A T H E R  I N V O L V E M E N T  

What is the value of supporting and enhancing fathers' involvement in the 
lives of their children? While literature on child development once focused on 
direct effects of fathers' influence, there is a recognition of the complexity of the 
systems within which fathers operate, including family structure and function- 
ing. The importance of such indirect influences of fathers is well demonstrated 
(Coltrane, 2004; Lamb, 1997), and include such things as father's interpersonal rela- 
tions with mothers and marital quality (Cummings & O'Reilly, 1997) and fathers' 
participation in activities such as housekeeping (Coltrane, 2004) and providing 
(Christiansen & Palkovitz, 2001), as well as more direct father-child interaction. 

Across age groups the importance of father participation in children's lives 
has been demonstrated (Allen & Daly, 2007; Coltrane, 2004; Lamb, 1997; Pleck, 
1997). Positive outcomes for children of highly involved fathers include increased 
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cognitive competence and a more internal locus of control (Lamb, 1997); higher 
sociability (Pleck 1997); and positive academic outcomes such as attitudes towards 
school, attendance, and higher achievement (Allen & Daly, 2007). Fathers' par- 
ticipation in household tasks also has a long-term effect on children, with 
increased sensitivity demonstrated in adult sons and independence in adult daugh- 
ters (Coltrane, 2004). Importantly, the role of provider is crucial in the very real 
and complex contribution to beneficial outcomes in children's development and 
future life opportunities (Christiansen & Palkovitz, 2001; Coltrane, 2004). 

Fathers' positive influence goes beyond demonstrations of children's emotional 
and social development and economic well-being, to benefit women and men in 
their own development as individuals and members of a family and community. For 
fathers, involvement includes rich and satisfying relationships with children, seeing 
them positively, and being attentive, more self-confident, and having greater psycho- 
social maturity (Allen & Daly, 2007; Palkovitz, 2002). Some evidence suggests that 
high involvement has a positive impact on fathers' career success (Pleck, 1997). 

While fathers with children living at home are more hkely to work long hours, 
they are also less hkely to have experienced recent unemployment (Eggebeen & 
Knoester, 2001). Other differences between men who are fathers and those who 
are not include fathers as more likely to be involved in community organizations 
(church, service clubs, school-related organizations) (Eggebeen & Knoester, 2001; 
Townsend, 2002), and more generally demonstrating greater social generativity 
(Pleck, 1997). 

The value of father involvement for women is evident, but perhaps more 
politically charged, when instead of doing a "fair share" of domestic carework 
men are perceived as adding to women's double day. Research on father participa- 
tion in housework, and regular childcare tasks with children does show benefits 
for mothers (Coltrane, 2004), but the merit of carework, both paid and unpaid, 
and the connection of women's carework to workplaces is "hard won"mwith 
resulting responsibility for revealing and encouraging men's carework and its con- 
tribution in a way that does not "detract from mothers' struggle to have their own 
unpaid work valued" (Doucet, 2004). 

Mothers' role in facilitating father involvement is well documented, i.e., 
where mothers are supportive, men are more likely to be involved (Pleck, 1997; 
Allen & Daly, 2007), but this is not a one-way street. In heterosexual families, where 
women are employed, fathers' share of"total parental involvement" is greater (Pleck, 
1997), describing a more equitable arrangement in these families. Lamb notes that 
the positive child outcomes of father involvement can perhaps be ascribed to less 
stereotyped attitudes of parents towards gender roles, having two adults/parents who 
are highly involved and providing greater stimulation, and to a family context in 
which both parents are able to meet their interests, career goals, and desires for rela- 
tions with children (Lamb, 1997). In this way, father involvement may contribute to 
marital quality, where both mother-child and father-child relationships are positive, 
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with resulting positive indirect effects on children (Cummings & O'Reilly, 1997). 
For women and children in families where fathers are not in residence, support con- 
tinues to provide good outcomes for children through access to education, health, 
and nutrition. Positive adjustment after divorce in the father's relationship with the 
mother is noted as crucial for positive child development outcomes (Allen & Daly, 
2007; Palkovitz, 2002). 

Still, benefits of greater father involvement for women do not exist only in 
the family context, but bring "triple benefits" (Reeves, 2006).When men are more 
involved in childcare, heterosexual and coupled women have partners sharing the 
load at home, the corporate emphasis on women as the only ones with domestic 
responsibilities is challenged, and attitudes of men towards women's success in the 
workplace may be more enlightened (Reeves, 2006), benefiting all women. If our 
real concern in examining work-family contexts is to reveal assumptions around 
the gendered division of labor, and perhaps the lack of choice and fairness attrib- 
uted to prescriptive social and economic roles, then the discussion alone of men's 
participation in all carework is a valuable and key piece to the puzzle. 

Although much of the research that looks at the impact of work-life initia- 
tives on the workplace focuses on working mothers, research that includes both 
women and men indicates that both are more likely to make mistakes when there 
are personal problems that affect their work and are more likely to quit their jobs 
if there aren't opportunities to address these stresses (Levine & Pittinsky, 1997). 
"Good dads" who are able to address these concerns were more productive and 
loyal to the company (Levine & Pittinsky, 1997). For the workplace, wrestling 
with the value of father involvement becomes added value (and a challenge) for 
meeting diversity and equity, particularly when using a human rights lens that 
sees discrimination on the grounds of family status as including men. Designed 
support for father-care responsibilities by workplaces contributes directly to desir- 
able outcomes for organizations from a social justice and diversity standpoint, and 
may also contribute to gender-awareness around other types of unpaid caregiving 
currently provided primarily by women. Ultimately, the value of greater father 
involvement facilitated by fathers, mothers, workplaces, and communities might 
mean better designed and utilized workplace supports and recognition of the 
importance of community supports such as quality childcare. 

I M P O R T A N C E  OF C O N T E X T  IN U N D E R S T A N D I N G  
T H E  D I V E R S I T Y  OF FATHERS'  E X P E R I E N C E S  

One of the most important contributions that recent directions in both the 
work-life literature and the fatherhood literature have made is highlighting the 
diversity of men's and women's experience within the interface of work and life. 
Utilizing a lens of diversity allows for particular attention to the ways in which 



Work-Life Issues for Fathers 255 

fathers engage and live with their families and the broad range of work experi- 
ence that accompanies that. In addition, a lens that premises diversity allows for an 
exploration of the ways in which broader social influences, cultural identity and 
scripts, geography and social policy, sexual identity and a diversity of family forms 
collectively influence the experience of work-life for fathers. 

What is the context in which contemporary fathers experience work and 
family? What is the context within which contemporary North American society 
sees men's involvement in their roles as fathers and as workers? 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

Fathers' engagement in their family life, as well as their work-life, takes place 
in the face of a changing ideal for fatherhood. While much has been written in 
recent years about the "new" or more "involved" father, it is important to under- 
stand how much this ideal has been translated into actual behavioural change 
for fathers, and the standard by which they judge their own success at meeting 
their family responsibilities and being actively engaged in family life (Pleck, 1997; 
1Kanson, 2001; Townsend, 2002). Individual and family changes take place within 
a context of the broader culture, and societal ideals or expectations regarding the 
"good father" and the "good worker" or "good provider" also play a significant 
role in how fathers engage in their family and worker roles. 

While masculinity has frequently been defined in the context of men's for- 
mal paid work (Townsend, 2002), changes in the nature of employment structures 
(e.g., increasing numbers of "vulnerable workers", Saunders, 2006), family forms 
and practices within families contribute to the challenge of redefining fatherhood 
and identifying new practices in the absence of readily available models for men at 
the interface of work and family.Within a context of changing norms and forms of 
father involvement, peer parents can serve as role models for fathers. Masciadrelli, 
Pleck and Steuve (2006) found that more highly involved fathers, in particular, indi- 
cated that they learned something of value in terms of parenting from peer parents. 

SOCIOPOLITICAL CONTEXT 

International comparisons of policies related to work and family responsi- 
bilities, parental leave, and employer support for family care responsibilities reflect 
significant differences with respect to the degree to which men are supported in 
their parental role. These differences are reflective of a complex interaction of the 
cultural beliefs, norms, and practices which overlap with policy and workplace/ 
institutional practices in various parts of the world. The ways in which "responsi- 
ble fatherhood" is encouraged at a policy level in the US are quite different from 
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the support in Sweden for fathers to take so-called "Daddy days" allowing for 
more time away from work and with family. The state plays a role in shaping and 
defining fatherhood in several ways. Policies that govern a range of areas related to 
parenting, from birth registration and adoption to paternity leaves, and family law 
governing the responsibilities of fatherhood from a perspective of both financial 
support enforcement and the endorsement of shared parental rights and respon- 
sibilities following marital separation, influence the ways in which "cash and 
care" are conceptualized relative to fathers' roles (Hobson & Morgan, 2002; Lero, 
Ashbourne & Whitehead, 2006). When public institutions encourage and include 
fathers in their programming, for example, the inclusion of fathers in prenatal and 
early parenting programs delivered by public health agencies at a community level, 
this affects the visibility of men as fathers (Lero et al., 2006). 

EMPLOYMENT/WORKPLACE CONTEXT 

Workplace differences contribute to the diversity of fathers' experience in 
meeting the needs of their families and being more or less directly involved and 
engaged in family life. For example, men who work what Strazdins, Clements, 
Korda, Broom and D'Souza (2006) refer to as "unsociable hours"--night hours, 
weekendsmhave fewer opportunities to spend time with their families, as do 
mothers who work such hours. In addition, fathers who are underemployed, work 
part-time or temporary jobs, or those who are self-employed, may lack job stabil- 
ity or be working more than one job and therefore may not have supports which 
are available to other workers in the form of extended health care benefits, paid 
leave for family or illness-related reasons, or unemployment insurance. Shift work 
and the 24-hour economy place an increased strain on families th ing  to manage 
time together around employment requirements. Those who earn a low income 
are potentially working longer hours for fewer resources and suffer from the com- 
bined stress of having neither sufficient financial nor time resources to share with 
and support their families. The local availability of work and the requirement to 
relocate or travel in order to obtain and maintain employment also has an impact 
on the amount of time that is available for fathers to spend with their families. 

Specific conditions of work influence the ways in which fathers can even 
consider their involvement in family life and this is often compounded by simi- 
lar issues of employment stability and flexibility for their partners in dual-earner 
households. Employment is positively related to father involvement (Christiansen & 
Palkovitz, 2001; Danzinger & Radin, 1990), suggesting that fathers who see that they 
can play a provider role through their employment also see more opportunities to 
be involved with their children. In fact, fathers who are not in a position to play this 
economic provider role may withdraw from family involvement (Christiansen & 
Palkovitz, 2001). If the role of provider is deconstructed as referencing more than 
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economic provision, as encouraged by Christiansen and Palkovitz, then the respon- 
siveness of fathers and their awareness of the needs of their children can be seen as 
important aspects of their involvement and engagement in fatherhood. At the same 
time, the measures used by employers to judge and reward success in the workforce, 
perhaps especially for men, may be in direct contradiction to increased involvement 
in family life. For example, long hours and placing work above all other commit- 
ments are associated with a "good worker" and men may be penalized when family 
responsibilities conflict with those of work (e.g., Butler & Skattebo, 2004). Thus, 
"economic" provision may be placed in jeopardy when family needs conflict with 
work needs, and family involvement may be reduced in the face of increased work 
demands. Preliminary research indicates that fathers who work non-standard shifts 
are less knowledgeable about their adolescent children when compared to those 
who work daytime shifts (Davis, Crouter & McHale, 2006). This is in part attrib- 
uted to the reliance that men have on mothers for information about their children 
which is made difficult when spousal communication is more limited. 

Workplace culture can also influence work-life practice. Levine (1996), for 
example, talks about a three-way collusion in workplace culture that reinforces the 
acceptability of women taking leave and discourages men from stepping forward. 
Studies of managers' perceptions of women and men taking leave have indicated 
that there were greater perceived detrimental effects on men taking leaves (Allen & 
Russell, 1999) and that male employees who took leave for birth or eldercare 
(in contrast with female employees) were rated as being less altruistic at work 
than their male counterparts who did not take leave (Wayne & Cordeiro, 2003). 
As this research would suggest, fathers may be less likely to use family-friendly ben- 
efits because of a fear that they will be perceived as less serious about their careers 
and will suffer negative career consequences. The overall result is that in spite of a 
number of recognized benefits associated with greater father involvement, working 
fathers are faced with having to make a choice between the advantages of using 
leave opportunities for greater family involvement and the costs associated with being 
perceived as a poor organizational citizen at work (Wayne & Cordeiro, 2003). 

FAMILY CONTEXT 

Dual-Income Families and Household Responsibilities 

There is considerable evidence to indicate that in dual earner homes, mothers 
are more likely than fathers to be involved in carrying out activities associated with 
the "responsibility dimension" of parental care (Daly, 2002; Zimmerman, Haddock, 
Ziemba & Rust, 2001). As a result, the responsiveness of fathers to the needs of 
their children is frequently negotiated with mothers. When fathers are resident in 
the family home, household tasks and parenting are negotiated, often in the context 
of dual-earning couples, along with work-related tasks. Mothers are more likely to 
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negotiate flexibility with respect to work requirements (Singley & Hynes, 2005) and 
to be more aware of employee family-related benefits (Baird & Reynolds, 2004). 
This gender difference may effectively allow fathers to take a less active and engaged 
role in taking responsibility for childcare and in the area of negotiating and making 
the work/family interface more manageable for the couple and family. 

Non-Resident Fathers 

When fathers are non-resident, structural aspects of the family may com- 
pound the complexity of their involvement with their children. Fathers may be, at 
times, rendered invisible by their non-resident status and/or lack of custody or time 
with their children, or their visibility may be relegated to economic provision only. 
One of the areas where fathers have been increasing their demand for fathers' rights 
to time and involvement with their children is with separated and divorced fathers. 

Fathers may also be less visible in families when they are non-resident for 
reasons related to long or "unsociable" hours of work, or travel/geographic relo- 
cation required for work. While these men may have fewer opportunities or less 
time in which they can be engaged with their families, they may also be seen by 
mothers and children as less "essential" or "present" in the daily family activities 
which comprise a large part of family life. 

Role of  Women in Facilitating or Blocking Father Involvement 

As discussed earlier, mothers may also serve a "gatekeeping" role (Allen & 
Hawkins, 1999) in the family, effectively limiting the involvement of fathers in 
activities which have traditionally been seen as belonging to mothers. In fam- 
ily structures where parents have new and former partners, there can be vary- 
ing degrees of involvement of biological parents and step-parents/new partners. 
Frequently such involvement is governed by issues of residence and proximity, as 
well as divorce agreements, and stepmothers may continue to take on gendered 
and traditional caring roles of women, acting to either facilitate or block the 
involvement of fathers. It may be that men view such action or attitudes as either 
facilitating their negotiation of work and family, or as presenting obstacles to their 
involvement in the family. 

"Single" Parenting 

The "single" parent designation is used to refer to a variety of family struc- 
tures. A parent may be parenting on their own, without the presence of another 
parent to any degree. This is a very different experience from the experience of 
parents who are both still living, but not residing together. These situations may 
range from an absent parent who is not involved at all in parental work and 
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responsibilities, to a non-resident parent who is equally involved in the lives of 
their children and/or in planning regarding children's needs. 

There are single fathers who, when their children are living with them, have 
sole responsibility for meeting their children's needs without the support or flex- 
ibility that having a resident partner affords. There are single fathers for whom time 
spent caring for their children is a regular and predictable "cycle" in their lives, and 
others who have more sporadic or unpredictable time with their children. Often 
non-resident fathers make arrangements to have their children stay at their home 
during off-work hours--e.g., weekends and evenings if he works a 9-5 weekday 
job. Some fathers do not have time at all with their children, and this absence from 
their lives may negatively impact their ability to engage and be productive workers, 
particularly fathers who are engaged in court processes in order to gain involvement 
in their children's lives. This stressor can negatively influence work involvement, in 
addition to often making huge demands on men's resources of time and money. 

Developmental Stage of Children 

In addition to the ways in which family structure, or the constellation of the 
family system, can influence fathers' involvement with their children, the develop- 
mental age and stage of children can also influence the nature of father involve- 
ment. Fathers may experience limited engagement or involvement in pregnancy 
and childbirth, or be positioned in a "secondary" role as coach or partner to the 
"primary" parent (Draper, 1997), but opportunities for their involvement can 
change over time. Fathers may be variously described by others, or see themselves 
as playmates, disciplinarians, coaches, or confidants, with these roles changing with 
their child(ren)'s age and across circumstances. 

In summary, fathers are seen by themselves and others in a variety of ways 
and within a variety of contexts. They are engaging with their children in diverse 
ways that change over time and space. They are participating, to varying degrees, 
in parenting with current and former partners. Their work and their workplaces, 
their socioeconomic standing, broader cultural messages, and their partners all 
contribute to the degree to which they are able, and invited, to be active and 
engaged fathers. To conceptualize fathers' experience of work and family requires 
particular attention to this diversity of experience in both arenas. 

F U T U R E  D I R E C T I O N S :  K E Y  I S S U E S  I N  W O R K - L I F E  

I N T E G R A T I O N  F O R  M E N  

In this chapter, we have argued that in order to understand some of the 
unique challenges experienced by men as they navigate their work and family 
lives, we must be attentive to some of the underlying assumptions about work and 
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family that are heavily steeped in women's experience. In order to move forward 
with a conceptualization of work and family issues that is also rooted in men's 
experience, we feel that it is necessary to consider a number of key issues. 

First, it is evident that while men experience high levels of work-life con- 
flict, they are less likely than women to pursue flexibility strategies as a way of 
reducing this conflict. This would suggest that work-life conflict for men is more 
likely to be experienced as a personal trouble rather than a public issue (to use 
Mills' (1959) distinction). In other words, men feel the conflict and contend with 
the competing pressures but, in general, operate in environments that rarely recog- 
nize the presence of the conflict or the need for resolution. Environments include 
work cultures where men are not expected to need flexibility to respond to fam- 
ily needs--and the broader cultures of masculinity and fatherhood that continue 
to hold mothers at the center of the parenting experience. In the absence of cul- 
tural supports for fathers to be at the center of their children's lives, work-life 
balance issues for men are confined to the realm of private troubles that require 
personal and private solution. If there is a desire for men to become more fully 
engaged providers of care in families, it is first necessary to make the challenge of 
men's work-life balance into a public issue. This is a change that must occur on 
many levels including: individual men turning their private troubles into a public 
issue (by speaking out about their needs and asserting their entitlement to paren- 
tal leaves or flexibility strategies); work organizations opening conversations about 
men's levels of work-life conflict and their needs for support; and communities 
playing a greater role in recognizing the value and importance of father involve- 
ment (for children, partners, families, and community well-being). 

Second, work-life challenges for fathers are as diverse as the circumstances 
within which men carry out their fathering responsibilities. In thinking broadly 
about work-life strategies for men it is important to recognize the many types 
of fathering and the needs that might arise from those diverse experiences (e.g., 
immigrant fathers, fathers of children with special needs, single fathers). The kinds 
of strategies that would effectively support fathers in being more fully involved 
with their children are contingent on whether they can be truly flexible in meet- 
ing circumstances, including challenges of the age of children and daily sched- 
ules of childcare and school, the level and timing of access that the father has 
when working and parenting under custody arrangements, or the nature of the 
co-parenting relationship that is shaped by its own rhythms and schedules. 

Third, it is important to look at men's experience of work-life within a 
systemic, contextualized perspective. Given the rootedness of work-life issues in 
women's experience, there is a temptation to simply extend this thinking to men's 
experience--to borrow the template from women, build on the best practices and 
ensure that men are provided with similar opportunities to balance their work 
and family lives. However, in an effort to balance work and family lives, the issue 
is not always what individual mothers or fathers need--rather the issue is how 
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to arrange patterns of work and family care so that family systems can function 
in optimal ways. When it comes down to the everyday challenge of"fitting it all 
in", gender differences may be over-shadowed by a picture of women and men 
who were working collaboratively to manage the challenges on the home and 
the work front (Barnett & Rivers, 1998). Fathering and mothering are seen then 
not as separate activities, as the experience of parenting is "created in the shared 
goings-on between people in the course of their lives through intervals of nego- 
tiating, competing, compromising and rearranging" (Matta & Knudson-Martin, 
2006, p. 20). Even in families where parents are living apart, there are a variety of 
challenges that require collaborative efforts in order to accommodate changing 
schedules and respond to emerging needs. 

Thinking systemically also means taking into account the centrality of wom- 
en's role in orchestrating family life. In contrast with an individual level question 
that seeks to find out "why men resist change?", a systemic question would endeav- 
our to look at the ways in which both women and men hold to traditional pat- 
terns of parenting that keep women at the center and men on the margins. Efforts 
to understand why men do or don't engage in work-life initiatives must take into 
account the underlying motives, beliefs, and values that are part of the participat- 
ing family system. This involves fundamental questions about whether men can be 
trusted to undertake the role of primary parent (e.g., with a newborn), whether 
men are perceived as capable and competent as mothers in carrying out the parent- 
ing role, and whether mothers themselves are willing to release some of their own 
responsibilities that are rooted in the high standards of mothering ideology. 

The final issue is to think about work-family issues for men as embedded 
in a micropolitics of care. If part of the feminist objective was to bring public rec- 
ognition to the importance of paid labor for women's social status and influence, 
then a parallel objective in a work-family agenda for men is to bring recognition 
to the importance of care activity for the well-being of children, partners, and 
men themselves. Whereas women in our discussions seem predisposed to provide 
care, men must somehow learn how to provide care. By way of illustration, we are 
more likely to be preoccupied with how men learn to be a father (Daly, 1993), 
whereas for women it is taken for granted or assumed that they know how to be 
a mother.A micropolitics of care, as part of the work-life agenda for men, is more 
concerned with the ways that women and men navigate the gendered territories 
of mothering and fathering and work towards fairness and equity in both their 
relationship and their care responsibilities. It involves the degree to which co- 
parents choose models that are either interchangeable (based on assumptions that 
both parents should be able to move seamlessly into a full spectrum of parent- 
ing tasks) or complementary (where they decide to build on individual strengths 
when providing care). It involves negotiation about time and the responsibility 
for making decisions about family time. Partners in shared parenting bring pre- 
ferences about pace, rhythm, and activity to interaction and through a process of 
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negotiation, they adjust and coordinate their activity patterns with one another. 
This is consistent with a relational perspective where taking responsibility for 
children and domestic life cannot be reduced to time allocations only, but rather 
involves attention to the navigation of complex, gendered caring responsibilities 
in relationships (Doucet, 2000). This includes not only providing care to children, 
but also looking at the way that fathers extend that care to their parenting part- 
ners in order to keep relationships strong (Dyck & Daly, 2006). 

At the heart of the micropolitics of care is a fundamental contradiction in 
values about work and family: women are expected to be committed to their paid 
work just like men at the same time as they maintain a priority to family; men are 
expected to be more engaged fathers or committed to family just like women, 
while at the same time maintaining their role as primary provider (Daly, 1996). 
Getting beyond this contradiction involves recognition of the importance and 
value that can come from men as engaged providers of care, a greater openness to 
publicly address the challenges that men face in their efforts to find a better work- 
family balance, appreciation of their diverse needs and a willingness to consider 
the complex systemic dynamics that shape successful work-life initiatives. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N  

Accumulating empirical evidence suggests that the ability to cope with stress 
arising from the simultaneous demands of work and family is a function of both 
the individual's capabilities and the organization's focus on a family-friendliness ori- 
entation. This chapter adopts a comprehensive perspective on coping with work- 
family conflict (WFC), and undertakes three complementary goals: (1) to delineate 
the range of coping strategies for dealing with WFC among employed parents and 
to test their effectiveness; (2) to identify organizational practices aimed at redesigning 
work and work roles for handling WFC and to probe their effectiveness; (3) to pro- 
pose models for depicting the joint effects of individual and organizational coping 
strategies in easing work-family conflict. We start by describing the changing social 
context affecting the burgeoning interest in coping with WFC, and review the three 
main perspectives for examining this issue. Next we go through the literature on 
coping from the individual and the organizational perspectives. The chapter con- 
cludes with a discussion of recurring themes in the literature, and the identification 
of problems with the current perspective on coping with WFC. Specific suggestions 
for developing an integrative model combining the individual and organizational 
perspectives for coping, future research, and managerial implications are also made. 

C O P I N G  W I T H  W F C  IN  A C H A N G I N G  S O C I A L  

C O N T E X T  

Growing demands in the last half-century in both the family and work 
domains led to what Kanter (1977) termed "the myth of separate worlds". Workers 
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increasingly spend their time outside the physical precincts of their organization 
when they work, whether at home or "on the road" with customers and other 
constituents. For some individuals such practices might of course provide opportu- 
nities to cope with WFC, whereas for others such blurring of the work and family 
worlds might actually intensify it. Either way, questions about job and family stress, 
WFC conflict, and particularly coping with it by those with dual responsibilities 
in the work and family domains became a particular area of research, interest, and 
concern. 

Against this backdrop of dramatic and ongoing social and workplace change, 
research on coping with WFC evolved. Specifically, three main perspectives came 
to dominate the literature: the first emphasized the individual's role, while the other 
two highlighted the organization's role in coping with WFC. The individual perspec- 
tive constructed the issues emerging, especially women's issues, strictly as personal 
problems to be solved by the individual rather than the organization (Bailyn, 1997). 
The focus was on identifying normative typologies of coping strategies, namely per- 
sonal coping strategies (e.g., Folkman & Lazarus, 1985; Hall, 1972), informal tactics 
(e.g., Behson, 2002), or characteristics of effective life management strategy (e.g., 
Bakes & Heydens-Gahir, 2003) that help individuals to manage WFC.These models 
sweepingly prescribed the optimal coping strategy for decreasing WFC across situ- 
ations, context, and culture (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2007). Moreover, this per- 
spective was embedded in individualistic values of self-reliance and autonomy that 
insisted on the individual's own responsibility to take care of his or her well-being. 

Taking an organization-calculative perspective (committed-to-management 
research), several scholars suggested that the growing stress characterizing today's 
workplace (Dwyer & Fox, 2000; Quick, Quick, Nelson & Hurrell, 1997), coupled 
with spiraling health care costs (Miller, 1997) and a tightening labor market (Lewis & 
Cooper, 1999), had raised the incidence as well as the costs of workers' ill-health, 
forcing organizations to show greater concern for this issue (Behson, 2005; Pratt & 
Rosa, 2003; Carlson & Perrewe, 1999). The focus was on identifying organiza- 
tional family-friendly supports such as the policies and practices organizations offer 
employees to decrease WFC. However, most research viewed coping with WFC 
as a means to maintain organizational outcomes such as effectiveness, performance, 
profits, and withdrawal behaviors, namely absence, turnover, and intention to leave 
the organization (Behson, 2005; Pratt & Rosa, 2003; Grover & Crooker, 1995). 

More recently other scholars have taken an organization-humanistic (committed- 
to-participant research) point of view, asserting that workers are entitled to a more 
family-friendly workplace that takes care of workers' health regardless of the ben- 
efit of their occupational well-being for the organization (Wright, 2003; Wright & 
Cropanzano, 2000; Quick & Quick, 2004; Schaufeli, 2004). Like the organization- 
calculative perspective, the organization-humanistic perspective identifies family- 
friendly policies and practices to decrease WFC. However, the organization-humanistic 
approach asserts that it is the organizations' obligation to take care of workers' health 
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in general, and easing WFC in particular. Consequently, studies taking this approach 
have examined the impact of workplace family friendliness on personal outcomes, such 
as employee's well-being and psychological and physical health. 

C O P I N G  W I T H  WFC: T H E  P E R S P E C T I V E  OF 
T H E  I N D I V I D U A L  

Coping is defined as the cognitive and behavioral efforts individuals make 
to manage taxing demands appraised as exceeding their personal resources 
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984); it is the things people do to reduce harm from life's 
stressors (Aryee, Luk, Leung & Lo, 1999; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). The relation 
between coping and strain was grounded theoretically in the motivational aspect 
of person-environment transactions (Scheck, Kinicki & Davy, 1997). In Scheck 
et al.s' (1997) view, stressors upset the balance in people's lives, motivating them 
to do something to restore it. Accordingly, theoretical models of stress recognized 
the importance of coping in mitigating the severity of tension and other deleterious 
effects of role stressors (Parasuraman & Simmers, 2001). 

However, given the extensive study of coping in the stress literature (see 
Folkman & Moskowitz, 2004), it is puzzling to find a relative lack of research on 
coping in the context of work and family (Behson, 2002; Eby, Casper, Lockwood, 
Bordeaux & Brinley, 2005). Coping with WFC is defined here as the cognitive and 
behavioral efforts individuals make to manage the stresses arising from the con- 
flicting demands of the work and family domains. The first well-known coping 
typology, regarding stress, coping, and WFC, adopted Lazarus and Folkman's (1984) 
transactional approach to stress. Stress is transactional in that the person and the 
environment are viewed as being in a dynamic reciprocal relationship. The the- 
ory identifies two processes, cognitive appraisal and coping, as critical mediators 
of stressful person-environment relationships and their immediate and long-term 
outcomes. Cognitive appraisal is a process through which people evaluate whether 
a particular encounter with the environment is relevant to their well-being, and 
if it is, in what way. According to Lazarus (1991), in the primary appraisal process 
individuals evaluate whether the event is relevant, and if it is whether it represents 
an opportunity for growth or the potential for failure. In the secondary appraisal 
process individuals evaluate the coping resources available to them. A combina- 
tion of these two appraisals determines whether the individual perceives an event 
as challenging or threatening. Appraisal of the event as a challenge is accompanied 
by a positive feeling, making possible deployment of coping resources to prevent, 
reduce, control, or withstand the internal and/or external demands that arise from 
the stressful encounter with the environment. Appraisal of the stressful event as 
threatening, burdening resources, and jeopardizing well-being accelerates the strain 
process. Cognitive appraisal and coping are transactional variables, in that they refer 
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not to the environment or to the person alone but to the integration of both in a 
given transaction (see also Folkman & Lazarus, 1988; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). 

Albeit not specifically in the WFC context, Lazarus and Folkman (1984) 
identified two major classes of coping strategies: emotion~-focused and problem- 
focused. The former "does not change the objective terms of the person- 
environment relationship, but only how these terms are attended or interpreted" 
(Lazarus, 1991, p. 5). In other words, the emotion-focused strategy refers to 
attempts to reduce emotional distress by managing feelings and emotions via cog- 
nitive manipulations, such as reframing or positive thinking efforts. By contrast, 
problem-focused coping refers to efforts to define the problem and to eliminate 
or circumvent the source of stress (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Whereas all coping 
styles have the potential to reduce distress, research on coping with stress (e.g., 
Koeske, Kirk & Koeske, 1993) generally found problem-focused coping the most 
effective, largely owing to the importance of psychological control and self- 
efficacy for effective stress management (Bernas & Major, 2000; Rotondo, Carlson & 
Kincaid, 2003). When coping actions alter the person-environment relationship 
for the better, they can be instrumental in eliminating or reducing the environ- 
mental causes of stress (Behson, 2002). 

Yet some studies (e.g., Bhagat, AUie & Ford, 1995) suggest that problem- 
focused styles, such as direct action and help-seeking, are likely to be more effective 
only when situations are amenable to change. When individuals have little ability 
to change related stressors, emotion-focused coping will be preferable. Accordingly, 
this kind of coping may be effective where work interferes with family due to cir- 
cumstance in organizations where flexibility is unavailable or where individuals are 
unable to modify work-related stressors. Under these conditions, problem-focused 
styles are ineffective (Aryee et al., 1999; Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). Rotondo et al. 
(2003) found that help-seeking and direct-action coping (forms of problem-focused 
coping) used at home were associated with lower levels of family interference with 
work (FIW) conflict, but avoidance/resignation coping (forms of emotion-focused 
coping) were associated with higher levels of all types of WFC. However, another 
study, by Aryee et al. (1999), found that emotion-focused coping weakened the 
negative effect of FIW on job satisfaction. Hence, adapting Folkman and Lazarus' 
"general" coping styles to the arena of WFC yielded mixed results, and research 
sought a coping taxonomy pertaining particularly to WFC. 

Another line of research was developed specifically for the WFC context 
by Hall (1972). This typology is composed of three types of coping strategy: Type 
I coping (structural role definition) involves altering external, structurally imposed 
expectations relative to one's role. Namely, an active attempt is made to deal directly 
with role senders and to lessen the conflict by mutual agreement on a new set of 
role expectations. Type II coping (personal role redefinition) involves changing 
one's expectations and perceptions of one's own behavior in a given role, rather 
than directly attempting to change the expectations themselves. With this strategy, 
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individuals modify the meaning of the situation by changing their personal con- 
cept of role requirements or by changing self-expectations for career and family 
(Thompson, Poelmans, Allen& Andreassi, 2007). Type III coping, (reactive role behav- 
ior) relies strictly on existing role behaviors (e.g., meeting all role senders' expecta- 
tions) with no attempt to alter the structural or personal definition of one's roles. 
The Type III strategy makes relatively passive attempts to accommodate role senders. 

Prior research (e.g., Hall, 1972; Kirchmeyer, 1993), which focused mainly on 
women, suggested that the Type III coping strategy was less effective in managing 
interrole conflict than the Type I and Type II strategies; while structural role redefi- 
nition (Type I) was associated with women's career satisfaction. The use of Type III 
coping proved negatively related to a woman's satisfaction with her life roles (Hall, 
1972). Since it is unlikely that a person can ever meet all role expectations, a wom- 
an's reliance on Type III coping may produce anger, frustration, and ultimately low 
levels of life satisfaction. Yet the Type III strategy, whereby women attempt to be 
"superwomen", is apparently quite common among employed mothers (Beutell & 
Greenhaus, 1982). On the other hand, Kaitz (1985) suggested that structural role 
redefinition (Type II) is the most time-effective way of managingWFC. For example, 
women might shed some domestic duties, or delegate some to others, in order to 
have the family role accommodate the work role (referred to as family-role redefi- 
nition). However, the results of previous studies are inconsistent (Thompson et al., 
2007). For example, Matsui, Ohsawa and Onglatco (1995), who studied a sample of 
Japanese working women, examined the effect of structural-role redefinition (work- 
role and family-role redefinition) on WFC. They found that family-role redefini- 
tion buffered the relationship between work-family conflict and life strain, but that 
work-role redefinition did not. In sum, these inconsistencies showed that adopting a 
certain strategy for decreasing WFC by an individual did not ensure its effectiveness, 
and that a more context-specific perspective is needed (e.g., one that is sensitive to 
gender or culture differences). 

More recently, Behson (2002) introduced another typology of informal 
work accommodations to family which referred to a set of behaviors in which 
employees temporarily and informally adjust their usual work patterns in an 
attempt to balance their work and family responsibilities. These informal tactics 
may modify how, when, or where work gets done, but an individual's work out- 
put is sure to remain relatively unchanged and the work structure (total number 
of hours, regular work schedule, etc.) should not be permanently altered (as they 
would be with use of formal work-family benefits and programs). 

Based on a literature review, a set of informal interviews conducted with 
a sample of working parents, and a series of focus groups with several samples of 
employees, Behson (2002) identified a set of 16 informal behaviors which rep- 
resent problem-focused coping strategies used when family demands interfered 
with work activities. Examples are" rearranging one's work appointments to attend 
to a family matter (e.g., a doctor's appointment or a soccer game) that took place 
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during regular work hours; arranging to leave work early to attend a family event; 
arranging for a co-worker to cover for you or switch duties in order to accommo- 
date a family responsibility; leaving work during the day, but completing the work 
later that night (at home or at the office); and leaving work early to take care of 
family responsibilities, but coming in earlier or taking work home to accomplish 
the needed work. Behson (2002) found that more frequent use of these set of 
informal tactics attenuated the positive relationship between FIW and stress. 

Finally, Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2006) introduced a new typology 
of coping strategies that specified and extended existing measures. By adopting 
an empirically driven bottom-up conceptualization of both men and women, 
rather than relying on researchers' professional conceptualizations, they devised 
a more refined and elaborate typology. It refers to specific bidirectional coping 
strategies--those for work interference with family (WIF) and those for family 
interference with work (FIW). Specifically, the authors identified eight catego- 
ries denoting behavioral aspects of coping strategies that specify what individuals 
actually do to cope with WFC: 

1 Good enough at homeNlowering the performance of family responsibilities 
to a less than perfect level; for example, maintaining a reasonable level of 
housekeeping, cooking, and laundry. 

2 Super at home--insisting on doing all family duties single-handedly 
and perfectly; for example, cooking fresh homemade meals every day, 
ensuring that the house is always clean, and taking care of all family 
members' needs. 

3 Delegation at home--managing one's own family duties by delegating 
some to others; for example, utilizing paid or a relative's help to take care 
of the children, the cooking, or the cleaning. 

4 Priorities at home--arranging family duties in order of priority, and 
undertaking only those with high priority; for example, investing in 
spending "quality time" with one's children at the price of a less than 
desirably clean house. 

5 Good enough at work--lowering the performance of work responsibilities 
to a less than perfect level; for example, choosing not to stay extra hours 
at work and not to mingle with colleagues after office hours. 

6 Super at work--insisting on doing all work duties single-handedly and 
perfectly; for example, being prepared to take on extra duties even if 
overloaded already, and duties that are not part of one's formal roles. 

7 Delegation at work--managing one's own work duties by delegating some 
to others; for example, delegating paperwork to subordinates. 

8 Priorities at work--arranging work duties in order of priority, and 
undertaking only those with high priority; for example, engaging more 
with customers at the expense of paperwork. 
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In their study, Somech and Drach Zahavy (2007) examined the effective- 
ness of these coping strategies on decreasing WIF and FIW with respect to sex 
and gender-role ideology. Although all eight styles of coping have the potential to 
be negatively associated with work-family conflict, the results suggest that not all 
styles are equally effective for managing it. Overall, these results indicate that men 
with traditional gender-role ideologies and women with modern or egalitarian 
ideologies have a similar pattern of effective practices to mitigate WFC, whereas 
traditional women and modern men share some coping strategies to do so. The 
results demonstrated that the two subgroups of modern women and traditional 
men balance WFC by exerting extra effort at work (super at work), and they tend 
to delegate domestic duties to others (e.g., good enough at home and delegation at 
home). For traditional women and modern men the picture is inverted; because 
they don't want their paid work to distract them from their family, they bal- 
ance work and family by taking an active role at home, and they tend to delegate 
duties to others at work (e.g., delegation at work or priorities at work) which leads to 
decreased WFC. These results highlight the importance of matching the person 
(attitudes, values) with the preferred coping strategy. 

C O P I N G  W I T H  WFC: T H E  P E R S P E C T I V E  OF 
T H E  O R G A N I Z A T I O N  

How employees cope with WFC can be further examined from an organi- 
zational perspective, namely the organization's role in attempting to become 
family-friendly. Workplace family-friendliness is defined here as institutionalized 
structural and procedural arrangements, as well as formal and informal practices 
aimed to design, create, and maintain family-friendly work environments that 
allow individuals to balance their work and family duties within their workplace. 

This definition highlights several important aspects of workplace family- 
friendliness. First, the definition stresses a distinction between formal and infor- 
mal arrangements. The former refer to the ways organizations can "manage the 
situation" in such ways as childcare assistance, flexible working hours, and family 
leave (Allen, 2001; Clark, 2001;Veiga et al., 2004), while the latter refer to values 
and unspoken norms represented in the organizational culture. Research suggests 
that the formal arrangements of workplace family-friendliness will never be fully 
realized unless organizations' cultures support their use (Lobel & Kossek, 1996). 
Second, the definition suggests a possible gap between the potential of a family- 
friendly workplace to assist employees to balance their work and family duties 
and its effectiveness in decreasing WFC. Although on the formal level the organi- 
zation might offer a vast range of family-friendly practices and arrangements to 
ease employees' coping with WFC, the final decision to utilize these options is the 
individual's. Such programs have the potential to decrease WFC, yet a variety of 
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informal organizational norms and values might dissuade employees from partici- 
pating in them (Kofodimos, 1995; Veiga et al., 2004). For example, an employee 
might hesitate to use the full period of parental leave due to concerns of not being 
promoted. On the other hand, personal values might also discourage employees 
from using family-friendly practices: an ambitious employee may decide to focus 
on his or her career and will therefore waive taking advantage of these programs 
(Glass & Finley, 2002). Different employees might have different needs and desires, 
attenuating the effectiveness of the family-friendly programs. The effectiveness of 
the family-friendly practices and arrangements depends on the fit between the 
individual's needs and the organization's solutions to meet them. 

Given varying family demands and desires of individuals, family-friendly 
programs have been organized into three major categories: policies, benefits, and 
services (Neal, Chapman, Ingersoll-Dayton & Emlen, 1993; Veiga et al., 2004). 
Policies cover the formal and informal ways that employees' work and leave sched- 
ules are handled, including part-time work, job-sharing, flextime, and parental/ 
family leave. Family-friendly policies often reduce the number of hours worked, 
change the place where an employee's work is done, or increase flexibility in the 
employee's work schedule (Veiga et al., 2004). Benefits cover forms of compensa- 
tion that protect against loss of earnings, payment of medical expenses and vaca- 
tion, personal time, or all of these. Services include on-site or near-site childcare 
centers, resource counseling and referral systems, sick leave and eldercare pro- 
grams, and discounts and vouchers for a variety of support services. 

How does workplace family-friendliness help in coping with WFC? Three 
plausible rationales provide the theoretical ground for the proposed link between 
workplace family-friendliness and improved work and family balance: the direct 
impact explanation, the effort-reward imbalance model (Siegrist & Klein, 1990), 
and the concept of psychological contract (Rousseau, 1998). 

The direct impact explanation asserts that workplace family-friendliness directly 
impacts the work/family load, hence creates less conflict (Frone et al., 1992). For 
example, flexible-time arrangements allow individuals to perceive that they have 
greater control over their fives due, for example, to the opportunity to work at times 
more suited to personal needs (e.g., childcare or elderly-care obligations) or personal 
biological clocks (not everyone is most productive from 9.00 a.m. to 5.00 p.m.) 
hence creating less conflicting demands in a certain time. 

According to the effort-reward model (Siegrist & Klein, 1990) psychologi- 
cal stress and mal-health occurs when there is an imbalance between what one 
invests in one's work (efforts) and what one gains (reward). Work efforts pertain 
to job demands, such as role overload, role ambiguity, and role conflict stemming 
from the nature of the job and the way it is structured.Work rewards include ben- 
efits the organization offers employees in return for their efforts, such as wages 
and salaries, esteem and recognition, promotion prospects, as well as workplace 
family-friendliness. The effort-reward model does not incorporate in particular 
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work-family balance aspects, yet logically, in keeping with its basic assumptions, 
the same level of work efforts might lead to improved work and family balance 
given that employees perceive greater benefits gained (such as family-friendly pol- 
icies and practices). 

Finally, the so-called psychological contract is as a set of"individual beliefs, 
shaped by the organization, regarding terms of an exchange agreement between 
individuals and their organization" (Rousseau, 1998, p. 9). Although the specific 
content of the psychological contract is subjective, and tends to vary from one indi- 
vidual to another, it is reasonable that maintaining workplace family-friendliness 
will be a central expectation of workers, thus an important aspect of the employee's 
psychological contract. 

According to the psychological contract model, perceptions of workplace 
family-friendliness may result in an improved balance between work and fam- 
ily for several reasons. First, the individual may perceive the organization's offer- 
ing family-friendliness as visibly representing its concern for work and family. 
Employees may see this as an aspect of the psychological contract since their 
ability to balance multiple responsibilities is congruent with individual values 
about work and family (i.e., "this organization cares about people"). Second, 
the availability family-friendly policies and practices improves employees' per- 
ceptions about their employer and increases their overall positive feeling toward 
the employer, which impacts job satisfaction (Scandura & Lankau, 1997) hence 
might also decrease WFC. Third, employees often engage in social comparison 
processes (Adams, 1965) and may compare their situation with that of peers in 
other jobs and/or organizations that do not offer family-friendliness. Such com- 
parisons should increase the value of employees' psychological contract with 
their organization. 

Despite the general expectation that the use of workplace family-friendly 
policies will be associated with effective coping and reduced work-family conflict, 
little research has been conducted to examine this relationship (Eby et al., 2005; 
Hammer, Neal, Newsom, Brockwood & Colton, 2005; Kossek & Nichol, 1992), 
and the findings that do exist are not consistent. In fact, only a handful of studies 
have examined the effects of actual utilization of workplace family-friendliness, 
typically focusing on either alternative work schedules or dependent care sup- 
ports (Kossek & Nichol, 1992). In addition, most studies have examined only one 
specific type of support at a time (e.g., Thomas & Ganster, 1995), as opposed to a 
wider variety, or "bundles", of supports (Perry-Smith & Blum, 2000). 

Although inconsistent, the findings pertaining to the utilization of alterna- 
tive work schedules have generally demonstrated relationships between utiliza- 
tion of alternative work schedules and outcomes such as decreased work-family 
conflict, increased job satisfaction, and increased performance (for reviews see 
Baltes, Briggs, Huff, Wright & Neuman, 1999; Hammer & Barbera, 1997; Pierce, 
Newstrom, Dunham & Barber, 1989). 
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Utilization of dependent care supports has been shown to be related to 
decreased turnover, decreased absenteeism, and increased organizational com- 
mitment and satisfaction (e.g., Milkovich & Gomez, 1976), pointing at enhanced 
coping. Other studies, however, found utilization of on-site childcare to be unre- 
lated to work-family conflict (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2006), absenteeism (e.g., 
Goff, Mount & Jamison, 1990), and performance (e.g., Kossek & Nichol, 1992). 
For example, Somech and Drach-Zahavy (2006) investigated the impact of organ- 
izational coping-strategy bundles prevalent at various organizations. They found 
inverse patterns of findings for nonmanagers and mangers. For nonmanagers, 
family-friendly benefits alone decreased conflict. By contrast, for managers none 
of the organizational coping strategies helped in decreasing WFC conflict: the 
existence of a welfare policy actually raised the level of conflict. 

F U T U R E  D I R E C T I O N  F O R  C O P I N G  W I T H  
WFC: I N T E G R A T I N G  T H E  I N D I V I D U A L  A N D  

O R G A N I Z A T I O N A L  P E R S P E C T I V E S  

The above review has shown that investigating coping with WFC from 
the individual and organizational perspectives appeared as two distinct lines of 
research, only slightly overlapping. These two lines of research were led by experts 
from distinct areas of research, and published in separate journals: the former in 
the domain of occupational health psychology and clinical psychology, the lat- 
ter in industrial and organizational psychology. Not surprisingly, to the best of 
our knowledge no study heretofore has proposed an integrated model com- 
bining these two perspectives. But such an integrated approach will generate a 
plethora of new questions and challenges for researchers, and also promote a host 
of new management issues. Specifically, from the theoretical point of view, what 
are the interrelationships between the individual and the organizational perspec- 
tives? Are they compensatory models in nature, namely that working in a family- 
friendly workplace excuses the employee from developing constructive personal 
coping strategies? Or the reverse: does recruiting employees well equipped with 
personal coping resources excuse the organization from investing in family- 
friendly programs? Or are the individual and organizational perspectives for 
coping complementary in nature, namely organizational supports and personal 
coping strategies act additively to decrease WFC: the more family-friendly the 
workplace is, and the more coping effective the employee is at coping with WFC, 
the lower the WFC level. Below we propose three alternative ways to capture the 
mutual relations between the individual and organizational perspectives, and out- 
line several practical consequences, some beneficial and some more detrimental, 
of each model. 
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THE COMPENSATORY MODEL 

The compensatory model for understanding the mutual relations of per- 
sonal coping and organizational supports on decreasing WFC posits that an opti- 
mal level of coping resources is required for decreasing WFC, and additional 
resources beyond this level are redundant. In other words, the impact of this per- 
spective on decreasing WFC is viewed as analogous to the influence of vitamins 
on physical health, with an explicit nonlinearity in the relationship (Wart, 1994). 
Thus, the compensatory model represents an either/or approach to considering 
and managing coping with work-family conflict. 

Organizations might offer employees a vast range of family-friendly policies 
of flextime; benefits of compensations, payment of medical expenses and vacation; 
and services of on-site or near-site childcare centers, counseling and referral sys- 
tems, and eldercare programs. These family-friendly supports allow the employee 
to cope effectively with WFC, thereby limiting his/her need to exert personal 
coping strategies because these efforts will not contribute to additional easing of 
WFC. Similarly, employees who possess effective personal coping strategies will 
not benefit from the workplace's family-friendly policies, benefits and services, 
which exceed the optimal level of coping resources needed, so organizations will 
not be motivated to implement such programs. Employees might sometimes even 
perceive these organizational efforts as a burden, as if treating them as helpless, or 
as if urging them precisely to compensate their organizations by working even 
harder. In any event, the outcome might be aggravated WFC. 

This compensatory perspective has several practical consequences for organ- 
izations and employees. First, this either/or approach assumes an optimal level of 
required coping resources. Therefore, organizations, particularly those oriented to 
a cost-benefit calculation, might be tempted to rely on employees' personal coping 
resources, regressing toward the individual perspective. They may construct the issues 
emerging, especially women's issues, strictly as personal problems to be solved by 
the individual rather than the organization (Bailyn, 1997). In practice organiza- 
tions might apply recruitment processes based on strict selection of employees 
who already possess effective coping resources. At the extreme they might choose 
not to recruit employees with potential WFC (e.g., mothers of young children). 
Organizations adopting the individual perspective might offer employees several 
family-friendly programs, but simultaneously convey a hidden message, that if you 
take advantage of these programs you should not expect "to get ahead". 

In other cases organizations may well recognize that to "manage the situ- 
ation" is part of their obligation. Assuming an optimal level of coping resources, 
it is critical that organizational supports be "tailor-made". Organizational surveys 
might serve to single out coping activities used by employees to deal with a vari- 
ety of work and family stressors, by identifying individual differences. The need 
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for training courses or organizational change could then be determined. If needed, 
organizational or training interventions could then be developed and initiated to 
help individuals identify, and thereafter intensify, the use of adaptive coping strate- 
gies in light of situational and individual differences (Havlovic & Keenan, 1991). 

THE COMPLEMENTARY MODEL 

The complementary model for understanding the mutual interrelationships 
between personal coping and organizational supports on decreasing WFC posits 
that "more is better", with an explicit linearity in the relationship. Rather than 
assuming an optimal level of coping resources, as in the compensatory model, this 
model assumes that the maximal level of resources is better for decreasing WFC. 
This perspective moves from a traditional, schismogenic, either/or approach to a 
both/and approach, making it possible to see management of WFC in genuinely 
new ways. The responsibility for coping with WFC relies equally on both constitu- 
encies: the organization as well as the employee. Organizations and employees alike 
understand their facilitative role in employees' coping with WFC. Organizations 
commit themselves to developing a wide range of family-friendly policies, ben- 
efits, and services; while employees are obligated to developing effective personal 
coping strategies for decreasing WFC. Each of those constituencies contributes 
independently and additively to balancing the work and family domains.Yet pre- 
cisely because the two constituencies act independently, it is important to explain 
why each party will be motivated to do its best and invest in mitigating the con- 
flict rather than "wait and see" what the other constituency does. 

Several practical consequences of the complementary perspective for organ- 
izations and employees emerge. This both/and approach assumes the maximal 
level of required coping resources. Therefore, organizations that offer employees 
family-friendly programs also might convey a powerful message that it is legit- 
imate for employees to use them, thereby assimilating a family-friendly culture 
(Thompson, Beauvais & Lyness, 1999). In their research on disabled employees' 
willingness to seek and utilize assistance, Baldridge and Veiga (2001) emphasized 
the role of supporting culture in shaping employees' assessments of image cost, 
anticipated compliance and appropriateness. Hence, the organizational benefits of 
family-friendly supports will be realized because organizations' cultures support 
their use. Organizations' provision of family-friendly initiatives does not lessen 
employees' responsibility for coping. On the contrary, organizations communicate 
a clear message to employees that to "manage the situation" is also part of their 
obligation. In sum, the complementary approach integrates supportive values with 
employees' autonomy and self-reliance. The possible price of taking the comple- 
mentary both/and approach might be a waste of resources. Independent invest- 
ment by both organization and employees in decreasing WFC might cause the 
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organization to provide programs which are not tailor-made but are incompatible 
with its employees' unique and diverse needs. 

THE SPIRAL MODEL 

The spiral model for understanding the interrelationship of personal cop- 
ing and organizational supports on easing WFC posits that each constituency's 
resources nurture the other's, leading to continuous improvement in the balance 
of the work and family domains. This model (see Figure 15.1) represents a shift 
from a linear conception, characterizing the complementary model, to one that 
emphasizes the dynamic, fluid, and progressive nature of the interaction between 
the organization and the employee. 

The spiral model uses a cyclical approach to develop increasing coping 
resources culminating in incremental stages. It starts with an organization that 
offers its employees an extensive range of family-friendly policies, benefits, and 
services; these are coupled with a facilitating work culture that grants employees 
legitimacy to utilize these supports. This leads directly to lower levels of WFC. 
The spiral model assumes that besides the organization, the employee too takes 
an active role in the coping process; working in a family-friendly environment 
empowers employees to take responsibility for their conflict, being provided with 
available resources to devise their own coping strategies. This in turn enhances the 
family-friendly culture further by strengthening employees' perceptions regard- 
ing the importance of family-friendly integration issues in the organization. This 
cyclical process continues by feeding forward organizations and employees persist- 
ently to elaborate their repertoire for coping. 

Decreased 
WFC 

Individual l Organizational 
coping efforts coping efforts 

Figure 15.1 The spiral model 
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How does this spiral model work? How can an organization's family-friendly 
supports generate personal coping strategies among its employees? We suggest that 
employees bring personal characteristics, values, and belief~ to their work and family 
encounters (Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2007), as well as earlier experiences (e.g., 
special training in coping with WFC, experience as employees, parents, and spouses), 
which help shape their individual coping behavior during the encounter.Yet organ- 
izational family-friendly supports, more particularly, where they are embedded in 
supportive family-friendly culture (Thompson et al., 1999; Veiga et al., 2004) can 
further shape these behaviors and create relatively homogeneous behaviors among 
employees in a specific organization. Two arguments for the mechanism described 
above underlie this premise: (a) the managerial argument (Borucki & Burke, 1999); 
and (b) the fit argument (Smith-Crowe, Burke & Landis, 2003). 

The managerial argument maintains that societal and organizationally supportive 
values will bring about particular types of general and management practices; these 
in turn will influence employees' perceptions of the work environment and their 
behaviors; ultimately, individual behaviors will directly impact organizational func- 
tioning (Borucki & Burke, 1999). For example, we expect personal coping behaviors 
to flourish in organizations where the behaviors are supported and even rewarded, 
and where resources are directed to training and improving employees' coping skills. 

The 'fit" argument suggests that people strive to harmonize with their environ- 
ment (Smith-Crowe et al., 2003). To achieve this, they seek information on proper 
behavior from their surroundings. Therefore, when the organization-promoted 
climate is explicit, and organizational policies, benefits, and services are directly 
aligned with it, people will identify and recognize what is important and display 
more role-fit behaviors (Burke, Borucki & Hurley, 1992). Specifically, if an organi- 
zation has family-friendly programs (and culture) employees will presumably strive 
to display such coping behaviors by utilizing those programs, or by applying their 
learned coping knowledge and skills to their job. 

This spiral perspective conveys several practical consequences for organiza- 
tions and employees. First, like the complementary model, both constituencies, the 
organization and the employee, take an active role in lessening WFC. But unlike 
that model, this one emphasizes the interdependency of the organizations and 
the employees' acts, mutually feeding forward continuous elaboration of coping 
capacity. Hence, in contrast to the complementary approach, where joint efforts 
by the organization and the employees might waste resources, the practical out- 
come of the spiral model might lead to synergism in resource exploitation. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND PRACTICE 

Coping with WFC presents a mounting challenge for organizations 
and employees alike. A growing number of organizations have implemented 
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family-friendly programs to meet the needs of today's workforce, yet employees 
apparently hesitate to use them unless they are embedded in a supportive family- 
friendly culture (Veiga et al., 2004; Thompson et al., 1999). Many jobs are not 
suitable for alternative arrangements, like job sharing. Often the ability to cope 
with the stress arising from the simultaneous demands of work and family is also 
a function of the capabilities of the individual (Burley, 1994). Nevertheless, as our 
review shows, employees do not necessarily utilize the coping strategies that are 
most effective for easing their WFC. Moreover, the effectiveness of each strategy 
is contingent upon personal characteristics (e.g., gender, values, and experience), 
workplace characteristics (e.g., organizational role, job structure), and societal con- 
text (culture, developed versus developing countries). It is important to match the 
person (attitudes, values) with the preferred coping strategy. 

As our review implies, despite the recent interest in examining coping with 
WFC authors have typically adopted either a personal perspective, identifying 
the individual coping strategies for reducing WFC (e.g., Hall, 1972; Lazarus & 
Folkman, 1984) or an organizational perspective, identifying organizational poli- 
cies, benefits, and services allowing employees to manage the conflict (Veiga et al. 
2004;Thompson et al., 1999). Moreover, each perspective has focused on different 
types of outcomes. While research based on the organizational perspective typi- 
cally has been focused on the impact of the conflict on organizational outcomes 
such as performance, commitment, or absenteeism, studies adopting an individual 
perspective have typically been concerned with personal outcomes such as well- 
being, satisfaction, depression, and health. 

The present chapter contributed to the literature by delineating three 
optional models, the compensatory, the complementary, and the spiral, to com- 
bine the mutual effects of individual coping strategies and organizational family- 
friendly supports in WFC. The compensatory model suggests an either/or rela- 
tionship between the organization's and the employee's efforts in decreasing WFC; 
the complementary model posits a both/and relationships; the spiral model over- 
comes the drawbacks of these two models and suggests a synergetic relationship 
between the organization and the employee in coping with WFC. 

The conceptualization of these integrative models sets out a rich agenda 
for future research. First, although our discussion of the suggested models hinted 
at the superiority of the spiral model for decreasing WFC, empirical research is 
still needed to support this assertion. Studies should examine whether the spiral 
model is in fact the superior one or whether the effectiveness of each model is 
context-specific, namely each model best fits specific circumstances. Moreover, it 
is important that empirical research identify the facilitating as well as the inhibit- 
ing antecedents that allow the effective models to flourish. Second, the integra- 
tive perspective may shift the focus to examining individual and organizational 
outcomes simultaneously in a single research framework. Research should also 
focus on whether the individual and the organizational perspectives have different 



282 Handbook of Work-Family Integration 

outcomes; empirical intervention research should try to determine whether a 
choice has to be made between personal outcomes such as well-being and organ- 
izational outcomes such as productivity, or whether it is possible to obtain an all- 
encompassing well-being and productivity-promoting system. 

R E F E R E N C E S  

Adams, E.W. (1965). Elements of a theory of inexact measurement. Philosophy of Science, 32, 205-228. 
Allen, T. D. (2001). Family-supportive work environments: The role of organizational perceptions. 

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58, 414-435. 
Aryee, S., Luk,V., Leung, A. & Lo, S. (1999). Role stressors, interrole conflict, and well-being: The mod- 

erating influence of spousal support and coping behaviors among employed parents in Hong Kong. 
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54, 259-278. 

Bailyn, L. (1997). The impact of corporate culture on work-family integration. In S. Parasurman & 
J. H. Greenhaus (eds), Integrating Work and Family: Challenges and Choices for a Changing World 
(pp. 209-219).Westport, CT: Quorum/Greenwood. 

Baldridge, D. C. & Veiga, J. F. (2001). Toward a greater understanding of the willingness to request an 
accommodation: Can requesters' beliefs disable the Americans with the Disabilities Act? Academy of 
Management Review, 26, 85-99. 

Bakes, B. B., Briggs, T. E., Huff, J. W., Wright, J. A. & Neuman, G.A. (1999). Flexible and compressed 
workweek schedules: A meta-analysis of their effects on work-related criteria. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 84, 496-513. 

Baltes, B. B. & Heydens-Gahir, H. A. (2003). Reduction of work-family conflict through the use of 
selection, optimization, and compensation behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 1005-1018. 

Behson, S. J. (2002). Coping with family-to-work conflict: The role of informal work accommoda- 
tions to family. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 7, 324-341. 

Behson, S.J. (2005). The relative contribution of formal and informal organizational work- family sup- 
port.Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66, 487-500. 

Bernas, K. H. & Major, D. A. (2000). Contributors to stress resistance: Testing a model of women's 
work-family conflict. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 24, 170-178. 

Beutell, N. J, & Greenhaus, J. H. (1982). Interrole conflict among married women: The influence of 
husband and wife characteristics on conflict and coping behavior.Journal of Vocational Behavior, 21, 
99-110. 

Bhagat, R. S., Allie, S. M. & Ford, D. L. (1995). Coping with stressful life events: An empirical analysis. 
In R. Crandall & E L. Perrewe (eds), Occupational Stress:A Handbook (pp. 93-112).Washington, DC: 
Taylor & Francis. 

Borucki, C. C. & Burke, M.J. (1999). An examination of service-related antecedents to retail store per- 
formance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 943-962. 

Burke, M.J., Borucki, C. C. & Hurley, A. E. (1992). Reconceptualizing psychological climate in a retail 
service environment: A multiple-stakeholder perspective.Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 717-729. 

Burley, K. (1994). Gender differences and similarities in coping responses to anticipated work-family 
conflict. Psychological Reports, 74, 115-123. 

Carlson, D. S. & Perrewe, P. L. (1999). The role of social support in the stressor-strain relationship: An 
examination of work-family conflict.Journal of Management, 25, 513-540. 

Clark, S. C. (2001).Work cultures and work/family balance.Journal of Vocational Behavior, 58, 348-365. 
Dwyer, D.J. & Fox, M. L. (2000).The moderating role of hostility in the relationship between enriched 

jobs and health. Academy of Management Journal, 43,1086-1096. 



Coping with Work-Family Conflict 283 

Eby, L.T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C. & Brinley, A. (2005). Work and family research in 
IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (1980-2002).Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
66, 124-197. 

Folkman, S. & Lazarus, R. S. (1985). If it changes it must be a process: Study of emotion and coping 
during three stages of a college examination.Journal of Personality and Social-Psychology, 48, 150-170. 

Folkman, S. & Lazarus, R. S. (1988). The relationship between coping and emotion: Implications for 
theory and research. Social Science and Medicine, 26, 309-317. 

Folkman, S. & Moskowitz, J. T. (2004). Coping: Pitfalls and promise. Annual Review of Psychology, 55, 
745-774. 

Frone, M. 1L., Russell, M. & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Prevalence of work and family conflict: Are work 
and family boundaries asymmetrically permeable? Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13, 723-729. 

Glass, J. L. & Finley, A. (2002). Coverage and effectiveness of family-responsive workplace policies. 
Human Resource Management Review, 12, 313-337. 

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

Grover, S. L. & Crooker, K.J. (1995). Who appreciates family-responsive human resource policies: The 
impact of family-friendly policies on the organizational attachment of parents and non-parents. 
Personnel Psychology, 48, 271-288. 

Hall, D.T. (1972).A model of coping with role conflict:The role behavior of college educated women. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 17, 471-489. 

Hammer, L. B. & Barbera, K. M. (1997). Towards an integration of alternative work. Human Resource 
Planning, 20, 28-36. 

Hammer, L. B., Neal, M. B., Newsom, J. T., Brockwood, K.J. & Colton, C. L. (2005). A longitudinal 
study of the effects of dual-career couples on the utilization of family-friendly workplace supports 
on work and family outcomes.Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 799-810. 

Havlovic, S. J. & Keenan, J. R (1991). Coping with work stress: The influence of individual differences. 
Journal of Social Behavior and Personality, 6, 199-212. 

Kaitz, M. (1985). Role conflict resolution for women with infants. Birth Psychology Bulletin, 6, 10-20. 
Kanter, L. H. (1977). Can women think? Transactional Analysis Journal, 7, 251-252. 
Kirchmeyer, C. (1993). Non-work to work spillover: A more balanced view of the experiences and 

coping of professional women and men. Sex Roles, 28, 531-552. 
Koeske, G. E, Kirk, S.A. & Koeske, R. D. (1993). Coping with job stress:Which strategies work best? 

Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 66,1-17. 
Kofodimos, J. R. (1995) Beyond Work-family Programs: Confronting and Resolving the Underlying Causes of 

Work-Personal Life Conflict. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership. 
Kossek, E. E. & Nichol,V. (1992).The effects of on-site child care on employee attitudes and perform- 

ance. Personnel Psychology, 45, 485-509. 
Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion and Adaptation. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Lazarus, R. S. & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, Appraisal and Coping. New York: Springer. 
Lewis, S. & Cooper, C. L. (1999). The work-family research agenda in changing contexts. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 4, 382-393. 
Lobel, S. A. & Kossek, E. E. (1996). Human resource strategies to support diversity in work and per- 

sonal lifestyles: Beyond the "family friendly" organization. In E. E. Kossek & S. A. Lobel (eds), 
Managing Diversity: Human Resource Strategies for Transforming the Workplace (pp. 221-243). Cambridge, 
MA: Blackwell. 

Matsui, T., Ohsawa, T. & Onglatco, M. (1995). Work-family conflict and the stress buffering effects 
of husband support and coping behavior among Japanese married working women. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 47, 178-192. 

Milkovich, G.T. & Gomez, L.T. (1976). Day care and selected employee work behaviors. Academy of 
Management Journal, 19, 11-115. 



284  Handbook of Work-Family Integration 

Miller, S. (1997). The role of a juggler. In S. Parasuraman & J. Greenhaus (eds), Integrating Work and 
Family: Challenges and Choices for a Changing World (pp. 38-47).Westpoint, CT: Quorum Books. 

Neal, M. I3., Chapman, N.J., Ingersoll-Dayton, 13. & Emlen, A.C. (1993). Balancing Work and Care-giving 
for Children, Adults, and Elders. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Parasuraman, S., Greenhaus, J. H. & Granrose, C. S. (1992). Role stressors, social support, and well- 
being among two-career couples.Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13, 339-356. 

Parasuraman, S. & Simmers, C. A. (2001). Type of employment, work-family conflict and well-being: 
A comparative study.Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22, 551-568. 

Pearlin, L. I. & Schooler, C. (1978).The structure of coping.Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 19, 2-21. 
Perry-Smith, J. E. & Blum, T. C. (2000). Work-family human resource bundles and perceived organiza- 

tional performance. Academy of Management Journal, 43,1107-1117. 
Pierce, J. L., Newstrom, J. W., Dunham, R. B. & 13arber, A. E. (1989). Alternative Work Schedules. Boston: 

Allyn & Bacon. 
Powell, G. N. & Graves, L. M. (2003). Women and Men in Management (3rd edn). Thousand Oaks, 

CA: Sage. 
Pratt, M. G. & Rosa, J. A. (2003). Transforming work-family conflict into commitment in network 

marketing organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 395-418. 
Quick, J. C. & Quick, J. D. (2004). Healthy, happy, productive worker: A leadership challenge. 

Organizational Dynamics, 33, 329-337. 
Quick, J. C., Quick, J. D., Nelson, D. L. & Hurrell, J. j. Jr. (1997). Preventive Stress Management in 

Organizations.Washington DC: American Psychological Association. 
Reynolds, J. (2003).You can't always get the hours you want: Mismatches between actual and preferred 

work hours in the U. Social Forces, 81, 1171-1199. 
Riley, E & McCloskey, D.W. (1997). Telecommuting as a response to helping people balance work and 

family. In S. Parasurman & J. H. Greenhaus (eds), Integrating Work and Family: Challenges and Choices 
for a Changing World (pp. 133-142).Westport, CT: Quorum/Greenwood. 

Robinson, S. L. (1996). Trust and breach of the psychological contract. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
41,574-599. 

P, otondo, D. M., Carlson, D. S. & Kincaid, J. E (2003). Coping with multiple dimensions of work-family 
conflict. Personnel Review, 32, 275-296. 

Rousseau, D. M (1998). The "problem" of the psychological contract considered. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 19, 665-671. 

Scandura, T. A. & Lankau, M.J. (1997). Relationships of gender, family responsibility and flexible work 
hours to organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 18, 
377-391. 

Schaufeli, W. ]3. (2004). The future of occupational health psychology. Applied Psychology:An International 
Review, 53, 502-517. 

Scheck, C. L., Kinicki, A. J. & Davy, J. A. (1997). Testing the mediating process between work stressors 
and subjective well-being. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 50, 96-123. 

Siegrist, J. & Klein, D. (1990) Occupational stress and cardiovascular reactivity in blue-collar workers. 
Work and Stress, 4, 295-304. 

Smith-Crowe, K., Burke, M.J. & Landis, R. S. (2003). Organizational climate as a moderator of safety 
knowledge-safety performance relationships. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24, 861-876 

Somech, A. & Drach-Zahavy, A. (2006). How to balance work-family conflict: Towards context- 
specific coping strategy taxonomy. Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management, Atlanta. 

Somech, A. & Drach-Zahavy, A. (Forthcoming 2007). Strategies for coping with work-family conflict: 
The distinctive relationships of gender-role ideology.Journal of Health Psychology. 

Thomas, L.T. & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on work and family 
conflict and strain: A control perspective'J~ of Appliecl Psychology, 80, 6-15. 



Coping with Work-Family Conflict 285 

Thompson, C. A., Beauvais, L. L. & Lyness, K. S. (1999). When work-family benefits are not enough: 
The influence of work-family culture on benefit utilization, organizational attachment, and work- 
family conflict. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 54, 392-415. 

Thompson, C. A., Poelmans, S. A.Y., Allen, T. D. & Andreassi, J. K. (Forthcoming 2007). On the impor- 
tance of coping: A model and new directions for research on work and family. In P. L. Perrewe & 
D. C. Ganster (eds), Research in Occupational Stress and We-being, Vol. 6. 

Veiga, J. F., Baldridge, D. C. & Eddelson, K. A. (2004). Toward understanding employee reluctance to 
participate in family-friendly programs. Human Resource Management Review, 14, 337-351. 

Warr, P. (1994). A conceptual framework for the study of work and mental health. Work and Stress, 
8, 84--97. 

Wright, T. A. (2003). Positive organizational behavior: An idea whose time has truly come. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 24, 437-442. 

Wright, T. A. & Cropanzano, R. (2000). Psychological well-being and job satisfaction as predictors of 
job performance.Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5, 84-94. 



' .: ~ :. : �9 .~ ,:~.. . . . . . .  

Social Support and Work-Family Conflict 
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When I am talking about "It Takes a Village," I'm obviously not talking just about 

or even primarily about geographical villages any longer, but about the network of rela- 

tionships and values that do connect us and binds us together. 

Hillary Rodham Clinton 

In this millennium, men and women are confronted with complexities and 
uncertainty which are unprecedented in our society. They are encouraged to reach 
for their dreams and contribute to society in the arts, sciences, and industry, yet 
they are also expected to manage their responsibilities as parents and caregivers. In 
past centuries in most societies, the responsibility of work and family was divided 
by gender, where the men were responsible for the affairs outside of the house and 
the women managed the family affairs. These traditional divisions of labor are no 
longer the status quo. Therefore, men and women in the workplace are faced with 
the added stress of multiple roles and the interface of various domains in their lives. 

In situations characterized by such high intensity of pressure, uncertainty, and 
overload, the need for buffers, coping mechanisms, and support systems increases. 
In collectivistic societies, where the existence of extended family prevails, the natural 
mode of conduct for managing these demands is the active engagement of the fam- 
ily and friends' social support. However, in individualistic societies where adults 
are expected to be self-sufficient and the nuclear family is the unit of society, the pres- 
ence and use of sources of social support is not clear.As our societies become more 
multicultural and roles of parenting and working are not defined by gender, learning 
from across cultures and exploring various effective strategies and mechanisms of 
coping with this complex lifestyle is of great value. Therefore, the importance of social 
support in the lives of working parents and caregivers is the topic of this chapter. 

The following is an example of how in today's society a professional woman 
copes with the multiple demands in her life. In a metropolitan area in the US 20 
years ago, a married woman of 25 had a child, was getting a Ph.D., was working, 
and had a working husband. Many were at awe of how she managed her life as an 
active academician and professional, with many family and civic responsibilities. 
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Her secret was an effective use of her social support network. She decided to live 
where she had a group of five friends who had children of similar age. They cre- 
ated a pact which allowed each to work and care for their children. Each family 
was responsible for childcare one day a week and for cooking food for all families 
once a week. This arrangement provided the children with safe and familiar envi- 
ronments and the families were eating warm, homemade food from different eth- 
nicities every evening. This system continued until the children started elementary 
school. This network of professional families became an extended family of each 
couple and transcended childcare in later years. Not only did this allow them to 
manage both work and care for children, it also created a bond among them. As 
they have gotten older, they have become each others' support in taking care of 
their aging parents and the loss of their parents. 

In this chapter we review the scientific literature to define social support 
and the various sources of support. Subsequently, evidence is presented regard- 
ing the role that social support plays in the work-family interface and its con- 
sequences for the work and nonwork domains of life. Throughout, variances 
attributed to individual differences are also highlighted. 

S O C I A L  S U P P O R T  

The importance of social support in our society is evidenced by the prevalence 
of research on its nature and its role in people's lives.Busy workers with multiple roles, 
who are trying to meet numerous expectations, seem to find refuge in one form of 
support or another through various individuals in their social networks. With the 
number of dual-career families and single parents increasing, the level of stress in 
the typical worker's life is also intensified. The better social support is understood, the 
more guidance and alternatives can be provided to the stressed worker of today. 

Independent of the work-family research, in stress models social support has 
been identified as an important coping mechanism that can reduce the negative 
effects of stressors (Gore, 1987; Kahn & Byosiere, 1991;Thomas & Ganster, 1995). 
Mthough there is no single, accepted definition of social support within the occu- 
pational stress literature, there is growing consensus that social support can come 
from both work and nonwork sources and that this support is primarily in the 
form of either emotional support or instrumental support (Adams, King & King, 
1996; Beehr & McGrath, 1992; Gore, 1987; Kahn & Byosiere, 1991; Kaufmann 
& Beehr, 1986; Thomas & Ganster, 1995). However, the exact nature of the effect 
of social support on strains is unclear (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999; Ganster, Fusilier 
& Mayes, 1986; House, 1981; Kahn & Byosiere, 1991;Thoits, 1982). In the following 
section, presentation of the various definitions of social support is followed by an 
overview of the sources of support and the types of support provided. The use of 
support across gender and ethnicity is briefly discussed particularly as it relates to 
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work-family conflict (WFC). Finally a discussion of the effect of social support on 
work-family and organizational outcomes will follow. 

D E F I N I T I O N S  OF S O C I A L  S U P P O R T  A N D  T H E I R  
R E L A T I O N  T O  W O R K - F A M I L Y  C O N F L I C T  

Gottlieb noted the proliferation of social support definitions or concepts 
when stating, "with each new study a new definition of support surfaces" (1983, 
p. 50). In conjunction with the various definitions, researchers have tailored meas- 
ures to specifically focus on the new definition. However, underlying the various 
concepts of social support, three categories can be identified: social embeddedness, 
enactment of support, and perception of social support (Barrera, 1986). For each 
category various approaches to operationalization and measurement are noted in 
the following section. 

SOCIAL EMBEDDEDNESS OR SOCIAL NETWORK 

The first category has been referred to as social network resources (Vaux & 
Harrison, 1983; Vaux, Phillips, Holly, Thomson, Williams & Stewart, 1986), or 
social embeddedness (Barrera, 1986). Both terms refer to the connections that 
individuals have to significant others in their social environment.The first approach 
to assessing social embeddedness uses broad indicators of the presence of social ties 
(such as marital status, participation in community organizations, and contact with 
friends) as proxies for support. Although these indicators are not direct measures 
of social support, they are used with the rationale that available social ties could 
potentially serve as social support resources (Barrera, 1986). 

The second approach to assess social embeddedness utilizes social network 
analysis. This involves procedures for identifying individuals who have important 
relationships or ties with the focal subject, determined by self-report. Methods 
are employed to characterize the structural properties of networks such as density 
(which identifies the number of network members each member knows), balance 
or reciprocity of the relationship, closeness, complexity, frequency of interaction, 
and the nature of the relationship (e.g., husband, friend) (Barrera, 1986; d' Abbs, 
1982). However, just examining this component is misleading. As Wellman (1981) 
pointed out, when social network analysis identifies important social relationships, 
it is erroneous to assume that all such linkages involve the provisions of social 
support. Furthermore, not all linkages are voluntary, such as a possible relationship 
between two co-workers. They may rely upon one another for business purposes; 
however their "twosome" is not necessarily reciprocal or egalitarian. Finally, most 
social network analysis research restricts the examination to important relation- 
ships, ignoring the variability of the strength of supportive ties (Wellman, 1981). 
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SUPPORT ENACTMENT 

This conceptualization of support involves actions that others perform 
when they render assistance to a focal person, known as enacted support (Barrera, 
1986; Tardy, 1985). These specific supportive acts (Vaux et al., 1983;Vaux et al., 
1986) were referred to as "enacted" support (Tardy, 1985) to distinguish them 
from "available" support that is measured by scales of perceived availability and 
even some measures of social embeddedness. Measures of enacted social support 
complement other measures by assessing what individuals actually do when they 
provide support (Barrera, 1986). Many of the typologies of social support are 
focused on these specific supportive acts. These acts could include childcare, or 
career advice, or they could include carefully listening to a person's troubles and 
sympathizing with their challenges or being joyful for their achievements. 

PERCEIVED SOCIAL SUPPORT 

This involves a subjective appraisal of support (Vaux et al., 1983; Vaux 
et al., 1986) and characterizes social support as the cognitive appraisal of being 
connected to others. In other words, there is a perception or belief that one is 
cared for, involved, respected, and has one's social needs met by others (Vaux et al., 
1986). This is the most commonly used measure of support in research. 

Measures of perceived social support incorporate two dimensions: perceived 
availability and adequacy of supportive ties (Holahan & Moos, 1981; Procidano 
& Heller, 1983; Turner et al., 1983). The goal is to capture the individual's belief 
that support would be available or accessible if it was needed or to character- 
ize an environment as helpful or cohesive (Barrera, 1986). The availability of sup- 
portive ties includes looking at the number of ties in a social network and the 
frequency of contact with network members (Wellman, 1981). Some instruments 
focus solely on the perceived adequacy or satisfaction with support, as an alterna- 
tive indicator of perceived support (e.g., Barrera, 1981; Sarason, Levine, Basham 
& Sarason, 1983). Although an important subjective appraisal, support satisfaction 
is a limited representation of the support appraisal construct (Vaux et al., 1986). 

THE C O N T E N T  OF S U P P O R T  

The above conceptualization of social support concentrated on the general 
nature of support. Some researchers have focused on the content of support, that is, 
the nature of what the support involves. The typologies proposed range from a sim- 
ple duality of instrumental and emotional support (Pattison, 1977) to a categorization 
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that encompasses four categories--directive guidance, nondirective support, positive 
social interaction, and tangible assistance (Barrera & Ainlay, 1983). However, com- 
mon amongst the various typologies are the two main dimensions proposed early 
on by Pattison (1977)--instrumental support and emotional support. While differ- 
ent researchers have attached different labels, this duality of instrumental (i.e., tan- 
gible support) and socioemotional support has received empirical validation (King, 
Mattimore, King & Adams, 1995). Instrumental support is characterized by render- 
ing of actual assistance, for example loaning mone~; babysitting, or help with a task. 
Emotional support is exemplified by sympathetic and caring behaviors. 

SOURCES OF SUPPORT 

Underlying all discussions of social support, emotional or instrumental, is 
the issue of the source of support; from whom is the focal person receiving the 
support? This is certainly an important question because different populations may 
rely on or benefit from different sources of support to different extents (Procidano 
& Heller, 1983). 

For a working professional, it is well established that support can come 
from both work and nonwork sources (e.g.,Adams et al., 1996; Beehr, 1995; King 
et al., 1995). The distinct sources that have been endorsed by many investigators 
are the supervisor, co-workers, and friends or family (e.g., Caplan, Cobb, French, 
Harrison & Pinneau, 1975; Kaufmann & Beehr, 1985; King et al., 1995), as well 
as support from the organization (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002) through policies 
and programs available. 

WORK-RELATED SOURCES 

The results of the studies on the relationship between support from work 
sources, such as supervisor/superior and co-workers, and stress have reached 
contradictory conclusions. Co-workers can provide social support by acting 
as confidants and giving advice about stressful work situations. They also pro- 
vide information and help with work issues directly (Buunk &Verhoeven, 1991; 
Henderson & Argyle, 1985). The support received can reduce the stress directly 
or serve as a buffer. Work relationships may, however, in themselves be a source 
of stress (Argyle & Henderson, 1985; Buunk & Verhoeven, 1991).With supervi- 
sors and colleagues, a professional relationship exists in which individuals may not 
feel free to disclose feelings that might make them appear incompetent. In this 
situation, receiving help may increase stress as it threatens self-esteem and possible 
feelings of indebtedness on the part of the recipient (Buunk &Verhoeven, 1991; 
Hatfield & Sprecher, 1983). Recently, Hammer, Kossek, Zimmerman and Daniels 



292 Handbook of Work-Family Integration 

(2007) presented a multilevel conceptual model representing a system of support 
that is provided and perceived within the workplace. 

Another area of literature that has focused on perceived social support 
related to the workplace is the research related to perceived organizational sup- 
port (POS). This construct measures an employee's perception of the organiza- 
tion's instrumental support in their development and well-being (Eisenberger, 
Huntington, Hutchison & Sowa, 1986). Parallel to this construct, a measure of 
perceived supervisory support (PSS) was also developed (Kottke & Sharafinski, 
1988). This defines the global perception of employees regarding the degree to 
which their supervisors value their contributions and care about their well-being 
(Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski & Rhoades, 2002). Similar to 
PSS, the measurement of leader member exchange (LMX) is a measure of lead- 
ership supportive behavior. Although theoretically LMX refers to the quality of 
the exchange in a leader-employee dyad, based on emotional support and the 
exchange of valued resources (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), it is measured in terms 
of the subordinate's perception of the leader's instrumental support and loyalty. 

Although the supervisor acts as an agent of the organization, the supervisor 
and the organization should not be considered synonymous with one another. 
Therefore, it is important to the measurement of supervisor support that an 
employee is able to discriminate between the supervisor and the organization 
as sources of support. In other words, these must be perceived as two separate 
sources of support. In a study examining the construct validities of POS and PSS, 
Hutchinson (1997) found that the POS measure provided a unidimensional con- 
struct that is unique from PSS. Additionally, he also reported that POS provided 
a unique contribution to outcome measures from that of PSS.A study byYoon and 
Lim (1999) also reported factor analytic evidence confirming the distinctiveness 
of supervisor support from organizational support. Correspondingly, Rhoades and 
Eisenberger (2002) in their meta-analysis reported a moderate relationship between 
supervisor support and POS. These studies provide evidence that employees 
distinguish between supervisors as support agents of the organization and the 
organization itself. In addition, Hammer et al. (2007) recently developed a more 
comprehensive supervisory behavior measure. The family supportive supervisory 
behavior (FSSB) focused on the supervisor's supportive behaviors to assist in cre- 
ating work-family balance within the life of an employee. 

Co-worker support is a relatively new concept, following the research that 
supervisors are agents of support. Researchers in this area have recognized the fact 
that support from co-workers also would impact organizational outcomes (Ladd 
& Henry, 2000; Sherony & Green, 2000;Yoon & Lira, 1999). The construct and 
measure have been developed based on the content of the existing constructs for 
perceived supervisor support and leader member exchange. 

Perceived co-worker support (PCS) (Ladd & Henry, 2000) is a construct 
similar to perceived supervisor support and perceived organizational support; that 
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is, PCS is the global belief employees have regarding the degree to which their 
co-workers value their contributions and care about their well-being (Ladd & 
Henry, 2000). At the same time this research also substantiates that employees are 
able to distinguish co-workers from other sources of support. Research in this area 
provided evidence of a moderate positive correlation between co-worker support 
and organizational support (Ladd & Henry, 2000;Yoon & Lim, 1999). In addition, 
this same research also reported factor analytic evidence of perceived co-worker 
support and perceived organizational support that indicated a clear distinction 
between the measurements of the two constructs. 

Recently, there has been some investigation of the role of co-worker support 
in the work-family literature (see Warner, Slan-Jerusalim & Korabik, 2007, for a 
review). Co-worker support has been found to have significant effects on WFC in 
some studies, but to have no direct effect in others (Warner et al., 2007).These mixed 
results could be due to the way that co-worker support has been measured. Because 
there is currently no existing measure of perceived co-worker support specifically 
for work-family issues, general measures, like the PCS, have been used. 

NONWORK-RELATED SOURCES 

Social support from family has received less attention than work-related 
sources of social support in organizational stress literature (Adams et al., 1996). 
Most of the studies have operationalized nonwork support sources as a combined 
reference to "family and friends" and have focused on family-related stress (Adams 
et al., 1996). Social support from family and friends has been more strongly asso- 
ciated with general health and well-being and moderately associated with work- 
related strains. Family social support has been found to reduce the experience of 
stress in the family domain, such as marital-related stress (Bernas & Major, 2000; 
Phillips-Miller, Campbell & Morrison, 2000). In one study that did examine non- 
work sources of social support separately, Kaufmann and Beehr (1989) reported 
that emotional support from family and friends was significantly related to job 
satisfaction, boredom, and depression. Family members have a unique opportunity 
to provide both emotional and instrumental support to the worker outside of the 
work environment (Adams et al., 1996). 

WORK AND FAMILY SUPPORT ACROSS DOMAINS 

Past research has generally studied the effect of within domain support for 
reducing the stress in that domain (e.g., Kauffmann & Bheer, 1986). However, it 
has also been noted that supportive ties in one domain may be those from which a 
person needs support in another domain (Wellman, 1981), such as utilizing support 
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from co-workers for family issues or family support for work issues. As an illustra- 
tive example, an employee may come to work and seek advice or guidance from 
co-workers about a problem at home. Reciprocally, an employee may go home 
and vent to their spouse about issues at work.Anecdotally, this seems to be a com- 
mon phenomenon, yet it is not well researched. 

In response to this void, several studies have been conducted on the effect 
of received support or perceived support from work-related sources to assist 

with work-family conflict (Allen, 2001; Antani & Ayman, 2004; Casper, Martin, 
Boufardi & Erdwins, 2002; Hammer  Neal, Newson, Brockwood & Colton, 2005; 

O'Driscoll et al., 2003). Except for Hammer  et al. (2005) and Hammer  et al. 

(2007), in most of these studies variations on Eisenberger et al.'s (1986) perceived 
organizational support measure were used. Allen (2001) adjusted the POS meas- 
ure to focus on assisting work-family balance. Additionally, Hammer et al. (2007) 
included support received from the supervisor. Also, in their study Hammer  et al. 
(2005) operationalized organizational support as both available and used. 

Antani and Ayman (2004) examined both the domain-specific and the cross- 
domain instrumental and emotional support that was received from various work 
and nonwork sources. Thus, in their investigations respondents were asked to iden- 
tify the sources that had provided support both within and across the domain from 

which the conflict or stress was occurring. Furthermore, for each domain, work, or 

family, statements were presented to respondents that were either instrumental or 
emotional in nature for that domain. For example, an instrumental support item for 
the work domain was, "When my job gets demanding, I can count on extra work 
responsibilities to be taken care of by .... "An example of an emotional support item 
for the work domain was, "I receive encouragement about my work and career 
from..." An example of an instrumental support item for the family domain was, "I 
get help with the daffy details of running a house from .. ." Finally, an example of an 
emotional support item for the family domain was, "When I am upset about family 
and friends, concern is expressed by . . ."There were two or three items for each of 
these types of support and domains resulting in a total of 17 statements. 

The respondents identified the sources from whom they received support 

for each of these 17 items or stems. The sources included in the study were super- 
visor, co-workers, family, and friends. Ratings of the frequency of received support 
were made on a scale ranging from 1 to 5, where 1 = never, 5 = always and "not 

applicable" was coded as 0. An advantage of this measure is that the sources can 
be varied based on the culture of the respondents, but the item stems can stay the 
same. Furthermore, the items represented both types of support and support for 
both domains in a symmetrical format. This allows for an empirical examination 
of the similarities and differences of support for the two domains and the effects 
of various sources. 

Anatani and Ayman's (2004) results indicated that the greatest use of support 
was from family members for both work and nonwork domain issues. Surprisingly, 
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they also found that the more workers received support from their supervisors for 
family domain issues and the more they received support from their co-workers 
for work domain issues, the higher their family interference with work conflict 
(F!W). Because their data were concurrent in nature, the direction of causality is 
unclear. Therefore, one possible explanation is that when supervisors provide sup- 
port for family issues and co-workers provide support for work issues, the fact that 
their families are interfering with their work lives is more salient to the workers 
who are receiving the support. Alternatively, it could be that when workers are 
experiencing stress at home (i.e., greater FIW) they look to their supervisors to 
make allowances for their family problems and to their co-workers to help them 
manage their work. An example of this would be a man who is experiencing a 
family situation (e.g., a divorce, or a child or spouse with a serious illness) that 
interferes with his ability to cope with his job responsibilities (i.e., high levels of 
FIW). As a result, his supervisor may provide support by being understanding of 
his family situation and his co-workers may provide support by helping with his 
workload. The more support the man receives, the more salient his family situation 
and how it is interfering with his work life will be to him, leading him to report 
high levels of FIW. 

I N D I V I D U A L  D I F F E R E N C E S  A N D  SOCIAL 
S U P P O R T  

Studies examining individual differences and social support are very few. 
The results of these studies have shown that regardless of the type of social sup- 
port, the differences due to the person's gender and ethnicity are very small. 
However, the subtle differences often do have practical and meaningful implica- 
tions. For example, Antani and Ayman (2004), similar to Griffin, Amodeo, Clay, 
Fassler and Ellis (2006), found that white and African-American women did not 
significantly differ in the family support for family issues they received. However, 
within the family domain, African-American women reported significantly less 
social support from their co-workers, supervisor, and friends. Although neither 
group reported high frequency of support for family issues from these sources, 
white women were more likely to report support from these sources than African- 
American women. The effect of ethnicity on social support, therefore, seems to 
depend on the source of support and the domain in which support is received, 
further demonstrating the complexity of the construct. 

Additionally, social values seem to play a role in the use of and experience 
with social support. Values and competencies such as low technical competency, 
exchange orientation, gender-role orientation, and dependence/independence have 
been studied to differentiate cultural and gender differences in preference for sup- 
port. For example, in situations of limited competency or access to technological 
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support and assistance, instrumental support is more appreciated (Pine, Ben-Ari, 
Utas & Larson, 2002). Also, Buunk, JanDoosje, Jans and Hopstaken (1993) con- 
cluded that individuals with a high exchange orientation were least happy when 
they did not receive social support. However, low exchange oriented individuals 
were not affected by the support they received. Similarly, Bheer, Farmer, Glazer, 
Gudanowski and Nair (2003) found that individuals high on femininity reported 
more strain and stress than those who were low on femininity. However, they con- 
cluded that if the stress emanates from the same source as the support, then per- 
haps the type of support becomes more relevant. To clarify this further, the findings 
of Nagurney, Reich and Newson (2004) showed that men with a high desire for 
independence responded negatively to social support, whereas women, regardless 
of their desire for independence or dependence, responded positively to support. 
Therefore, groups of individuals who are independent and noncommunal seem to 
benefit less from social support, in contrast to those who are communal. Those 
who are independent may even feel stressed when they receive support. 

In the family domain, there is a general belief that wives receive less support 
than husbands. However, empirical evidence provides mixed results. Self-report 
studies show that wives report engaging in more supportive behaviors than hus- 
bands (e.g., Cutrona, 1996, as cited in Neff & Karney, 2005). However, observa- 
tional studies have not shown any gender differences in the skill for providing 
support (e.g., Pasch, Bradbury & Davila, 1997; Roberts & Greenberg, 2002, as 
cited in Neff & Karney, 2005). Neff and Karney (2005) argue that past research, 
particularly observational studies, did not consider the context of the support. 
Examining wives' and husbands' diaries, their results showed that although men 
and women both may know how to give support, wives were better than hus- 
bands in giving support when the husband needed it. This study may be a further 
demonstration of potential gender differences in the ability to notice and respond 
to the subtle cues given by others and the ability to provide support. Nonetheless, 
with dual-career couples, the need for support regarding stress in both domains of 
life is heightened. These gender differences in empathy and timeliness in provid- 
ing support can become a source of further stress. 

T H E  ROLE OF SOCIAL S U P P O R T  IN T H E  
R E L A T I O N S H I P  B E T W E E N  WORK-FAMILY C O N F L I C T  

A N D  ITS O U T C O M E S  

Four models have been identified to explain the role of social support in 
a stress-strain relationship, with a focus on work-family conflict (see Carlson & 
Perrewe, 1999; Cohen & Wills, 1985;Viswesvaran, Sanchez & Fisher, 1999). First, 
social support may act as an antecedent to WFC. Second, social support may act 
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as a direct antecedent to strain. Third, social support may mediate the relationship 
between WFC and strain. Fourth, social support may be a moderator of the rela- 
tionship between WFC and strain. 

The evidence for the direct effect of social support on stress is well substan- 
tiated (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999; Fisher, 1985; Schaubroeck, Cotton & Jennings, 
1989; Sullivan & Bhagat, 1992). Individuals who perceive themselves to have 
strong social support networks, may be less likely to perceive demands in their 
environment as stressors (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Wheaton (1985) also argued that 
support resources are mobilized when stressors are encountered. 

Research suggests that perceived levels of organizational support have a nega- 
tive relationship with WFC (Mien, 2001; Thompson & Pottas, 2005). Specifically, 
Behson (2002) demonstrated that among other organizational activities the percep- 
tion of support from the organization can reduce work interference with family 
(WIF). It should be noted that in O'Driscoll, Poelmans, Spector, Kalliath, Allen, 
Cooper & Sanchez's (2003) study of New Zealand managers, the availability of 
family-friendly organizational policies did not relate to WFC, but perceived support 
did. Furthermore, Adams et al. (1996) demonstrated a reciprocal relationship between 
family support and WFC, where higher levels of WIF increased family support and 
higher levels of family support increased family interference with work (FIW). 

In addition, many studies have shown the direct relationship of social sup- 
port with strains within a domain. For example, studies have shown that perceived 
organizational support is related to high organizational commitment, high satisfac- 
tion, and lower turnover (Eisenberger et al., 2002; Harrick, Vanek & Michlitsch, 
1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Schaffer, Harrison, Gilley & Luk, 2001;Thierry 
& Meijman, 1994; Thompson & Pottas, 2005). Thompson, Jahn, Kopelman and 
Pottas (2004) conducted a longitudinal study, which demonstrated that informal 
organizational family support increased retention possibilities and organizational 
commitment. In another longitudinal study, women were more likely to report 
commitment and intention to stay when they received support from the organiza- 
tion (Martin, Buffardi & Erdwins, 2002). Grover and Crooker (1995) also found 
support for relationships between organizational family support and higher com- 
mitment and lower intention to quit among employees; they further mentioned that 
the relationship found was stronger for intention to quit than for commitment. 

On the other hand, in O'Driscoll et al.'s (2003) study of New Zealand 
managers, the availability of family-friendly organizational policies did not relate 
to psychological strain, but perceived support did. Additionally, Baruch-Feldman, 
Brondolo, Ben-Dayan and Schwartz (2002) found that organizational family 
support was related to burnout more than to job satisfaction and productivity, 
whereas supervisor support was more related to job satisfaction and productiv- 
ity than to burnout. This array of results, although overall demonstrating a strong 
relationship between support and strain, also presents evidence that variance in 
the definition of each variable may or may not substantiate this relationship. 
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In summary, there is evidence that, overall, social support is strongly related 
to decreased strain and WFC and that WFC is positively related to strain. Due to 
this, there are two potential mediating models that could be considered. In Frone, 
Yardley and Markel's (1997) integrative model, social support was identified as a 
precursor to WFC. However, most empirical research on the relationship between 
social support and WFC has primarily been concurrent, so the direction of this 
relationship is not clear.With this in mind, one model could be that social support 
results in lower WFC, which can lead to less strain. An alternative model could 
be that once WFC is experienced, it leads to activation of social support, which 
should reduce strain. To clarify which of these models is more accurate, more lon- 
gitudinal studies are needed. Also, in future studies researchers may want to con- 
sider the measure of social support employed (i.e., use, availability, or satisfaction 
of social support) as each of these may have a different contribution in the role of 
social support in the relationship between WFC and strain. 

The last model to be considered is social support as a moderator of WFC and 
strain. The research on social support as a moderator in the stressor-strain has yielded 
inconsistent results (Ganster, Fusilier & Mayes, 1986; Gore, 1978; LaRocco, House 
& French, 1980;Viswesvaran et al., 1999).Whereas some studies have found moder- 
ating effects (e.g.,Abdul-Halim, 1982;Viswesvaran et al., 1999;Witt & Carlson, 2006), 
others have not (e.g., Carlson & Perrewe, 1999; Ganster, Fusilier & Mayes, 1986; 
Haar, 2004), or have found support for a reverse or opposite moderating effect (e.g., 
Kaufrnann & Beehr, 1986).A reverse moderating effect is found when high levels of 
support exacerbate rather than alleviate the effects of stressors on strains. 

IMPLICATIONS F O R  F U T U R E  R E S E A R C H  A N D  
P R A C T I C E  

In this chapter we have reviewed the existing knowledge on social support 
and its relation to work-family conflict. It was demonstrated that while the posi- 
tion of and nature of the role of social support has been researched, they have not 
been clearly established. Among the many factors it seems that the nature of the 
strain under investigation matters. Three issues seem to govern the study of social 
support and work-family conflict: (1) the role that social support plays; (2) the 
operationalization of support, and (3) the nature of the strain. 

The variety of operationalizations of social support reviewed in this chapter 
reflect its complexity and can also provide a caveat for researchers. In this chapter we 
discussed the potential ways social support can be measured, sources of support, 
and types of support. Thus, the study of the effects only of one source, one type 
or definition of support, or support from and within one domain can be mis- 
leading. Most measures of social support focus on within domain support, such 
as perceived organizational support, or supervisor support for work interference 
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with family and its effect on work-related outcomes. In addition, some of these 
measures focus more on instrumental support rather than on both emotional and 
instrumental support. For example, perceived organizational and supervisor sup- 
port, in addition to being domain specific, are primarily focused on instrumental 
support. This assessment is not a general criticism of the construct of perceived 
organizational or supervisory support, but a demonstration of its limitation when 
used in work-family conflict research. It is important to develop a measure repre- 
senting a mix of sources, domains, and types of support. 

The past studies on social support seem to show higher validity for subjec- 
tive evaluations of support than for objective evaluations (Solomon, Mikulincer & 
Hobfoll, 1987). This may be considered as evidence that subjective measures are 
more effective. However, from a phenomenological perspective, it can be inferred 
that scholars are relying heavily on same source data, where the information about 
the social support evaluation and the experience of work- family conflict is gath- 
ered from the same person. Such studies would result in evidence of inflated rela- 
tionships amongst variables. 

Although multisource studies are ideal, in research related to stress and social 
support another option is to use more than one definition of support. For exam- 
ple, it could be that a number of support sources can relate to perceived support 
that together predict lower experience of work-family conflict. This added infor- 
mation can assist in development of the concept and implementation. 

In addition, we recommend that the measure of social support used in WFC 
focuses specifically on support for work-family balance. Moreover, items from 
sources in both the work and nonwork domains should be represented. This will 
allow testing the fluidity of or rigidity of domain boundaries providing social sup- 
port. In addition to representing both domains, the items should have a balance of 
emotional and instrumental support for each of these domains.Antani and Ayman 
(2004) have designed such an instrument to assess received support as explained 
earlier in this chapter. They were able to partially validate this measure of social 
support and its relationship with WFC. 

By examining which particular work and family sources of support are 
related to the reduction of WIF and FIW, researchers can determine whether the 
support sources are domain specific or can cross domains. Certain permutations, 
for example a work supervisor helping with daily family chores, may seem very 
improbable. But, what if the supervisor permits you to come to work a half-hour 
late knowing that you have to drop off your child at 8:30 every morning? Would 
this not demonstrate the supervisor's support? Conducting empirical tests will 
allow for evidence to be gathered to examine the frequency of such occurrences. 

From a practical perspective, the topic of social support in relation to work- 
family conflict is informative to individuals and organizations. From an individual 
standpoint, it is important that people who have active multiple domains of their lives 
also have large and diverse support networks. This can provide them with support 
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that they need to feel affirmed and use when needed. Experienced co-workers may 
be able to provide wisdom and alternatives for managing and balancing between 
domains of life. Thus, although they are work sources of support, their advice may 
be more helpful, informative, and comforting than that of friends and family. Varied 
sources will provide different alternatives which can then help the person have a 
wider perspective regarding various options. 

For example, a young woman from a traditional family may not feel support 
from her family to continue her career endeavors. However, a supportive manager 
and co-workers may provide her with empowering and informative recommen- 
dations or advice. Because of her family's traditional values, she may not get a 
supportive response when sharing work challenges, causing her further stress and 
weakening her confidence. On the other hand, a supportive work environment 
would consider the challenges and present her with understanding, time-management, 
available resources, and potentially alternative work schedules. 

Therefore, organizations and managers have a responsibility in assisting 
their workforce to balance their work and family demands. Examining options 
for managing work is not new and requires courage and creativity in policy for- 
mulation at the organizational level (see Chapter 20 in this volume). The role of 
managers at all levels in the organization is crucial to the implementation of such 
policies and in providing access to various available programs. 

In conclusion, the role of men and women in our society is changing and 
both genders are expected to be active in the work and family domains. This is by 
far a much more demanding situation than in the past, when the maintenance of 
the domains was primarily dedicated to one or the other gender. In this new evo- 
lution of our society, the two domains of life are no longer gender-typed and seg- 
regated. Men and women both can be involved and are expected to spend time in 
both the family and work domains, roles are not clear and require a set of norms 
unique to each couple. Consultation and social negotiation at all levels is needed 
as the responsibilities are not preset. To sustain the balance of work and family, not 
only do men and women need to be supportive of each other, but organizations 
and the various social agencies in the community also need to be developed to 
support this complex relationship. 
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